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Abstract 

This study had a three-fold purpose.  It first sought to determine factors that characterize the 

effectiveness of family resource centers (FRCs) that are operated by the PENCIL (Public 

Education Needs Community Involvement and Leadership) Foundation of Nashville, TN.  

Secondly, it sought to determine if there was a significant correlation between student success 

and the number of times families accessed FRCs.  Lastly, this study sought to reveal effective 

strategies and best practices that could be used system-wide amongst all six school-based family 

resource centers.  This mixed methods research study used a purposive sample of six case study 

schools and conducted interviews and focus groups with family resource center (FRC) directors, 

executive principals, school personnel, and families associated with the FRCs.   

The qualitative portion of this study consisted of analyzing interview and focus group data to 

determine factors that characterize FRC effectiveness.  The qualitative data revealed four major 

themes that characterize FRC effectiveness: supportive and caring staff members; family support 

resources and services; educational support and academic resources; and social, emotional, and 

behavioral support.  The quantitative portion of this study consisted of an examination of the 

relationship between student success as measured by grades (GPA), attendance (average daily 

attendance), and behavior (discipline referrals) and the number of times families accessed FRCs.  

It was found that there was no statistically significant relationship between the number of times 

families accessed FRCs and student success.  Further research is needed to determine which 

specific types of FRC support prove to be more impactful to student success.  Additionally, 

further research is also needed to determine how accessing FRCs over longer periods of time 

affects student success. 
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PENCIL Family Resource Centers: Defining Effectiveness and Linking Access of Services to 
Student Success 

 
Chapter 1 – Introduction 

Research Topic, History, and Background 

 The PENCIL Foundation has been instrumental in linking community resources to 

Nashville public schools for over 30 years.  The organization operates family resource centers 

(FRCs) in order to serve students as well as their families.  The California Family Resource 

Center Learning Circle (2000) described FRCs as hubs of community support and resources (p. 

5).  The California Family Resource Center Learning Circle (2000) also noted that family 

resource centers are positioned in a range of neighborhoods: rural, suburban, and urban (p. 1).  

According to the California Family Resource Center Learning Circle (2000), some family 

resource centers serve a community’s entire population of people while others focus more 

specifically on targeted subgroups of people (p. 5).  The family resource centers operated by the 

PENCIL Foundation are amongst those that serve entire communities, and they have been 

strategically placed in urban, underserved communities throughout Nashville, TN. 

 The California Family Resource Center Learning Circle (2000) reported that family 

resource centers have only recently gained recognition for their support within communities, but 

their origins date back to the 1800s (p. 5).  According to the California Family Resource Center 

Learning Circle (2000), settlement homes embodied the first model of family resource centers (p. 

5).  The California Family Resource Center Learning Circle (2000) described how settlement 

home workers lived within the communities wherein they served so as to more effectively aid 

and support settlement home tenants.  These workers helped settlement home tenants, most of 

whom were immigrants, become acclimated to life in America.  These workers also advocated 

for better living and working conditions for immigrants (p. 5). 
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 The California Family Resource Center Learning Circle (2000) asserted that the main 

goal of family resource centers in today’s society is to develop healthy families and sustain 

healthy communities.  Family resource centers continually empower families by providing them 

with necessary knowledge and skillsets that will enable them to overcome various obstacles in 

life (p. 1).  The PENCIL Foundation (n.d.) is helping to ensure a healthy future for Nashville 

families by building “a support system for every student by linking community organizations, 

school personnel, and families together to help remove barriers that may hinder academic 

success and productive adulthood” (para. 1).  

Statement of the Problem 

 Families face a variety of problems and often lack the skills or knowledge to overcome 

various challenges.  In time, a family’s challenges can become barriers that hinder that family’s 

welfare.  The California Family Resource Center Learning Circle (2000) stated, “Family 

resource centers are a natural vehicle for the community to employ to help family members 

develop the skills to overcome these destructive factors” (p. 1).  Family resource centers have 

served as a vital link between families and schools for decades.  They have helped to educate 

parents/guardians on the best ways to become active participants in their children’s education.  

Henderson and Mapp (2002) stated, “When schools, families, and community groups work 

together to support learning, children tend to do better in school, stay in school longer, and like 

school more” (p. 7).   

 The PENCIL Foundation has been Nashville’s leading organization in linking community 

resources with Metro Nashville Public Schools.  Family resource centers (FRCs) are PENCIL’s 

premier service agencies that support both students and their families.  The main goal of the 

FRCs is to develop healthy families to ensure healthy communities.  FRCs enable families to 
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gain necessary knowledge and skills that empower them to become proactive participants in their 

children’s success.  Although it is believed that FRCs have a positive impact on student success, 

there is currently no systematic approach that has been utilized to link qualitative data to FRC 

effectiveness.   

Purpose of the Study 

 This study had a three-fold purpose.  It first sought to determine factors that characterize 

the effectiveness of the PENCIL Foundation’s six school-based family resource centers (FRCs).  

Secondly, it sought to determine if there was a significant correlation between student success 

and the number of times families accessed FRCs.  This study gauged qualitative factors that 

characterize effectiveness by exploring the diverse perspectives of FRC stakeholders including 

FRC staff members, school personnel, and families served.  This study also determined the 

impact of the FRCs on student success by examining various forms of quantitative data including 

reports that highlight academic achievement, attendance, and behavior.  Lastly, this study sought 

to reveal effective strategies and best practices that could be used system-wide amongst all six 

school-based family resource centers. 

Theoretical/Conceptual Framework 

 Bronfenbrenner’s (1994) ecological systems theory explained how individuals encounter 

different environments throughout their lifespan that may influence their behavior in varying 

degrees (p. 38).  Bronfenbrenner (1994) stated, “To a great extent throughout the life course, 

human development takes place through processes of progressively complex reciprocal 

interaction between an active, evolving biopyschological human organism and the persons, 

objects, and symbols in its immediate environment” (p. 38).  Bronfenbrenner (1994) further 

suggested that in order to understand human development, the context in which human growth 
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occurs must be considered (p. 38).  He defined this context as the ecological system—a system 

composed of five socially organized subsystems:  the microsystem, the mesosystem, the 

exosystem, the macrosystem, and the chronosystem (pp. 39-41).  This study examined how 

family resource centers affect the ecological systems of families who utilize them.   

 Saunders (2007) highlighted the following 12 Guiding Principles of Family Support as 

developed by the Canadian Association of Family Resource Programs: 

1. Family support programs are open to all families, recognizing that all families deserve 

support. 

2. Family support programs complement existing services, build networks and linkages, and 

advocate for policies, services and systems that support families’ abilities to raise healthy 

children. 

3. Family support programs work in partnership with families and communities to meet 

expressed needs. 

4. Family support programs focus on the promotion of wellness and use a prevention 

approach in their work. 

5. Family support programs work to increase opportunities and to strengthen individuals, 

families, and communities. 

6. Family support programs operate from an ecological perspective that recognizes the 

interdependent nature of families’ lives. 

7. Family support programs value and encourage mutual assistance and peer support. 

8. Family support programs affirm parenting to be a life-long process. 

9. Family support programs value the voluntary nature of participation in their services. 
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10. Family support programs promote relationships based on equality and respect for 

diversity. 

11. Family support programs advocate non-violence to ensure safety and security for all 

family members. 

12. Family support programs continually seek to improve their practice by reflecting on what 

they do and how they do it.  (pp. 4-5) 

The researchers used these 12 principles as a theoretical baseline for characterizing FRC 

effectiveness.  This study examined the categorical themes of effectiveness that emerged from all 

of the PENCIL Foundation’s six school-based family resource centers.  Those categorical themes 

would then be compared and contrasted with the 12 Guiding Principles of Family Support and 

finally refined into overarching factors that characterize FRC effectiveness. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

 The researchers devised the following overarching questions to develop the framework 

for this research: 

 Q1:  What factors characterize FRC effectiveness? 

 Q2:  Is there a significant correlation between academic achievement, attendance and 

 behavior, and the number of times families accessed family resource centers? 

The researchers proposed the following hypotheses in relation to the quantitative research 

design: 

 H1:  There is a statistically positive relationship between the number of times a family 

 accessed a family resource center and student success as measured by grade point 

 average (GPA). 
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 H2:  There is a statistically positive relationship between the number of times a family 

 accessed a family resource center and student success as measured by average daily 

 attendance. 

 H3:  There is a statistically negative relationship between the number of times a family 

 accessed a family resource center and student success as measured by the number of 

 discipline referrals. 

Scope and Bounds 

 The study is limited to information collected during the 2014-2015 school year, and the 

six family resource centers, six schools, and 12 families purposively chosen to participate in the 

study based on: 1) the capstone project proposal as submitted by the PENCIL Foundation and 2) 

the parents/guardians’ responses to a questionnaire.  For this study, the researchers utilized GPA 

as the only indicator of student academic success.  Being that the population of case study 

students ranged from grades Pre-K to 12 and 92% of this student population had not taken a state 

standardized test during the 2014-2015 academic year, the researchers determined that GPA 

would serve as the best universal indicator of student academic success.  The researchers also 

utilized the number of discipline referrals as an indicator of student behavioral success.  

Discipline referrals serve as a school’s formal notice of a student’s behavioral infraction(s) 

against classroom, school, and district rules, and Metro Nashville Public Schools uses the 

number of discipline referrals to assess a student’s eligibility for being at risk of academic 

failure. 

Significance of the Study 

 This study is significant in that it will benefit various stakeholders.  First of all, policy-

makers who determine how government funds are allocated will benefit from this study because 
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they will have a greater understanding of the value of investing money in family resource centers 

based on the qualitative and quantitative findings obtained during this research.  Secondly, 

nonprofits, faith groups, and other community organizations that help provide support services 

for families in need will benefit from this study because these entities will hear the perspectives 

of students and families regarding better ways to help meet their needs.  Thirdly, this study will 

benefit various stakeholders within Metro Nashville Public Schools.  Administrators who partner 

with community organizations to provide wraparound services for students and families will 

benefit from this study because they will hear the stories of other administrators who lead 

schools that house family resource centers.  Additionally, teachers who want to effectively 

engage and impact the lives of students in poverty will also benefit from this study because they 

will hear real-life experiences of other teachers and school personnel who are actively involved 

in connecting students with family resource centers so that they (students) receive appropriate 

social services and resources.  Lastly, parents/guardians who need additional support services to 

ensure that their children are well equipped for learning will benefit from this study because they 

will hear stories of struggle and triumph from other families who have accessed family resource 

centers. 

Definitions 

 The following definitions are used within this study.  Some definitions are classified as 

operational, and these definitions were developed for the purpose of this study.  Other definitions 

are classified as substantive, and these definitions were retrieved from other scholarly sources. 

1. At-Risk – A term used to describe school-aged youth who are associated with at least one 

of the following seven risk factors: 

• At least one disability 
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• Retained in grade at least once 

• Speaks English less than ‘very well’ 

• Does not live with both parents 

• Either parent emigrated in past 5 years 

• Family income below $10,000 

• Neither parent/guardian employed  

(Kominski, Jamieson, & Martinez, 2011, para. 16) 

2. Family Resource Centers (FRCs) – Family resource centers that are “established and 

operated in the State of Tennessee pursuant to T.C.A. 49-2-115.”  (Tennessee Family 

Resource Centers, n.d., para. 1)  The PENCIL Foundation (n.d.) operates six FRCs 

throughout the city of Nashville in order to “build a support system for every student by 

linking community organizations, school personnel, and families together to help remove 

barriers that may hinder academic success and productive adulthood” (para. 1). 

3. FRC Effectiveness – Key characteristics, successful strategies, and best practices that 

define the effectiveness of PENCIL’s six school-based FRCs and their collective ability 

to have strong family and community impact. 

4. Wraparound Services – “Community intervention services that emphasize the strengths 

of the child and family and includes the delivery of coordinated, highly individualized 

unconditional services to address needs and achieve positive outcomes in their lives.”  

(Welfare and Institutions Code Section 18250- 18258, n.d., para. 2) 
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Chapter 2 – Literature Review 

Organizational Summary 

 The literature review summarizes the history of family resource centers and their impact 

on student success.  In addition to the origin of family resource centers within the State of 

Tennessee, the researchers also focused on the programs and people associated with family 

resources centers from other states within the U.S.  A review of the literature also supports the 

importance of community schools and the impact they have on student success.  The literature 

review highlights the relationship between United Way and Nashville’s family resource centers.  

The literature review reports on grounded theory and ecological systems theory in addition to 

other methodologies relevant to case study research involving interviewing as a primary data 

collection technique.  A review of the literature supports the positive impact of parental 

involvement on student success.  Lastly, the literature review emphasizes research related to 

achievement, attendance, and behavior.  

History of Family Resource Centers in America  

According to the California Family Resource Center Learning Circle (2000), family 

resource centers have a rich history that dates back to the 1800s (p. 5).  During the 1800s, 

settlement homes served as the first model of family resource centers (p. 5).  According to an 

article on Immigration to the United States (n.d.), “The main purpose of the settlement homes 

was to help assimilate and ease the transition of immigrants into the labor force by teaching them 

middle-class American values” (para. 2).  Wade (2005) reported that the first settlement home, 

Toynbee Hall, was established in East London by reformers who wanted to support poor workers 

who lived there (para. 1).  The workers received education as well as social services from the 

settlement home (para. 1).  Wade (2005) found that American social reformers were inspired by 
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this British movement and began founding their own settlement homes in the late 1880s (para. 

2).  This was largely in response to the growing number of impoverished workers who had 

settled in America (para. 2).  Wade (2005) stated, “The settlement home idea appealed to young 

Americans who wished to bridge the gap of class, help the urban poor, implement ‘social 

Christianity,’ and understand the root causes of poverty” (para. 2). 

Hansan (n.d.) highlighted the work of Stanton Coit, the founder of the first U.S. 

settlement home.  The home was first opened in 1886.  This home, located in New York City, 

was known as the Neighborhood Guild (para. 3).  Hansan (n.d.) reported that Stanton Coit 

decided to live in the slums of New York City while attending school because he wanted to get a 

first-hand experience of what it was like to live with only the basic necessities.  His vision was to 

empower neighbors within the settlement home to form clubs or guilds.  These guilds would 

enable members to ban their collective efforts in order to agitate more social reforms (para. 4).  

Hansan (n.d.) asserted that the vision of empowering others to act for themselves to affect 

positive social change was the foundation upon which the early American settlement homes were 

established (para. 15). 

According to Johnson (2004), Jane Addams and her friend Ellen Star founded Hull House 

in Chicago, Illinois in 1889.  It eventually became the most influential settlement home in U.S. 

history (para. 1).  Johnson (2004) reported that Addams and Star created the Hull House by 

converting a mansion that was built in 1856 into a massive 13-building complex.  In addition to 

providing an inexpensive housing option for poorer inhabitants of Chicago, the newly-structured 

Hull House complex also provided space for community programs centered on education, the 

arts, and social recreation.  Addams and Star welcomed thousands of people each week from the 

surrounding neighborhoods to participate in various community programs (para. 1).  Johnson 
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(2004) stated, “Under Addam’s skillful leadership, Hull House achieved recognition as the best 

known settlement home in the United States.  It became the flagship of a movement that included 

nearly five hundred settlement homes nationally by 1920” (para. 1).  Johnson (2004) reported 

that Hull House would eventually transition into “an umbrella organization of several social 

service centers” operating under the name of Jane Addams Hull House Association (para. 3).  

According to Wade (2005), immigrants began to venture into their surrounding 

communities as they became more educated and comfortable within the settlement homes.  The 

immigrants soon learned that their settlement homes had less favorable living conditions than the 

surrounding communities.  A network of Chicago settlers lobbied the state and federal legislature 

for better living and working conditions (para. 3).  Wade (2005) reported that the unfavorable 

conditions and loss of wages after World War II eventually caused many residents to move away 

from settlement homes.  The settlement homes without residents became neighborhood or 

community centers that served as resource hubs for families (para. 4). 

 Today’s family resource centers build upon the foundation of early settlement homes and 

community centers.  According to the California Family Resource Center Learning Circle 

(2000), family resource centers have helped to empower families to respond to the growing 

demands of the 21st century (p. 5).  Waddell, Shannon, and Durr (2001) reported: 

Kentucky was one of the first states to implement family resource centers on a large 

scale.  Over 500 youth and family centers were established as a direct result of the 

Kentucky Education Reform Act of 1995, which intended to correct or overcome some 

inequities in the educational system.  (p. 22)   

Waddell et al. (2001) further asserted that in 1994, Colorado recognized the need to connect 

statewide services to community agencies to address service gaps within its community.  
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Colorado created resource centers to help families and schools work together to ensure the 

success of children (p. 24).   

 The California Family Resource Center Learning Circle (2000) noted that there are four 

broad categories that characterize effective family resource centers:  center environment, 

approach to service and supports, community involvement and shared responsibility, and family 

integrity and functioning (p. 9).  The California Family Resource Center Learning Circle (2000) 

further noted that there should be a reciprocal relationship between families and family resource 

centers.  Families should take responsibility for developing and supervising programs and 

activities associated with family resource centers (p. 10).  Furthermore, the California Family 

Resource Center Learning Circle (2000) emphasized that developing healthy families and 

communities is one of the primary goals of family resource centers, and for this reason, parenting 

classes are universal services provided by family resource centers across America (p. 11). 

History of Family Resource Centers in Tennessee 

Family Resource Centers (FRCs) have become valuable linking agencies that strengthen 

relationships amongst schools, families, and communities.  They have even helped to shape 

communities’ values and norms.  In 1993, the Tennessee General Assembly passed legislation 

granting local education agencies the authority to establish FRCs.  All FRCs that are currently 

operating within the State of Tennessee must comply with the following mission: 

Tennessee family resource centers shall be established by local education agencies 

 (LEAs), in collaboration with state agencies and community stakeholders, shall operate     

 in such a manner as to provide leadership in planning, developing, and supporting an 

 accessible system of coordinated, integrated public and private sector services to 
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 strengthen families’ abilities to support academic and life success of all children.  

 (Tennessee Family Resource Centers, n.d.) 

Many children in Tennessee have faced daily challenges that include but are not limited to 

poverty, hunger, homelessness, and physical or mental abuse, and all of these factors can hinder 

children’s ability to learn.  The Tennessee Department of Education (2013) reported that the 

General Assembly adopted T.C.A. 49-2-115 as an effort to eliminate the barriers that threaten 

student success.  This policy would establish FRCs to: 

…maximize the potential learning capacity of the child by ensuring that school  

 environments and neighborhoods are safe and socially enriching, that families are  strong 

 and able to protect children and meet their basic needs, and that children are physically 

 healthy, emotionally stable, socially well-adjusted, and able to connect with enriching 

 opportunities and experiences in their schools and communities.  (para. 2) 

Furthermore, this policy stated: 

 In order to enable children to attain the most benefit possible from the time they spend in 

 educational settings, the family resource centers shall focus on providing information to 

 families about resources, support, and benefits available in the community and on 

 developing a coordinated system of care for children in the community in order to 

 effectuate this purpose.  (para. 2) 

Tennessee family resource centers are governed by four distinct entities that handle 

different facets of administration: local education agencies (LEAs) including their local boards of 

education, the directors of FRCs, the advisory councils of FRCs, and the State of Tennessee.  

LEAs have several roles and duties, and one of their main responsibilities is to ensure that highly 

qualified individuals serve as directors of FRCs.  The directors of FRCs are described as chief 
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liaisons between the FRCs, their partners, and their communities.  The directors are also 

highlighted as having the responsibility for overseeing all FRC operations including programs, 

services, and activities.  The advisory councils of FRCs are described as being responsible for 

the development and implementation of plans and strategies that impact the various communities 

at large.  Lastly, the State of Tennessee is described as being responsible for designating LEAs to 

administer and monitor funds as well as monitor and assess the overall performance of specified 

FRCs (Tennessee Family Resource Centers, n.d.). 

Many of the state’s FRCs are housed in K-12 schools or the communities surrounding K-

12 schools.  Most of the FRCs within smaller school districts have been able to serve all of the 

schools within that district; however, the FRCs in larger districts were noted as only being able 

to serve schools with large at-risk student populations.  The number of children and their families 

served by each center varies based on the needs-driven programs offered by each center.  The 

number of students served by any one FRC can range from 50 students to 1,000 students 

(Tennessee Department of Education, 2014c). 

The Tennessee Department of Education (2014c) reported that family resource centers 

create close alliances with other state and federal programs in order to enhance all educational 

programs.  Examples of these state and federal programs include: Adult Basic Education, Even 

Start, Title I preschool programs, Safe and Drug Free Schools, Homeless Education programs, 

Head Start, and Families First — a welfare reform program in Tennessee (para. 5).  The 

Tennessee Department of Education (2014c) also noted that funding for the FRCs is acquired 

through grants awarded to schools and school systems that have successfully responded to a 

request for proposals.  The State of Tennessee awarded grants in the amount of $29,611.65 per 

FRC, and the LEA provided a minimum local match of $20,388.35 per FRC (para. 8). 
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The Tennessee Department of Education (2014a) reported that Tennessee FRCs have 103 

site directors who serve 78 school systems within 65 counties (para. 4).  The site directors were 

noted as having varying levels of professional experience and training.  Their professional 

backgrounds included serving as former teachers, principals, social workers, teacher assistants, 

nurses, and directors of other school-based organizations (Tennessee Department of Education, 

2014c, para. 5). 

All 103 FRCs are noted as being unique because they cater to the communities that have 

the greatest need.  Resources varied across the different FRCs based on the number of grants 

received and the number of community partnerships obtained.  The Tennessee Department of 

Education (2013) reported the following statistics about programs and trainings that were 

implemented by school-based family resource centers to help children succeed:  

• Sixty-two FRCs implemented programs to target students with poor attendance. 

• Seventy-six FRCs coordinated clothing banks. 

• Fifty-three FRCs provided tutoring and mentoring programs to improve student 

performance. 

• Sixty-one FRCs provided training in parenting skills, and 39 provided training in 

early childhood development. 

• Fifty-six FRCs provided case management/counseling to meet specific needs of 

students and their families. 

• Twenty-six FRCs conducted programs for pregnant and parenting teen students to 

help them succeed in school, as well as, provide instructions on the 

responsibilities of parenting. 
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• Forty-eight FRCs worked with students by providing programs to develop self-

esteem, conflict resolution, and behavioral management strategies. 

Despite their limited resources, Tennessee Family Resource Centers have continued to assess the 

needs of students and their families, collaborate with community organizations, and develop 

effective programs to remove the barriers to student success (Tennessee Department of 

Education, 2013). 

History of the PENCIL Foundation 

The PENCIL (Public Education Needs Community Involvement and Leadership) 

Foundation is highlighted as an organization that links schools within Metro Nashville Public 

Schools (MNPS) to community partners who provide services and resources for students and 

families (PENCIL Foundation, n.d.).  On April 1, 1982, the PENCIL Foundation opened its 

doors after several months of collaborative planning by MNPS administrators and 

community/business leaders (PENCIL Foundation Partnership Coordinator’s Manual, 2008).  

The PENCIL Foundation was established to increase understanding of and appreciation for the 

public school system and to promote community involvement in student learning (PENCIL 

Foundation, n.d.).  Connie Williams, the Executive Director of the PENCIL Foundation, stated: 

The PENCIL Foundation places high value on public schools and public education.  The 

 PENCIL Foundation believes in community service and the importance of sharing time 

 and abilities with other people in this world.  It has taken the PENCIL Foundation 32 

 years to build the relationships that we see today between MNPS and Nashville 

 community partners.  (C. Williams, personal communication, July 8, 2014) 
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Community Schools  

 There are various perspectives and definitions for community schools.  Coltoff (1988) 

supported Joy Dryfoss’s definition of community schools: “schools that integrate the delivery of 

quality education with whatever health and social services are required in that community” (p. 

5).  Coltoff (1988) also highlighted the characterization of community schools: 

• A combination of schools’ resources and outside community resources within the 

schools to provide “seamless” programs; 

• Active collaboration in governing such programs; 

• Extended hours that keep the school building open in the evening, on weekends, 

and in summers; and 

• Community “ownerships” (p. 5). 

 Narcisse (2007) posited that strong partnerships empower both the school and the 

community, but even more importantly, they engage and enlighten the students (p. iv).  Donlon 

and Wyatt (2013) explained that community involvement in public schools enriches the students’ 

academic experience and improves the community’s perception of public education (p. 2).  They 

further emphasized that community involvement can include volunteering at the school, tutoring 

services, monetary donations, supply donations, and many other involvement activities (p. 2).  

Donlon and Wyatt (2013) also suggested that it is imperative for communities to support their 

local schools, since student performance at school has a direct correlation to the community’s 

welfare (p. 3). 

 McConnell-Roberts (2005) stated that community schools promoted the idea that the 

school, the family, and the community were interwoven and worked jointly for the utmost 

benefit of each child (para.1).  After years of research, McConnell-Roberts (2005) recognized 
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that a community school is both a site and a group of partnerships between the school and the 

other agencies and resources available in the community (para.1).  O’Donnell, Kirkner, and 

Meyer-Adams (2008) noted that community schools require the active involvement of family 

and community members in the education and schooling of children both in the home and at 

school (p. 174, para.1).  O’Donnell et al. (2008) further noted that a community school is seen as 

a resource for the entire community.  A community school perceives its surrounding community 

as an integral part of its efforts to increase student learning and enhance the development of 

children and youth (p. 148, para. 1).  

Blank, Jacobson, and Pearson (2009) stated that a community school is a strategy that 

integrates academics, health and social services, youth and community development, and civic 

engagement to improve student learning, develop stronger families, and create healthier 

communities (p. 31, para. 5).  Community schools have spread to localities across the country in 

part because they align the assets of students, families, educators, and the community around a 

common goal—improving the success of our young people (p. 31, para. 4).  Community schools 

come in different shapes and sizes, and they cater to the needs and recognize the strengths of 

their surrounding communities. 

Policy papers from the Children’s Aid Society (n.d.) strongly advocated for the advent of 

community schools.  The organization stated that community schools work because they are 

research-based.  The Children’s Aid Society (n.d.) also identified school climate and 

connectedness as the key ingredients for creating healthy schools that produce successful 

students.  Lastly, the organization suggested that bringing community stakeholders into schools 

and making schools the central service point for child and youth development are two essential 

elements for effective family support services (Children’s Aid Society, n.d.).  
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As a keynote speaker at the 2009 Community Schools Practicum, Arne Duncan, United 

States Secretary of Education, argued the following:  

The more our schools become community centers, the more families are engaged, and the 

more the schools become the hearts of the communities....If schools become the centers 

of community life, academic improvement goes up significantly, schools will see greater 

rate[s] of gains, and dropout rates [will] go down; there’s reduction in truancy and an 

increase in students’ attendance.  One of the most interesting findings that I did not 

anticipate was [found] in Chicago in our community schools; [there] was a reduction in 

the mobility rate.  In schools that have community schools, we didn’t eradicate poverty, 

we didn’t eradicate transiency, but we gave families reasons to come back to those 

schools.  They were still moving, but they stayed attached to that school because it was 

something happening there.  For children that desperately need some sense of stability 

and some anchor in their lives, community schools are huge ways to do it.  (Children’s 

Aid Society in New York, n.d) 

United Way and Nashville’s Family Resource Centers 

 United Way and Nashville’s family resource centers have partnered for numerous years.  

The United Way of Metropolitan Nashville (2014) stated, “United Way’s network of family 

resource centers is the one-stop-shop for health and human service needs in neighborhoods” 

(para. 1).  According to the United Way of Metropolitan Nashville (2014), United Way has 

forged unique partnerships with numerous agencies in order to create programs geared towards 

addressing the barriers of various low-income communities (para. 1).  These barriers include: 

high poverty rates, high rates of unemployment and under-employment, low academic 

achievement, high levels of crime, teen pregnancy, single-parent households, and rent burden 
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(para. 1).  The United Way of Metropolitan Nashville (2014) is also noted for facilitating 18 

family resource centers that serve over 32,000 low-income residents annually (para. 2).  Lastly, 

the United Way of Metropolitan Nashville (2014) highlighted 11 core services offered through 

family resource centers (para. 1).  These services include: VITA Site, GED classes, rent 

assistance, student mentoring, financial planning, case management, computer classes, tutoring, 

food banks, nutrition/cooking classes, and parent education classes (para. 1). 

Conceptual and Methodological Framework 

 Grounded theory.  Bound (2011) stated that the most unique and popular approaches to 

qualitative research are grounded theory methodologies.  He further noted that it is arguable that 

a grounded theory method of research is not a method at all, but it is a way of examining data 

and constructing theories from within the data (p. 1).  Gall, Gall, and Borg (2007) defined 

grounded theory as “an approach to theory development that involves deriving constructs and 

laws directly from the immediate data that the researcher has collected rather than drawing on an 

existing theory” (p. 641).  Walden University (n.d.) further affirmed this notion by stating that 

researchers could use grounded theory to: 1) help explore the unknowns in various fields of 

science and 2) generate a theory that is truly grounded in the data as opposed to one that is 

guided by previous research (p. 5).  

 Gall et al. (2007) noted that the process of category development is consistent with 

principles of grounded theory (p. 467).  This means that categories are derived directly from the 

data rather than from theories developed by other researchers.  They further emphasized that 

categories seek to thoroughly explain and describe observed phenomena, and therefore, they 

(categories) are considered to be theoretical (pp. 467-468).  According to Walden University 

(n.d.), grounded theories are described as not being tied to any pre-existing theory or “pet” ideas, 
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but they (grounded theories) are rather identified as fresh, new insights that hold the potential for 

innovative discoveries and the development of operational theories in various sciences (p. 5). 

 Ecological systems theory.  Bubolz, Eicher, Evers, and Sontag (1980) noted, “A human 

ecological framework derives from a general ecological model in which organisms are regarded 

as interacting with their environment” (p. 104).  Bronfenbrenner (as cited in Gauvain & Cole, 

2005) found that there are five socially organized subsystems that make up an ecological system, 

and these subsystems are the microsystem, the mesosystem, the exosystem, the macrosystem, 

and the chronosystem (pp. 4-7).   

 Bronfenbrenner (as cited in Gauvain & Cole, 2005) described the microsystem as “a 

pattern of activities, social roles, and interpersonal relations experienced by the developing 

person” (p. 5).  He noted that this subsystem encompasses the direct settings in which humans 

live and interact, and it includes such settings as family, school, peer group, and workplace (p. 

5).  Bronfenbrenner (as cited in Gauvain & Cole, 2005) described the mesosystem as “the 

linkages and processes taking place between two or more settings containing the developing 

person” (p. 6).  He suggested that mesosystem could comprise the relations between home and 

school or school and workplace (p. 6).  Bronfenbrenner (as cited in Gauvain & Cole, 2005) 

described the exosystem as “the linkages and processes taking place between two or more 

settings, at least one of which does not contain the developing person” (p. 6).  He noted that this 

subsystem entails factors from the second setting indirectly affecting the first setting of which the 

developing person is a part (p. 6). 

 Bronfenbrenner (as cited in Gauvain & Cole, 2005) described the macrosystem as 

including all of the aforementioned subsystems: the microsystem, the mesosystem, and the 

exosystem (p. 6) He noted that the macrosystem contains the cultures, subcultures, ideals, and 
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beliefs that are embedded in each of the aforementioned subsystems (p. 6).  Lastly, 

Bronfenbrenner (as cited in Gauvain & Cole, 2005) described the chronosystem as the subsystem 

that “encompasses change or consistency over time not only in the characteristics of the person 

but also the environment in which that person lives” (p. 6).  He emphasized that the 

chronosystem considers the transitions and shifts in an individual’s lifespan including “changes 

over the life course in family structure, socioeconomic status, employment, place of residence, or 

the degree of hecticness and ability in everyday life” (p. 6) 

 Bubolz and Sontag (1993) noted that families interact with their environments to form 

their own ecosystems (p. 425).  These interactions are referred to as family ecology.  Family 

ecology is a general theory that can be used to study a wide range of problems related to families 

and the interactions they have with their environments.  Bubolz and Sontag (1993) further noted 

that the general theory of family ecology is not tailored for any specific type or configuration of 

family; therefore, it can be applied to families of various ethnicities as well as single-parent 

families or traditional families.  This theory is viewed as a useful conceptual framework for 

researchers who are exploring ways to implement appropriate family intervention programs (p. 

424). 

 Bubolz and Sontag (1993) posited that families operate in various roles within the 

environment to benefit their members, themselves, or the common good of society.  They further 

posited that the ecological system depends on the work done collectively as well as individually 

(p. 425).  From an ecological perspective, the quality of life and the quality of the environment 

are highly interdependent, and family resource centers operate within communal ecosystems to 

meet the needs of people, especially those people who struggle to meet their own needs.  Lastly, 

Bubolz and Sontag (1993) reiterated that as members within an ecosystem are empowered by 
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their environment, they are better able to contribute to the common good of the ecosystem as a 

whole.  The dynamic interplay between these two complimentary trends (people being 

empowered by their environment and people contributing to the common good of the ecosystem) 

was viewed as vital to the collective health of individuals within an ecosystem.  Bubolz and 

Sontag (1993) further noted that such interplay has the potential to improve the world’s 

ecological health (p. 425). 

 Other methodologies.  Because the researchers found literature that supports 

interviewing as one of the best methods for collecting data in relation to case study research, this 

study utilized interviews as the primary source of data collection.  Gall et al. (2007) explained 

that focus group interviews involve selected groups of individuals who are well informed about 

the research topic (p. 244).  Krueger and Casey (as cited in Gall et al., 2007) described a focus 

group interview in this way: 

[It is] a carefully planned discussion designed to obtain perceptions on a defined area of 

interest in a permissive, nonthreatening environment.  It is conducted with approximately 

seven to ten people by a skilled interviewer…group members influence each other by 

responding to ideas and comments in the discussion.  (p. 244) 

Gall et al. (2007) also suggested that there are major advantages to utilizing interviews.  They 

noted that the most notable advantage is the adaptability of interviews (p. 228).  They further 

suggested that researchers could oftentimes obtain more information through interviews than 

through any other data collection method because interviews allow for more probing through the 

asking of follow-up questions (p. 228).   

 When exploring the experiences of individuals who utilized family resource centers in 

Canada, Saunders (2007) affirmed interviewing as an apt technique (p. 49).  She stated: 
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I chose interviewing as a technique because it allowed me to discuss not only the 

individual’s experience in the family resource center but as well provided participants the 

opportunity to share what they feel contributed to their outcomes, whether positive or 

negative.  (p. 49) 

Saunders (2007) highlighted her use of the semi-structured approach to interviewing (p. 50).  She 

noted that in addition to using interview guides, she also allowed for open-ended conversations 

whereas follow-up questions could be inserted to further explore meanings and areas of interests 

as they emerged throughout the interviews (p. 50).  She also highlighted the advantages and 

disadvantages of interviews.  Regarding advantages, she stated: 

Advantages to conducting face-to-face interviews are that this method has a high 

response rate, the interviewer can observe the surroundings and use non-verbal cues, as 

well as probe for answers, something which is not possible in a survey/questionnaire.  (p. 

50) 

Regarding disadvantages, she noted that: 1) participants may not feel comfortable sharing 

sensitive information, 2) conducting interviews can be expensive, and 3) there is a greater 

likelihood of interviewer bias (p. 51).  Patton (as cited in Marsh, 1996) further highlighted the 

strengths and weaknesses of interviewing.  Patton (as cited in Marsh, 1996) noted that the 

strengths of interviews include:  

1. Increases comparability of responses when the same questions are repeated. 

2. Reduces interview effects and biases. 

3. Allows evaluators to see and review the instrumentation. 

4. Eases the organization and analysis of the data.  (pp. 41-42) 

Patton (as cited in Marsh, 1996) also noted that the weaknesses of interviews include: 
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1. Lacks flexibility in relating the interview to the uniqueness of individual and situation. 

2. Limits the naturalness and relevancy of the questions and answers.  (p. 42) 

Parental Involvement 

 Steinberg, Lamborn, Dornbusch, and Darling (1992) described how student success is 

highly impacted by consistent authoritative parental involvement (pp. 1266-1279).  They noted 

that authoritative parenting is defined by the combination of high levels of parental 

responsiveness and high levels of demandingness (p. 1267).  They further noted that “three 

specific components of authoritativeness contribute to healthy psychological development and 

school success: parental acceptance or warmth, behavioral supervision and strictness, and 

psychological autonomy granting or democracy” (p. 1267). 

 Steinberg et al. (1992) asserted, “Children from authoritative homes do better and are 

more engaged in school in part because their parents are more involved in schooling” (p. 1275).  

Their research findings suggested that “the impact of school-specific parenting practices on 

adolescent achievement may be stronger in Asian-American and Hispanic-American homes, and 

weaker in African-American homes, than in European-American homes” (p. 1276).  Steinberg et 

al. (1992) stated, “We find that students who describe their parents as authoritative—warm, firm, 

and democratic—report better school performance and stronger school engagement than their 

peers” (p. 1278).  They further reported: 

As expected, parental authoritativeness is associated with higher levels of school 

involvement and more encouragement of academic success.  More important, 

our analyses show that parental involvement in particular—operationalized in terms of 

behaviors such as attending school programs, helping with course selection, and 

monitoring student progress—accounts for the better school performance and stronger 
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school engagement of adolescents from homes characterized as authoritative.  (pp. 1278-

1279) 

Lastly, they noted, “Parental involvement in schooling is far more effective in the context of an 

authoritative home than in a nonauthoritative one.  How parents express their involvement and 

encouragement may be as important as whether and to what extent they do” (p. 1279). 

 Worley (2007) posited that parental involvement is a vital element affecting the 

development of success for students in at-risk situations (p. 33).  Worley (2007) also suggested 

that schools extend a partnership with parents/guardians and encourage them to become involved 

in school activities and decision-making processes (p.83).  The research of Johnson (as cited in 

Worley, 2007) suggested that the involvement of a caring parent is crucial to student success (p. 

22).  Johnson (as cited in Worley, 2007) further described the involvement of a caring parent as: 

setting high expectations, showing concern for the well-being of the child, demonstrating the 

presence of consistent discipline, and participating in school activities (p. 22).  The research of 

Skiba and Strassell (as cited in Worley, 2007) suggested that increased parental involvement 

enriches the school experience while enabling students to meet academic standards (p. 30).  

McNeal (as cited in Worley, 2007) identified several dimensions of parental involvement that 

impacts student success: “parent-child discussion (cultural and social capital), parental 

involvement in school organizations such as the PTA (social capital), parental monitoring of 

student behavior (social), and direct involvement in the educational process (cultural)” (pp. 31-

32). 

Henderson and Mapp (2002) suggested that there is consistently positive and convincing 

evidence that families have a major influence on their children’s academic achievement (p. 7).  

Henderson and Mapp’s research further suggested that parents/guardians who: 1) talk to their 
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children about school, 2) encourage their children to set goals for the future, and 3) establish high 

expectations for their children increase the likelihood of their children performing better 

academically (p. 8).  Henderson and Mapp (2002) affirmed that programs and interventions that 

engage families in supporting their children’s learning at home are linked to higher student 

academic achievement (p. 25).  Donlon and Wyatt (2013) noted that positive factors, such as 

high quality schools and teachers, parental involvement, and high socioeconomic status, could 

lead to higher student achievement.  They further noted that students who come from higher 

socioeconomic backgrounds and have parents/guardians with strong parenting styles are more 

likely to be successful in school (p. 56). 

Achievement, Attendance, and Behavior 

 Relationship between attendance and student academic success.  According to 

Gottfried (2012), “the relationship between student attendance and academic success has been a 

longstanding interest to researchers, policy makers, practitioners, and parents” (p. 434).  

Gottfried's research revealed that there were gaps in the empirical research that had been done to 

study the relationship between student attendance and achievement.  Most studies had only used 

aggregated data that had more variability than individual student data; therefore, Gottfried’s 

research focused more on how individual attendance related to individual student performance 

(p. 438).   

Gottfried found that “the coefficients on the number of days present indicated positive, 

significant relationships between individual attendance and student-level achievement: Students 

who attend school have higher GPAs” (p. 458).  Silvestri (as cited in Jensen, 2004) also 

conducted research on the relationship between student academic performance and student 

attendance.  She found that attendance did not have a causal effect on student achievement.  She 
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further noted, “Students were able to maintain a high level of academic achievement in spite of 

periodic absences” (p. 122).  The research of Gottfried (2012) and Silvestri (as cited in Jensen, 

2004) indicated that the effects of student attendance on academic achievement are somewhat 

inconclusive; therefore, further research must be done in order to assess the various factors that 

have the most impact on student academic performance.  

 Impact of stakeholders on attendance.  Epstein (as cited in Willems and Gonzalez-

DeHass, 2012) conducted research on school-community partnerships.  She stated, “School-

community partnerships lead to many benefits, including creating a caring community, 

improving the school’s programs and climate, supporting families, enhancing student 

achievement, improving behavior, increasing attendance and graduation rates, and helping 

students to succeed both in school and in later life” (p. 10).  Willems and Gonzalez-DeHass 

(2012) further noted that when parents/guardians are involved with students’ learning at home, 

students have more positive attitudes towards schoolwork and show gains in related skill areas 

(p. 13).   

 Students’ learning experiences are also enhanced by their collaboration with community 

partners.  Ferreira (as cited in Willems and Gonzalez-DeHass 2012) stated, “Collaboration 

between schools and members of the community is beneficial for students because it can provide 

students with opportunities for mentorships and after-school programs that extend the classroom 

curriculum to the real-world setting” (p. 14).  Willems and Gonzalez-DeHass (2012) also 

affirmed that authentic instruction that includes school-community partnerships within the 

educational experience captures students’ interests and enhances meaningful learning (p. 16).  

Nelson, McMahan, and Torres (2012) further affirmed, “Involvement by the adult community in 
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schools and students’ lives is an effective way to increase student attendance, boost morale, and 

improve students’ perceptions about their school experience” (p. 125). 

 Research-based efforts to improve attendance.  Education practitioners have 

implemented a variety of interventions to help improve student attendance.  Chenneville and 

Jordan (2008) conducted a study to investigate if having an attendance policy would affect class 

attendance amongst college students.  Results from the study indicated that having an attendance 

policy by which students receive a weighted grade for class attendance does in fact increase 

overall class attendance amongst college students (p. 33).  School climate has also been linked to 

student attendance.  Macneil & Maclin (as cited in Nelson et al., 2012) stated, “Research on 

high-risk urban environments indicates that a positive, supportive, and culturally conscious 

school climate can significantly shape the degree of academic success experienced by students” 

(p. 129).  If students feel safe and a sense of pride about their school environment, then they are 

more inclined to attend school regularly. 

 Peek (2009) discovered that highly trained professionals who work to support families’ 

needs while also building positive relationships serve as one of the most valuable resources for 

improving student attendance (p. 16).  Jacobson (as cited in Peek, 2009) noted that some schools 

provide incentives to reward students for regular attendance.  Attendance review teams are also 

interventions used at the school level to help make parents/guardians more accountable for 

ensuring their children attend school regularly.  The team often consists of parents/guardians, 

teachers, school counselors, social workers, and administrators (p. 16).  Peek (2009) also 

explained how some school systems utilize Truancy Arbitration Programs.  First, 

parents/guardians are called in for hearings before school personnel and truancy officers; next, 

there is a discussion about the reasons for the absences; then, a plan to improve the attendance is 
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developed by all stakeholders (parents/guardians, school personnel, and truancy officers); and 

lastly, parents/guardians are required to sign a performance agreement (p. 16). 

 There is also work being done at the federal level to support regular school attendance.  

Cunningham, Harwood, and Hall (2010) noted that there is a growing number of students who 

are homeless.  The instability of their living arrangements has the potential to negatively impact 

their academic progress (p. 2).  Cunningham et al. (2010) discussed how the federal government 

intervened by creating the McKinney-Vento Homeless Act in 1987.  This act ensured that 

homeless students would have access to the same educational opportunities as other children (p. 

11).  Through his study of homeless student attendance, Bucker (as cited in Cunningham et al., 

2010) found that there was “no difference between homeless and housed children on attendance 

rates, possibly attesting to the effectiveness of the McKinney-Vento legislation at ensuring 

homeless children have access to school” (p. 6). 

Business partnerships and academic achievement.  Business partners can have a 

positive effect on student academic achievement.  The Academies of Nashville (n.d.) stated, 

“Business and community partners are essential factors in preparing students for life after high 

school and are integral to the educational experiences students receive” (para. 2).  According to 

Donlon and Wyatt (2013), students enrolled in career-based academies seem to be more engaged 

in and connected to school (p. 26).  Donlon and Wyatt (2013) also noted that in cities like 

Nashville, Tennessee, business partnerships are more prevalent at the high school level when 

students are teamed in thematic academies (p. 25).  The Academies of Nashville (n.d.) further 

asserted that these thematic academies have sparked rigor and engagement within high school 

settings by exposing students “to a multitude of career and college opportunities, industry skills, 
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and potential employers by way of classroom speakers, site visits, job shadowing and 

internships” (para. 1). 

Tutoring, mentoring, and incentive programs.  Donlon and Wyatt (2013) described 

three types of programs at the elementary school level that not only promote partnership 

engagement but also affect student achievement: tutoring, mentoring, and incentive programs (p. 

54).  Tutoring is described as fulfilling the need for individual academic support that many 

teachers cannot provide in large classroom settings.  Mentoring is used as a generic term to 

describe various activities that support youth and pair them with positive adult role models.  

These activities include: working toward academic and social goals, practicing numeracy skills, 

reading, socializing, and engaging in service projects.  Lastly, incentive programs attempt to 

address student success by rewarding positive behaviors and academic achievement (pp. 55-56).  

School climate and student achievement.  Donlon and Wyatt (2013) suggested that 

school climate affects student achievement because students are more likely to be engaged in 

their classroom and school environments when they feel that their teachers and peers support 

them (p. 55).  They further affirmed that positive school climate must serve as a viable 

alternative to factors that can negatively impact student achievement; these factors include: 

demographic factors, interpersonal relationships, self-motivation, and classroom learning 

environments (p. 55).  Donlon and Wyatt (2013) stated that students who have strong 

relationships with adults and their peers in school are more likely to participate in school 

activities and increase academic achievement (p. 56).  They also noted that empirical studies 

have found that schools with caring teachers and a welcoming and engaging curriculum are more 

likely to produce students who are more resilient.  They further emphasized that the 

environments where students learn must provide students with a sense of belonging so as to 
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positively impact their educational experiences (p. 56).  Hoyle, English, and Steffy (1985) noted 

that a school’s climate might be one of the most important aspects of a school.  They stated, 

“Without a climate that creates a harmonious and well-functioning school, a high degree of 

academic achievement is difficult, if not downright impossible to obtain” (p. 16).  

FRC support for student behavior.  When students miss instructional time due to 

negative behaviors, they miss out on valuable learning opportunities.  Family resource centers 

can serve as valuable agencies of support for schools and families to minimize negative student 

behavior.  Wheatland School District Family Resource Centers (2010) are staffed with trained 

personnel who offer appropriate behavior interventions and life skills’ support (para. 4).  The 

staff members of these family resource centers actively monitor student academic progress and 

behavior goals while also providing incentives based on academic growth and positive behavior 

(para. 4).  Williams (2007) emphasized that educators also need appropriate tools to assist in 

creating and implementing strategies to help students who are at risk of behavioral or academic 

difficulties (p. 7). 

Impact of family structure on student behavior.  Williams (2007) examined a variety 

of research studies that focused on family structure and the impact that it has on student success.  

She noted, “Each of these studies concluded that family structure has some effect on a student’s 

academic achievements and/or behavior” (p. 1).  Williams (2007) noted that when a child lives 

with both parents/guardians, the parents/guardians share the responsibility of monitoring 

activities and providing encouragement and discipline for that child when needed (p. 26).  Her 

research suggested that students living within two-parent households are more likely to be 

supported socially, emotionally, and academically.  Hlavaty (2013) furthered noted that a strong 
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parent-adolescent relationship is associated with positive adolescent outcomes and behaviors (p. 

7). 

 Impact of school climate on student behavior.  No school functions the same, and 

therefore culture is created differently within every school.  The differences in school culture are 

largely based upon stakeholder engagement and collaboration, and both internal and external 

environmental factors.  According to Esquerdo (2001), the quality of a school environment can 

influence the frequency of disruptive behaviors within the school (p. 3).  She further suggested 

that school policies, practices, and programs might influence the behaviors, interactions, and 

accomplishments within the school (p. 3).  Esquerdo (2001) noted that the school environment 

might affect student discipline, students’ views about the school, their respect for school 

facilities, and their relationships with each other (p. 4).  She further noted that a teacher-student 

relationship during early elementary school years may benefit students directly and indirectly as 

the nature of the relationships between teachers and students becomes a part of the overall school 

climate (p. 17).  The overarching message of Esquerdo’s research can be summarized in this 

way: Positive school climate yields a declination in negative student behavior. 
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Chapter 3 - Methodology 

Purpose of the Study 

 This study had a three-fold purpose.  It first sought to determine factors that characterize 

the effectiveness of the PENCIL Foundation’s six school-based family resource centers (FRCs).  

Secondly, it sought to determine if there was a significant correlation between student success 

and the number of times families accessed family resource centers.  This study gauged 

qualitative factors that characterize effectiveness by exploring the diverse perspectives of FRC 

stakeholders including FRC staff members, school personnel, and families served.  This study 

also determined the impact of the FRCs on student success by examining various forms of 

quantitative data including reports that highlight academic achievement, attendance, and 

behavior.  Lastly, this study sought to reveal effective strategies and best practices that could be 

used system-wide amongst all six school-based family resource centers. 

Research Questions and Null Hypotheses 

 The researchers devised the following overarching questions to develop the framework 

for this research study: 

 Q1:  What factors characterize FRC effectiveness? 

 Q2:  Is there a significant correlation between academic achievement, attendance and 

 behavior, and the number of times families accessed family resource centers? 

The researchers used the following null hypotheses to guide quantitative data collection: 

 H01:  There is no statistically significant relationship between the number of times a 

 family accessed a family resource center and student success as measured by grade point 

 average. 
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 H02:  There is no statistically significant relationship between the number of times a 

 family accessed a family resource center and student success as measured by average 

 daily attendance. 

 H03:  There is no statistically significant relationship between the number of times a 

 family accessed a family resource center and student success as measured by the number 

 of discipline referrals. 

Research Design 

 This study used a mixed methods research design with a qualitative emphasis.  The 

researchers utilized a questionnaire, interviews, focus groups, and MNPS databases as 

appropriate means of data collection to ensure an effective research design.  The research design 

was carried out concurrently whereas the quantitative component occurred simultaneously with 

the qualitative component.  Regarding the sample frame the researchers limited the study to 

include: six one-on-one interviews with school administrators, six one-on-one interviews with 

FRC directors, six focus group sessions with school personnel (available support staff educators 

and at least one teacher from each grade level), and 12 focus group sessions with two families 

from each FRC. 

 Qualitative research design.  In relation to the qualitative research design, the 

researchers utilized a questionnaire, interviews, and focus groups to gauge the perspectives of 

stakeholders (students and their families, school personnel, and FRC staff members) who were 

associated with the PENCIL Foundation’s six school-based family resource centers.  The 

researchers transcribed, coded, and categorized the various responses, comments, and stories 

shared by stakeholders.  The process of coding and categorizing led to the deriving of key 

themes or factors that characterize FRC effectiveness.  This deriving of key themes or factors 
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directly from the data is associated with tenets of grounded theory, and therefore, grounded 

theory was utilized as this study’s qualitative research design.  Gall et al. (2007) noted that the 

process of category development is consistent with principles of grounded theory (p. 467).  This 

means that categories are derived directly from the data rather than from theories developed by 

other researchers.  They further emphasized that categories seek to thoroughly explain and 

describe observed phenomena, and therefore, they (categories) are considered to be theoretical 

(pp. 467-468). 

 Quantitative research design.  Quantitative data were collected from Metro Nashville 

Public Schools (MNPS).  The researchers accessed two MNPS databases, PowerSchool and 

Datawarehouse, to collect grades, average daily attendance rates, and the number of discipline 

referrals for each case study student.  The quantitative research design was correlational because 

the researchers sought to determine if there was a significant correlation between student success 

(academic achievement, attendance, and behavior) and the number of times families accessed 

family resource centers.  The elements of student success (academic achievement, attendance, 

and behavior) served as the dependent variables, and the number of times families accessed 

family resource centers served as the independent variable. 

Populations (School-Based Family Resource Centers)  

 The PENCIL Foundation operates its FRCs at six MNPS schools: Bordeaux Early 

Learning Center (formerly known as Bordeaux Elementary School), Tusculum Elementary, 

Madison Middle, Glencliff High, Antioch High, and Maplewood High.  Each school is different 

in relation to demographics, school size, location, grade-level composition, and socioeconomic 

status. 
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 Bordeaux.  As described in the Bordeaux Elementary School Profile (Metropolitan 

Nashville Public School, 2010), “Bordeaux Elementary Enhanced Option School has a rich 

history in the Bordeaux community” (para. 1).  It was a Title I school located in north Nashville 

to serve families who lived within the Bordeaux community (para. 2).  According to the 

Tennessee Department of Education (2014b), Bordeaux served approximately 374 students in 

pre-kindergarten through fourth grade, and African-American students represented 85% of this 

student population.  The Tennessee Department of Education (2014b) noted that economically 

disadvantaged students made up 96% of the student population, and all of these students received 

free or reduced-price lunches.   

 The Bordeaux Elementary School Profile (Metropolitan Nashville Public School, 2010) 

indicated that the school had many PENCIL partners that provided donations for resources and 

promoted student success (para. 3).  However, at the end of the 2013-2014 school year, 

Bordeaux closed its doors as an elementary enhanced option school.  Garrison (2014) noted that 

Bordeaux Elementary Enhanced Option School would be restructured as the Bordeaux Early 

Learning Center, and it would solely serve as a pre-kindergarten center (para. 2). 

 Tusculum.  Tusculum Elementary School is located in south Nashville.  According to 

Metropolitan Nashville Public Schools (2010b), Tusculum is a pre-kindergarten through fourth 

grade school that is home to approximately 725 students who speak 25 different languages (para. 

1).  As reported by the Tennessee Department of Education (2014b), Tusculum had a large 

English Language Learner (ELL) population that represented 62% of the student body, and 

economically disadvantaged students made up 94% of the student population.  Metropolitan 

Nashville Public Schools (2013c) reported that 96% of the student population received free or 

reduced-price lunches. 
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 Madison.  Madison Middle School is located in north Nashville.  As reported by the 

Tennessee Department of Education (2014b), the school serves approximately 736 students in 

grades five through eight.  The Tennessee Department of Education (2014b) reported that 

African-Americans represented 66% of the student population, and economically disadvantaged 

students made up 90% of the student population. 

 Glencliff.  Glencliff High School (2007) reported that Glencliff High School is one of the 

most diverse schools in the State of Tennessee with over 42 different nationalities and 26 

languages represented within the student population (para.1).  As reported by the Tennessee 

Department of Education (2014b), the school serves approximately 1,251 students in grades nine 

through 12; economically disadvantaged students made up 77% of the student population.  

Glencliff High School (2007) also reported that the school has numerous community partners 

that provide services such as academic tutoring, character building and leadership, job-readiness 

training, and gang/bullying intervention (para. 3).  

 Antioch.  Antioch High School (2007) reported that Antioch High School is a highly 

diverse Title I school that serves over 2,000 students who speak over 40 different languages 

(para.1).  The Tennessee Department of Education (2014b) and Metropolitan Nashville Public 

Schools (2013a) provided data that African-American students represented 42% of the student 

population, and economically disadvantaged students made up 72% of the student population.  

These sources (Tennessee Department of Education, 2014b; Metropolitan Nashville Public 

Schools, 2013a) also indicated that 77% of the student population received free or reduced-

priced lunches. 

 Maplewood.  As reported by the Tennessee Department of Education (2014b), 

Maplewood High School, a Title I school, is located in north Nashville and serves 901 ninth 
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through twelfth grade students.  The Tennessee Department of Education (2014b) also reported 

that the African-American students represented 73% of the student population, and the 

economically disadvantaged students represented 85% of the student population.  Metropolitan 

Nashville Public Schools (2013b) reported that 84% of the student population received free or 

reduced-priced lunches. 

Description of Population and Sample 

 The broad population included the 148 schools within Metro Nashville Public Schools 

(MNPS) and all of the students and their families, school personnel, and community partners 

associated with those schools.  From this broad population, the researchers’ client, the PENCIL 

Foundation, predetermined a target population.  The capstone project description as devised by 

the PENCIL Foundation limited the target population to families, school personnel, and FRC 

staff members who were associated with the PENCIL Foundation’s six school-based family 

resource centers.  The MNPS schools that house the PENCIL Foundation’s six school-based 

family resource centers include:  Bordeaux Elementary School, Tusculum Elementary School, 

Madison Middle School, Antioch High School, Glencliff High School, and Maplewood High 

School.  The researchers further condensed the target population into a manageable sample frame 

consisting of the following four research groupings: 

1. Six one-on-one interviews whereas one administrator would be interviewed from each 

school. 

2. Six one-on-one interviews whereas one site director would be interviewed from each 

family resource center. 

3. Twelve focus groups whereas two families from each family resource center would be 

interviewed and studied. 
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4. Six focus groups whereas a collection of school personnel (available support staff 

educators and at least one teacher from each grade level) would be interviewed from each 

school. 

Demographic Summary of Questionnaire Participants 

 Gender, ethnicity, and age.  One hundred and nine parents/guardians completed the 

questionnaire.  Of the parent participants, 96 (or 88%) were females, and 13 (or 12%) were 

males.  Fifty-three (or 49%) of the participants were Black; 23 (or 21%) were Hispanic; 19 (or 

17%) were White; 9 (or 8%) identified themselves as Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander; and 5 

(or 5%) identified themselves as Other.  Thirty (or 28%) of the participants were younger than 

20.  Ten (or 9%) of the participants fell within the age range 20-29.  Thirty-four (or 31%) of the 

participants fell within the age range 30-39.  Twenty-three (or 21%) of the participants fell 

within the age range 40-49.  Ten (or 9%) of the participants fell within the age range 50-59.  Two 

(or 2%) of the participants were older than 59. 

Education level and employment status.  Forty-eight (or 44%) of the participants did 

not earn a high school diploma or GED.  Twenty (or 19%) of the participants earned a high 

school diploma or GED.  Twenty-two (or 20%) of the participants completed some college 

coursework but did not earn a bachelor’s degree.  Nineteen (or 17%) of the participants 

completed a bachelor’s degree or higher.  Forty-eight (or 44%) of the participants were not 

employed.  Twenty (or 18%) of the participants were employed on a part-time basis, which was 

defined as less than 40 hours per week.  Twenty-nine (or 27%) of the participants were employed 

on a full-time basis, which was defined as 40 or more hours per week.  Twelve (or 11%) of the 

participants identified themselves as retired or disabled. 
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Household income and household type.  Forty-four (or 40%) of the participants had 

annual household incomes that were less than $20,000.  Twenty-nine (or 27%) of the participants 

had annual household incomes that fell within the range $20,000 to $29,999.  Eighteen (or 17%) 

of the participants had annual household incomes that fell within the range $30,000 to $39,999.  

Nine (or 8%) of the participants had annual household incomes that fell within the range $40,000 

to $49,999.  Two (or 2%) of the participants had annual household incomes that fell within the 

range $50,000 to $59,999.  Seven (or 6%) of the participants had annual household incomes of 

$60,000 or more. 

 Fifty-nine (or 54%) of the participants identified their homes as two-parent households.  

Thirty-nine (or 36%) of the participants identified their homes as single-parent households with 

the mother serving as the primary caregiver.  Three (or 3%) of the participants identified their 

homes as single-parent households with the father serving as the primary caregiver.  Eight (or 

7%) of the participants identified their homes as caregiver/guardian households, meaning they 

are not the biological parents of the children who are under their care. 

Descriptive Summary of Interview and Focus Group Participants 

 FRC directors.  The sample of FRC directors consisted of five females and one male.  

Three of the six participants had less than one year of experience as an FRC director.  Three of 

the six participants were Black; two were White; and one was Pakistani.  The code FRCD was 

used to identify findings connected with FRC directors.  A descriptive summary of each FRC 

director participant is as follows: 

• FRCD1 – Black male with 10 months of experience 

• FRCD2 – Black female with 6 months of experience 

• FRCD3 – Pakistani female with 8 months of experience 
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• FRCD4 – Black female with 6.5 years of experience 

• FRCD5 – White female with 1.5 years of experience 

• FRCD6 – White female with 2 years of experience 

 Executive principals.  The sample of executive principals consisted of four females and 

two males.  The participants had over 46 years of collective experience as school administrators.  

Three of the six participants were Black, and three were White.  The code EP was used to 

identify findings connected with executive principals.  A descriptive summary of each executive 

principal participant is as follows: 

• EP1 – White female with 11 years of experience as an administrator 

• EP2 – Black female with 8 years of experience as an administrator 

• EP3 – White female with 1 year of experience as an administrator 

• EP4 – White male with 4 years of experience as an administrator 

• EP5 – Black male with 12 years of experience as an administrator 

• EP6 – Black female with 10 years of experience as an administrator 

 School personnel.  The sample of school personnel participants consisted of 23 

classroom teachers and nine support staff educators.  The classroom teachers had over 238 years 

of collective teaching experience.  Seventeen classroom teachers were females, and six were 

males.  Nineteen of the 23 classroom teachers were White, and four were Black.  The code T was 

used to identify findings connected with classroom teachers.   

 The support staff educators had over 95 years of collective experience in the field of 

education.  Seven support staff educators were females, and two were males.  Five of the nine 

support staff educators were Black, and four were White.  The code SS was used to identify 
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findings connected with support staff educators.  A descriptive summary of each school 

personnel participant is as follows: 

• T1 – White female Business teacher with 17 years of teaching experience at the high 

 school level 

• T2 – White female Freshman Seminar teacher with 2 years of teaching experience at the 

 high school level 

• T3 – Black female Exceptional Education/AVID teacher with 15 years of teaching 

 experience at the high school level 

• T4 – White male Spanish teacher with 4 years of teaching experience at the high school 

 level 

• T5 – White male English teacher with 22 years of total teaching experience 

• T6 – White female Math/Science teacher with 6 years of teaching experience at the 

 middle school level 

• T7 – White female English/Language Arts teacher with 21 years of total teaching 

 experience 

• T8 – White female Math/Science teacher with 3 years of teaching experience at the 

 middle school level 

• T9 – White female English/Language Arts teacher with 3 years of teaching experience at 

 the middle school level 

• T10 – White female Pre-K teacher with 5 years of total teaching experience 

• T11 – White female Pre-K teacher with 2 years of total teaching experience 

• T12 – White female Pre-K teacher with 1 year of total teaching experience 
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• T13 – White male Exceptional Education teacher with 27 years of total teaching 

 experience 

• T14 – White female Business teacher with 16 years of total teaching experience 

• T15 – White male Engineering teacher with 30 years of total teaching experience 

• T16 – Black male Exceptional Education teacher with 11 years of total teaching 

 experience 

• T17 – White female 3rd/4th grade “Newcomers” (English Language Learners – ELL) 

 teacher with 5 years of teaching experience at the elementary school level 

• T18 – White female 1st/2nd grade “Newcomers” (English Language Learners – ELL) 

 teacher with 5 years of teaching experience at the elementary school level 

• T19 – White female Social Studies teacher with 16 years of total teaching experience 

• T20 – White female World Languages/Spanish teacher with 8 years of total teaching 

 experience 

• T21 – Black female Algebra I teacher with 2 years of teaching experience at the high 

 school level 

• T22 – Black female Science teacher with 2 years of teaching experience at the high 

 school level 

• T23 – White male English teacher with 15 years of total teaching experience 

• SS1 – Black female serving as a family involvement specialist with 7 years of 

 experience in the field of education 

• SS2 – Black female serving as a school social worker with 2 years of experience in the 

 field of education 
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• SS3 – Black male serving as a school counselor with 20 years of experience in the field 

 of education 

• SS4 – White female serving as a school counselor with 10 years of experience in the field 

 of education 

• SS5 – White female serving as a school counselor with 5 years of experience in the field 

 of education 

• SS6 – White female serving as a Title I family engagement specialist with 11 years of 

 experience in the field of education 

• SS7 – Black female serving as a family involvement specialist with 13 years of 

 experience in the field of education 

• SS8 – Black female serving as a school social worker with 6 years of experience in the 

 field of education 

• SS9 – White male serving as a school counselor with 21 years of experience in the field 

 of education 

 Case study families.  The sample of case study parents/guardians consisted of 12 

females and two males.  Eight of the 14 participants had utilized FRC services for less than 1 

year; three participants had utilized FRC services for 1 year; and three participants had utilized 

FRC services for 2 or more years.  Ten of the 14 participants were Black; three were Hispanic; 

and one was White.  The code PM was used to identify findings connected with mothers; the 

code PF was used to identify findings connected with fathers; and the code PG was used to 

identify findings connected with guardians.  A descriptive summary of each parent/guardian 

participant is as follows: 

• PM1 – Black female whose family has utilized FRC services for 3 years 
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• PM2 – Black female whose family has utilized FRC services for 2 years 

• PM3 – Black female whose family has utilized FRC services for 1 year 

• PM4 – Black female whose family has utilized FRC services for 3 months 

• PM5 – Hispanic female whose family has utilized FRC services for 1 year 

• PM6 – Hispanic female whose family has utilized FRC services for 5 months 

• PM7 – Hispanic female whose family has utilized FRC services for 1 year 

• PM8 – Black female whose family has utilized FRC services for 7 months 

• PM9 – White female whose family has utilized FRC services for 3 months 

• PM10 – Black female whose family has utilized FRC services for 10 months 

• PF1 – Black male whose family has utilized FRC services for 3 months 

• PF2 – Black male whose family has utilized FRC services for 10 months 

• PG1 – Black female whose family has utilized FRC services for 2 years 

• PG2 – Black female whose family has utilized FRC services for 10 months 

 The sample of case study children consisted of 14 females and 10 males.  The 

participants ranged from ages 4 to 18.  The participants spanned grade levels Pre-K through 12.  

Three of the 24 participants were in an early learning program; eight were in elementary school; 

six were in middle school; and seven were in high school.  Eighteen of the 24 participants were 

Black; three were Hispanic; and three were White.  Six of the 24 participants were affiliated with 

the Madison FRC; five were affiliated with the Bordeaux FRC; four were affiliated with the 

Maplewood FRC; three were affiliated with the Antioch FRC; three were affiliated with the 

Tusculum FRC; and three were affiliated with the Glencliff FRC.  The code C was used to 

identify findings connected with children.  Table 1 provides a descriptive summary of each child 

participant. 
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Table 1 

Descriptive Summary of Child Participants 

ID Ethnicity Gender Age Grade FRC 
C1 Black Male 17 11 Maplewood 
C2 Black Female 15 9 Maplewood 
C3 Black Female 17 12 Maplewood 
C4 Black Female 13 7 Madison 
C5 Black Female 11 5 Madison 
C6 Black Male 13 7 Madison 
C7 Black Female 9 3 Madison 
C8 Black Male 7 1 Madison 
C9 Hispanic Male 6 K Tusculum 
C10 Hispanic Male 8 2 Tusculum 
C11 Black Female 5 K Tusculum 
C12 Hispanic Male 6 K Antioch 
C13 White Male 9 3 Antioch 
C14 White Female 7 2 Antioch 
C15 Black Male 18 11 Glencliff 
C16 Black Female 18 11 Glencliff 
C17 Black Male 5 PK Bordeaux 
C18 White Female 17 10 Glencliff 
C19 Black Female 4 PK Bordeaux 
C20 Black Female 5 PK Bordeaux 
C21 Black Female 13 7 Madison 
C22 Black Female 17 11 Maplewood 
C23 Black Male 7 1 Bordeaux 
C24 Black Female 11 5 Bordeaux 

 
Description of Research Instrumentation 

 Gall et al. (2007) noted, “Questionnaires have two advantages over interviews for 

collecting research data: The cost of sampling respondents over a wide geographic area is lower, 

and the time required to collect data typically is much less” (p. 228).  They further noted that 

questionnaires could be used concurrently with interviews when conducting case study research 

(p. 229).  Being that this study involved tenets of case study research through the examination of 

families who have accessed the PENCIL Foundation’s six school-based family resource centers, 
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the use of questionnaires served as an appropriate method for collecting qualitative data from 

parents/guardians. 

 The questionnaire (Appendix C) was constructed using REDCap computer software 

(2014).  This instrument was used to garner the perspectives of parents/guardians who have 

accessed family resource centers on behalf of their respective families.  The first seven fields of 

the questionnaire obtained the following demographic information: Gender, Race/Ethnicity, Age 

Range, Education Level, Employment Status, Household Income, and Household Type.  The 

next three fields of the questionnaire obtained information pertaining to household composition.   

 The next two fields of the questionnaire obtained information related to accessing family 

resource centers.  The next seven fields of the questionnaire included open-ended questions and 

Likert scale statements that were specifically designed to collect qualitative data from 

parents/guardians related to FRC effectiveness.  The next two fields of the questionnaire 

obtained information related to parents/guardians’ views about FRCs influencing student success 

as measured by grades, attendance, and behavior.  The last field of the questionnaire obtained 

consent and gathered contact information for parents/guardians interested in participating in a 

more in-depth case study. 

 Open-ended questions and Likert scale statements were written so as to solicit unbiased, 

personal responses from parents/guardians.  Such responses would allow the researchers to use 

the tenets of grounded theory to construct themes that define FRC effectiveness.  Fields 17-22 of 

the questionnaire aligned with the following Guiding Principles of Family Support (principles 1, 

2, 3, 5, 6, 10): 

 P1:  Family support programs are open to all families, recognizing that all families 

 deserve support. 
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 P2:  Family support programs complement existing services, build networks and 

 linkages, and advocate for policies, services and systems that support families’ abilities to 

 raise healthy children. 

 P3:  Family support programs work in partnership with families and communities to meet 

 expressed needs. 

 P5:  Family support programs work to increase opportunities and to strengthen 

 individuals, families, and communities. 

 P6:  Family support programs operate from an ecological perspective that recognizes the 

 interdependent nature of families’ lives. 

 P10:  Family support programs promote relationships based on equality and respect for 

 diversity. 

 Overview of pilot testing.  The researchers pilot tested the instrument with 

parents/guardians who had accessed school-based family resource centers that were not 

associated with the PENCIL Foundation.  Parents/guardians from the following two school-

based family resource centers were selected to pilot test the questionnaire:  Fall-Hamilton 

Elementary School and Pearl-Cohn High School.  Once the parents/guardians completed the 

questionnaires, the researchers conducted informal interviews to understand problems associated 

with the questionnaire.  After informal interviews were completed, the researchers made the 

necessary revisions to the questionnaire to ensure ease of understanding/completion for the 

parents/guardians who would participate in the formal study. 

 Pilot testing at Pearl-Cohn.  On Tuesday, February 3, 2015 from 7:30am until 11:16am, 

the researchers pilot tested the instrument with parents/guardians who had accessed Pearl-Cohn 

High School’s school-based family resource center.  Five parents/guardians participated in the 
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pilot testing session.  All of the participants were Black females who were older than 39 years of 

age and younger than 60 years of age.  Of the five participants, two had pursued education 

beyond high school and three were heading single-parent households.  

 Because of limited means of transportation, conflicting work/personal schedules, and no 

computer/Internet access at home, questionnaire completion was done by phone sessions or by 

home/work visits.  Three parents/guardians completed the questionnaire by phone, and two 

parents/guardians completed the questionnaire in person.  Following completion of the 

questionnaire, each participant was asked the following three feedback questions: 

1. Were there any confusing questions/statements?  (*If so, what made these 

questions/statements confusing?) 

2. Were all words clear and easily understood? 

3. Do you have any suggestions for improving the instrument (questionnaire)? 

The time for completing the questionnaire ranged from 8 minutes to 15 minutes with an average 

completion time of about 12 minutes.   

 All participants agreed that the questionnaire was user-friendly and easily understood.  

Only one parent noted a suggestion for improvement.  Being that she was disabled, she explained 

to the researchers that item 5 of the questionnaire should reflect an answer choice for people who 

are disabled and/or retired.  Based upon her input, the researchers amended questionnaire item 5 

to reflect answer choice d that states, “Disabled/Retired.” 

 Pilot testing at Fall Hamilton.  On Thursday, February 5, 2015 from 5:30 p.m. until 7:00 

p.m., the researchers pilot tested the instrument with parents/guardians who had accessed Fall 

Hamilton Elementary School’s school-based family resource center.  Five parents/guardians 

participated in the pilot testing session.  Four of the participants were Black, and one participant 
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was White.  All participants were females within the age range of 20-39.  Of the five 

participants, all had pursued education passed high school.  There were three household types 

represented within this participant group: one single-parent household, 3 two-parent households, 

and one household in which the participant served as guardian. 

 To avoid potential conflicts with the work/personal schedules of parents/guardians, Fall 

Hamilton’s family resource center director invited the researchers to conduct pilot testing of the 

research instrument (questionnaire) following a pre-planned family event.  Three of the five 

parent/guardian participants were contacted by the FRC director prior to the event, and two of 

the five parent/guardian participants volunteered to participate in the pilot testing session the 

night of the event.  Following completion of the questionnaire, each participant was asked the 

following three feedback questions: 

1. Were there any confusing questions/statements?  (*If so, what made these 

questions/statements confusing?) 

2. Were all words clear and easily understood? 

3. Do you have any suggestions for improving the instrument (questionnaire)? 

The time for completing the questionnaire ranged from 7 minutes to 10 minutes. 

 All participants agreed that the questionnaire was user-friendly and easily understood.   

Only one parent posed a few questions for clarification.  Regarding item 12 of the questionnaire, 

the parent wanted to know if volunteering was the same as accessing.  The researchers explained 

to the parent that accessing the FRC entails utilizing its services.  Based upon her input, the 

researchers added the following clarifying statements to questionnaire item 12: 

To access a family resource center means to utilize its services (i.e. rent/utilities support, 

receiving food and/or clothing, homework support/tutoring, attending workshops and 
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family programs/events, etc.).  Volunteering at the family resource center does not 

constitute accessing the family resource center if you did not obtain any support services. 

Interviews and Focus Groups   

 Gall et al. (2007) suggested, “The interview is more commonly used in qualitative 

research than questionnaires, because it permits open-ended exploration of topics and elicits 

responses that are couched in the unique words of the respondents” (p. 229).  Gall et al. (2007) 

stated, “The semistructured interview involves asking a series of structured questions and then 

probing more deeply with open-form questions to obtain additional information” (p. 246).  They 

further noted, “This interview approach has the advantage of providing reasonably standard data 

across respondents, but of greater depth than can be obtained from a structured interview” (p. 

246). 

 Gall et al. (2007) highlighted the fact that in recent years, researchers have become more 

interested in using focus groups to collect data.  They noted that researchers are finding that the 

interactions among focus group participants stimulate those participants to state feelings, 

perceptions, and beliefs that would not be expressed if interviewed individually (p. 245).  They 

also emphasized that the focus group technique avoids putting the interviewers in a directive role 

(p. 245).  Because of the potential to maximize the depth in which researchers would probe the 

perspectives of FRC stakeholders, the researchers decided that conducting semi-structured 

interviews and focus groups would be the most appropriate technique for collecting qualitative 

data from school personnel, families, and FRC directors.  Gall et al. (2007) defined grounded 

theory as “an approach to theory development that involves deriving constructs and laws directly 

from the immediate data that the researcher has collected rather than drawing on an existing 

theory” (p. 641).  Because themes would emerge directly from the comments and responses of 
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interview/focus group participants, the researchers found grounded theory to be the most 

appropriate qualitative research method to use in conjunction with semi-structured interviews 

and focus groups. 

 The researchers conducted six one-on-one interviews with executive principals, six focus 

group sessions with other school personnel including classroom teachers and support staff 

educators, six one-on-one interviews with FRC site directors, and 12 focus group sessions with 

students and parents/guardians of case study families.  At the beginning of each interview and 

focus group session, the basis of the study was explained and the participants were asked to sign 

an informed consent form, of which they could receive a copy.  The researchers conducted the 

interviews and focus groups using a semi-structured format as well as the appropriate scripts.  

The interviews and focus groups were conducted within a one-hour time frame and recorded 

using various electronic recording devices (i.e. cellular phones and electronic notebooks). 

Procedures for Data Collection 

The researchers followed these procedures for collecting data: 

1. Received approval from the following groups in order to conduct this research study: the 

capstone team’s Juried Review Committee (JRC), Lipscomb University’s Institutional 

Review Board (IRB), the PENCIL Foundation, and Metro Nashville Public Schools’ 

Department of Research, Assessment, and Evaluation. 

2. Developed informed consent forms.  The researchers developed two distinctive consent 

forms: an adult consent form (Appendix A) and a children’s assent form (Appendix B).  

The adult consent form was written using words compatible with a middle-school reading 

level; therefore, the adult consent form was used with individuals ranging from 5th grade 

through adulthood.  For those individuals who were younger than 18 years of age, a 
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parent/guardian also had to sign the consent form.  The children’s assent form was 

created with simple wording and pictures designed to: 1) help children understand the 

nature of the research study and 2) decide whether or not to give assent for participation 

in the research study.  The assent form also included a signature line whereby a parent or 

legal guardian had to sign and consent to the child’s participation in the research study. 

3. Developed interview/focus group questions for the 60-minute one-on-one interviews and 

60-minute focus group sessions to be conducted with school personnel, families, and 

FRC directors.  The interview/focus group scripts are outlined in Appendices D-F. 

4. Pilot tested open-ended questionnaire with parents/guardians who have accessed family 

resource centers at Fall-Hamilton Elementary School and Pearl-Cohn High School.  The 

researchers revised the open-ended questionnaire based on parent/guardian feedback 

during pilot testing. 

5. Sent revised open-ended questionnaire to parents/guardians who have accessed the 

PENCIL Foundation’s six school-based family resource centers.  The researchers 

collaborated with FRC site directors to distribute the questionnaire. 

6. Based on the responses from the questionnaire, purposively selected two families from 

each family resource center to participate in the case study. 

7. Emailed the six executive principals of the schools associated with the PENCIL 

Foundation’s six school-based family resource centers to receive permission to solicit 

research participation from school personnel. 

8. Scheduled interviews/focus groups and disseminated informed consent forms to the six 

case study schools/family resource centers in order to facilitate one-on-one interviews 

and focus groups with school personnel, families, and FRC site directors. 
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9. Conducted one-on-one interviews with the executive principals, focus group sessions 

with other school personnel, one-on-one interviews with FRC site directors, and focus 

group sessions with the 12 case study families.  At the beginning of each interview, the 

basis of the study was explained and the participants were asked to sign an informed 

consent form, of which they could receive a copy.  The researchers used different 

interview/focus group scripts for each of the participant groups.  In order to provide 

consistency across all one-on-one interviews and focus group sessions, a script of 

interview/focus group questions were used for all principals and other school personnel, a 

different script was used for all families, and a different script was used for all FRC 

directors.  Interviews/focus groups were conducted using a semi-structured format.  On 

some occasions, clarifying questions were asked in order to assist the participants in 

expounding upon shared information.  The interviews/focus groups were recorded using 

various electronic recording devices (i.e. cellular phones and electronic notebooks) in 

conjunction with copious note taking. 

10. Transcribed, coded, and categorized responses from interviews and focus group sessions. 

11. Obtained de-identified data from MNPS on each of the school-aged children from the 

twelve case study families.  The data was obtained using two MNPS databases: 

Datawarehouse and PowerSchool.  Datawarehouse was utilized to collect data related to 

academic progress as measured by nine-week grading reports.  Datawarehouse was also 

used to collect data related to behavior as measured by the number of discipline referrals 

that each school-aged child received.  PowerSchool was utilized to collect data related to 

average daily attendance.   
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12. Collaborated with PENCIL staff members to obtain data related to the number of times 

that case study families accessed the six school-based family resource centers. 

Variables in the Study 

 The following nominal variables provided student demographical information: Ethnicity, 

Gender, Age, Grade Level, and FRC.  Variable Ethnicity identified the ethnicity of each student 

participant.  Variable Gender identified whether a student participant was male or female.  

Variable Age identified the age of each student participant.  Variable Grade Level identified the 

grade level of each student participant.  Variable FRC identified the family resource center 

associated with each student participant.  

 The following elements of student success served as the dependent variables of this 

study: academic achievement (GPA), attendance (average daily attendance), and behavior 

(discipline referrals).  Variable GPA represented academic achievement in relation to GPA.  

Variable AVDA represented average daily attendance.  Variable DR represented behavior in 

relation to the number of discipline referrals.  Lastly, the number of times a family accessed a 

family resource center served as the independent variable (Variable NTFA) of this study. 

Data Analysis  

 Qualitative analysis.  The researchers analyzed the qualitative data using a grounded 

theory framework.  Gall et al. (2007) defined grounded theory as “an approach to theory 

development that involves deriving constructs and laws directly from the immediate data that the 

researcher has collected rather than drawing on an existing theory” (p. 641).  They further noted 

that the process of category development is consistent with principles of grounded theory (p. 

467).  Based on these ideologies, the researchers used the grounded theory processes of coding 

and categorization to determine the key factors that characterize FRC effectiveness. 
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 Quantitative analysis.  The researchers analyzed the quantitative data using a 

correlational research design.  Gall et al. (2007) defined correlational research as “a type of 

investigation that seeks to discover the direction and magnitude of the relationship among 

variables through the use of correlational statistics” (p. 636).  They further noted: 

 Correlational research designs, like causal-comparative research designs to which they 

 are closely related, are highly useful for studying problems in education and in the other 

 social sciences.  Their principal advantage over causal-comparative or experimental 

 designs is that they enable researchers to analyze the relationships among a large number 

 of variables in a single study.  (p. 336) 

Based on the aforementioned ideologies and because this study contains three dependent 

variables in relation to one independent variable, the researchers determined that correlational 

statistics, Pearson’s r, was the best method for analyzing the quantitative data.  The researchers 

used JMP Pro 11, a statistical analysis computer software, to determine the p-values and 

correlation coefficients associated with student success (academic achievement, attendance, and 

behavior) and the number of times families accessed family resource centers.  

 Linking research questions to data collection.  As presented in Appendix G, the 

researchers linked the research questions to items found within the questionnaire, interview 

scripts, and focus group scripts.  Research Question 1 (Q1) was linked to items 13-19 of the 

questionnaire; items 3, 5-6, 8, and 10-12 of the school personnel interview/focus group script; 

items 4-6, and 8-11 of the parents/guardians’ component of the family focus group script; items 

4-7 of the children’s component of the family focus group script; and items 3-8, 10-12, and 15-

17 of the FRC director interview script.  Research Question 2 (Q2) was linked to items 20-21 of 

the questionnaire, item 9 of the school personnel interview/focus group script, items 3 and 7 of 
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the parents/guardians’ component of the family focus group script, and item 9 of the FRC 

director interview script. 

Disposition of the Data 

 All hardcopy data including data from interviews, focus groups, and surveys would be 

kept in a locked filing cabinet for a period of one year following the completion of this research.  

All electronic qualitative and quantitative data including interview/focus group recordings and 

electronic reports related to students’ academic achievement, behavior, and attendance would be 

kept in secure password-protected files located on each of the researchers’ computers for a 

period of one year following the completion of this research.  Every effort would be made by the 

researchers to preserve the confidentiality through the following precautions: 

• Code names would be assigned to participants and would be used on all researcher notes 

and documents. 

• Each research participant would have the opportunity to obtain a transcribed copy of his 

or her interview or focus group session and revise his or her answers to questions if so 

desired.  

• When no longer necessary for research, all materials would be shredded and destroyed. 

• Collected data would only be accessible to the research team and its committee members. 

• The researchers would ensure that information from this research was solely used for the 

purpose of this study and any publications that might result from this study.  
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Chapter 4 – Findings and Analysis 

Organizational Summary 

 The first section of this chapter reports the questionnaire findings related to Research 

Question 1 (Q1).  The second section of this chapter reports the questionnaire findings related to 

Research Question 2 (Q2).  The third section of this chapter reports the interview and focus 

group findings related to Q1.  The fourth section of this chapter reports the interview and focus 

group findings related to Q2.  The fifth and final section of this chapter reports the quantitative 

analysis findings related to Q2. 

Questionnaire Findings Related to Research Question 1 (Q1) 

 The value of family resource centers.  Item 13 of the questionnaire gauged what 

parents/guardians perceived as the value of family resource centers.  Three overarching values 

emerged: supporting families, supporting communities, and supporting schools.  There were 63 

indicators (key words and phrases) that denoted supporting families.  Supporting families 

entailed assisting with various family needs, offering classes for parents/guardians and family 

involvement opportunities, and providing families with various helpful resources.  There were 42 

indicators that denoted supporting communities.  Supporting communities entailed housing 

FRCs in convenient community locations, providing resource support during various holiday 

seasons, and facilitating a safe, non-discriminatory environment for all community members.  

There were six indicators that denoted supporting schools.  Supporting schools entailed 

supporting parent engagement initiatives, providing students with various school-related 

resources, offering academic support to students, creating student programs, and hosting various 

school and community events. 
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Motivation for using family resource centers.  Item 14 of the questionnaire gauged 

what parents/guardians perceived as their motivation for using family resource centers.  Five 

overarching motivations emerged:  subsistence needs, financial needs, educational supports, 

supportive staff, and environment.  There were 44 indicators (key words and phrases) that 

denoted subsistence needs.  The parents/guardians described how the FRCs provided food, 

clothing, and housing resources for their families.  They also noted that the FRCs helped to meet 

the various needs of the community through helpful support services.  There were 18 indicators 

that denoted financial needs.  The parents/guardians described how the FRCs supported their 

families by paying various utility bills.  They also noted that the FRCs connected them with 

agencies that assisted with childcare needs, provided housing resources, and offered pro-bono 

legal services. 

There were 16 indicators that denoted educational supports.  The parents/guardians 

described how the FRCs offered various classes and programs for them and their children.  They 

also noted that the FRCs provided them with helpful information related to educational events as 

well as provided them with opportunities to build accountability relationships with other 

families.  There were 14 indicators that denoted supportive staff.  The parents/guardians noted 

that FRC staff members were helpful, supportive, trustworthy, and readily available to provide 

assistance.  There were three indicators that denoted environment.  The parents/guardians 

described how FRCs provided safe, supportive, and non-discriminatory environments.  They also 

noted that the FRCs were located in convenient community locations. 

The most valuable FRC services.  Item 15 of the questionnaire gauged what 

parents/guardians perceived as the most valuable FRC services.  Three overarching categories 

emerged:  family and community support services, academic support services, and financial 
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support services.  There were 107 indicators (key words and phrases) that denoted family and 

community support services.  Family and community support services included providing food 

and clothing resources, assisting with resource support during holiday seasons, offering 

parenting programs, connecting parents/guardians with childcare services, facilitating family 

networking events, and helping families obtain healthcare and counseling services. 

There were 17 indicators that denoted academic support services.  Academic support 

services included offering educational workshops and classes for parents/guardians; facilitating 

student clubs and programs; and providing students with after-school tutoring and various 

school-related resources such as pencils, notebooks, and backpacks.  There were six indicators 

that denoted financial support services.  Financial support services included paying various 

utility bills and assisting families with rent/mortgage payments. 

How FRCs benefit families.  Item 16 of the questionnaire was a Likert scale statement 

designed to assess parents/guardians’ level of agreement with the following statement: “Family 

resource centers have benefited my family.”  Eighty-nine (or 82%) of the parents/guardians 

either agreed or strongly agreed with this statement.  Twenty (or 18%) of the parents/guardians 

provided a response of neutral.  Item 17 of the questionnaire gauged parents/guardians’ 

perceptions of how FRCs have benefited their families.  Three overarching themes emerged: 

resources, programs, and relationships.  There were 102 indicators (key words and phrases) that 

denoted resources.  Resources included food, clothing, school supplies, healthcare services, 

counseling and emotional support services, translation services, holiday resources, housing and 

transportation information, and financial support services.   

There were nine indicators that denoted programs.  Programs included school and 

community events, student clubs and support groups, after-school tutoring initiatives, 
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educational classes for parents/guardians, and volunteer programs.  There were seven indicators 

that denoted relationships.  The parents/guardians described how they had built meaningful 

relationships with FRC staff members.  They noted that FRC staff members were easily 

accessible and supportive.  They further noted that the FRCs provided opportunities for them to 

build relationships with other families through various social events. 

How FRCs benefit communities.  Item 18 of the questionnaire was a Likert scale 

statement designed to assess parents/guardians’ level of agreement with the following statement: 

“Family resource centers have benefited my community.”  Ninety-eight (or 90%) of the 

parents/guardians either agreed or strongly agreed with this statement.  Ten (or 9%) of the 

parents/guardians provided a response of neutral.  One parent/guardian (or 1%) disagreed with 

this statement.  Item 19 of the questionnaire gauged parents/guardians’ perceptions of how FRCs 

have benefited their communities.  Three overarching categories emerged: support services, 

subsistence resources, and programs.   

There were 46 indicators (key words and phrases) that denoted support services.  The 

parents/guardians described how the FRCs provided various support services to schools, 

families, and communities.  They noted that the FRCs are essential community resource hubs 

that allow families to network with various communities agencies to obtain support services.  

There were 29 indicators that denoted subsistence resources.  The parents/guardians described 

how FRCs assist them with numerous food and clothing needs.  There were 15 indicators that 

denoted programs.  Programs included school and community events, GED and English 

Language (EL) classes that are offered to parents/guardians, and student academic support 

programs. 
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Questionnaire Findings Related to Research Question 2 (Q2) 

Item 20 of the questionnaire was a Likert scale statement designed to assess 

parents/guardians’ level of agreement with the following statement: “Family resource centers 

have improved my child's or children's grades, attendance, and behavior.”  Seventy-three (or 

67%) of the parents/guardians either agreed or strongly agreed with this statement.  Thirty-one 

(or 28%) of the parents/guardians provided a response of neutral.  Five parents/guardians (or 5%) 

disagreed with this statement.  Item 21 of the questionnaire gauged parents/guardians’ 

perceptions of how FRCs have influenced their children’s grades, attendance, and behavior.  

Four overarching themes emerged: motivating students and fostering parent engagement, school 

resources and academic support, no influence, and subsistence resources and family support. 

There were 39 indicators (key words and phrases) that denoted motivating students and 

fostering parent engagement.  The parents/guardians described how the FRCs provided their 

children with programs and clubs that promoted character development.  They also noted how 

supportive FRC staff members regularly checked on their children by following up with teachers.  

Parents/guardians further described how the FRCs helped them with discipline and behavioral 

support for their children.  Lastly, parents/guardians noted that the FRCs facilitated various 

school and community events and trainings geared towards encouraging them to become more 

actively involved in their children’s education. 

There were 18 indicators that denoted school resources and academic support.  The 

parents/guardians described how the FRCs provided various school supplies, helped students 

improve grades by providing tutoring, facilitated after-school programs, and influenced 

graduation rates.  There were 14 indicators that denoted the FRCs had no influence on improving 

student’s grades, attendance, and behavior.  There were 12 indicators that denoted subsistence 
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resources and family support.  The parents/guardians noted that the FRCs helped improve 

student attendance by assisting with transportation needs, provided food and clothing support, 

and helped promote family unity through various family-oriented events and initiatives. 

Interview and Focus Group Findings Related to Research Question 1 (Q1) 

 FRC directors.  The researchers interviewed the family resource center directors 

(FRCDs) to obtain their perspectives regarding factors that characterize FRC effectiveness.  

After analyzing the comments and responses amongst all six FRCDs, the researchers found that 

the FRCDs shared similar perspectives regarding what factors characterize FRC effectiveness.  

The findings related to the FRCDs are reported under the following subheadings: determination 

of school services, family satisfaction, monitor utilization and access of FRCs, communicating 

FRC services, how FRCs influence student success, FRC effectiveness, methods utilized to 

determine FRC effectiveness, challenges faced by FRCDs, most valuable FRC resources, and 

nonexistence of FRCs. 

 Determination of school services.  Items 3 and 4 of the FRC site directors’ interview 

script (Appendix F) sought to determine what services were offered to the school and what 

methods the FRC used to determine the services offered to the school.  There were two 

overarching services that emerged: resources and support.  Resources were provided in the form 

of clothing, standard school attire, and hygiene products.  FRCD6 stated, “We [FRC staff 

members] provide basic tangible needs—school supplies, SSA, food, baby items, and hygiene.”  

There were various forms of support that the FRC offered to families as well.  The forms of 

support included medical support, transportation support, housing support, and behavioral 

support.  FRCD4 strongly believed in the impact that her FRC had on students’ academic 

success.  FRCD4 stated: 
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We [FRC staff members] make sure families are aware of the resources that exist here 

like ACT [prep] and the College Zone that happens after school.  Also, we provide 

tutoring.  We keep them [families] abreast of everything that exists here in the building 

and anything that can be advantageous to them out in the community. 

 There were three overarching methods of determining school services that emerged: 

referral, surveys, and meeting with stakeholders.  FRCD2 stated, “This year we’re [FRC staff 

members are] just taking care of the immediate needs [of families] through referrals, through 

working with support staff and social workers with metro [Metropolitan Nashville Public 

Schools].”  Three of the six FRCDs noted that they used surveys to determine the services that 

they would offer to their families, and two of the six FRCDs noted that they met face-to-face 

with stakeholders to determine what services families needed.  FRCD4 stated, “Usually, I just 

meet with the principal and we look at what our biggest needs are.”   

 Family satisfaction.  Item 5 of the FRC site directors’ interview script sought to 

determine how the FRCDs gauged family satisfaction with FRC services.  There were two 

overarching methods that were used to gauge family satisfaction: face-to-face conversations and 

surveys.  Three of the six FRCDs noted that they used face-to-face conversations, and three 

noted that they used surveys.  FRCD3 stated, “By talking with families, I learn what they need 

and how it helps the families.  I help with immigration paperwork, job applications, as well as 

job searches.”  FRCD2 spoke of how surveys are administered; she stated: 

United Way provides customer satisfaction surveys to each family resource center 

director and we hand out those surveys….We do just as we have been instructed.  We 

give them to school personnel and ask them to retrieve the documents because we are not 
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supposed to see them….We use these surveys to determine the climate and the 

satisfaction of schools and their families. 

 Monitor utilization and access of FRCs.  Item 6 of the FRC site directors’ interview 

script focused on how often the families accessed or utilized the FRCs.  There were two 

overarching methods for monitoring access and utilization of family resource centers that 

emerged:  sign-in sheets and Community Achieves database.  Five of the six FRCDs noted that 

they used sign-in sheets for recording when their families accessed the FRCs.  FRCD3 noted that 

she used the Community Achieves database—a database developed by the Department of 

Support Services of Metropolitan Nashville Public Schools—to track family access and 

utilization. 

 Communicating FRC services.  Item 7 of the FRC site directors’ interview script focused 

on the methods of communication that FRCDs used to reach out to school personnel, 

parents/guardians, and the community.  Two overarching methods of communication emerged: 

paper communication and word of mouth.  The FRCDs noted that the following forms of paper 

communication were utilized: brochures, flyers, and monthly newsletters.  FRCD1 noted that the 

best method of communication was face-to face communication.  He stated, “I talk to business 

owners and barber shops around the neighborhood….I am out in the mornings shaking hands 

with parents and greeting students as they arrive.” 

 How FRCs influence student success.  Item 8 of the FRC site directors’ interview script 

gauged the influence that FRCs have on student success.  The two overarching influences that 

emerged were empowerment and removal of barriers.  Three of the six FRCDs spoke on how the 

FRCs empowered students to attain success.  FRCD1 stated, “Student confidence is built by 
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having their basic needs met.”  FRCD2 noted how the removal of barriers helped to promote 

student success.  She stated: 

…if your lights are off, if some of the things at home are going wrong and if we [FRC 

staff members] can fix that for them [families], it should promote some type of student 

success.  It should just by removing some of the barriers. 

 FRC effectiveness.  Item 10 of the FRC site directors’ interview script gauged the 

FRCDs’ perspective on ways that they feel the FRCs are effective.  There was one overarching 

theme that emerged: availability.  The FRCDs spoke of the various ways in which they extended 

themselves to their families.  They noted that they provided families with a “listening ear,” 

connected families to resources, and built relationships with families.  FRCD2 stated:  

It’s [the FRC is] effective because we [FRC staff members] are available….They 

[families] can come and get what they need at the drop of a hat….Anything that they may 

need help with, we are here to assist.  I think we are a great resource for the whole family. 

 Methods utilized to determine FRC effectiveness.  Item 11 of the FRC site directors’ 

interview script sought to determine the methods utilized by FRCDs to determine the 

effectiveness of FRCs.  Three overarching methods emerged: stories, surveys, and school data.  

Two FRCDs utilized stories, two utilized surveys, and two utilized school data to determine FRC 

effectiveness.  FRCD1 spoke of the importance of interacting with families face-to-face in order 

to obtain regular updates regarding their needs and/or well-being.  FRCD4 noted that she 

provided surveys to major stakeholders in order to obtain feedback regarding FRC effectiveness.  

FRCD3 noted that she obtained data regarding the needs of students through Community 

Achieves—a Metropolitan Nashville Public Schools’ initiative that supports the development of 
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full-service community schools through infrastructure and technical assistance within a 

collective impact framework (Metropolitan Nashville Public Schools, 2015). 

 Challenges faced by FRCDs.  Item 12 of the FRC site directors’ interview script focused 

on the challenges FRCDs experienced.  There were five overarching challenges that emerged: 

lack of parental involvement, education, organization, marketing, and large student population.  

FRCD4 stated, “The problem for us is getting our parents involved….The parents we [do] have 

involved [in FRC programs, events and activities] have kids who are doing well….Getting the 

parents of our kids who struggle is our toughest fight.”  FRCD1 noted that the greatest challenge 

to his FRC is the parents/guardians’ lack of education, which possibly serves as a deterrent for 

them seeking assistance from the FRC.  FRCD2 noted that the lack of synergy amongst the 

various FRCs posed the greatest challenge.  FRCD2 felt that more coherence amongst the FRCs 

would lead to greater influence within the communities that they serve. 

  FRCD2 also commented on the lack of publicity within the community.  She noted that 

many people within the community did not know that her FRC existed or what services it 

provided.  Three of the six FRCDs determined that one of their greatest challenges was the size 

of their respective school’s student population.  FRCD3 noted how the size of the student 

population makes it difficult for her to know the needs of some of the students, and as a result of 

this lack of knowledge, there are some students who do not receive the support that they may 

need. 

 Most valuable FRC resources.  Item 15 of the FRC site directors’ interview script 

gauged what FRCDs believed to be the most valuable FRC resources.  There were two 

overarching themes that emerged: resources and supportive staff.  Four of the six FRCDs found 

that their ability to link families to resources was the most valuable resource that was offered to 
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their families.  FRCD1 stated, “My ability to connect families right where they need to go, takes 

a huge burden off their shoulders.”  FRCD4 noted that many of the parents/guardians valued 

having someone to simply listen and be there for them.  She stated, “Time and an ear to 

listen....They [parents/guardians] need someone to listen to them and we [FRC staff members] 

provide that.  We provide it with a sincere ear.  We just try to determine what we can do to help.”  

 Nonexistence of FRCs.  Item 16 of the FRC site directors’ interview script sought to 

understand how the schools, families, and/or communities would be different if FRCs were 

nonexistent.  The two overarching themes that emerged were overburden of school personnel and 

unmet needs of students.  The FRCs help shoulder the responsibility of meeting student and 

family needs.  Two of the six FRCDs noted that the teachers and administrators would be 

overburdened by this responsibility if FRCs were nonexistent.  Four of the six FRCDs noted that 

students’ needs would go unmet if FRCs were nonexistent.  FRCD4 stated: 

If we [FRC staff members] were not here, we’d have families that were hungry.  A huge 

number of participants need food from the pantry.  We may feed three to four thousand 

people a year.  This year it’s [the number of hungry families has] increased even more.  

We’d have more hungry families. 

 Executive principals.  Six executive principals were interviewed in one-on-one settings 

where they were asked questions about factors that characterize FRC effectiveness.  The analysis 

of their responses revealed six overarching themes: basic necessities; school support; healthcare 

support; financial/legal support; building relationships and networking; and education programs, 

classes, and events.  School support, medical support, and financial/legal support were reported 

under the following subheading: providing support services. 
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 Basic necessities.  All executive principals identified the provision of basic necessities—

such as food, clothing, and shelter—as a common theme.  EP1 stated: 

Food and clothing [are the] basic necessities [and] they [the FRC staff members] provide 

clothing, shoes, and all basic needs for a ton of families.  It takes up a tremendous  amount 

of the FRC director's energy to coordinate all that [basic necessities] because it's [the 

demand is] constant.  When our kids come to school, and they're not hungry, then they 

can learn.   

EP1 further explained, “If kids [had] a bed to sleep on at night, and they've got food in their 

bellies and a warm blanket, then they're going to be able to learn better when they get to school.”  

EP2 stated, “[The] family resource center knows the importance of having the food pantry 

available to our families, [and] it’s [the food pantry has] been a huge success for us."  EP5 and 

EP6 believed that the provision of food and clothing are two of the amenities that are the most 

valuable to the community.  EP5 provided this commentary:  

We are a school that's in the middle of a food desert.  [Our school] is [one of] the highest 

poverty schools at ninety percent free and reduced meals.  Food is a big deal.  For 

example, over the snow days, we issued 342 boxes of food.  We [school personnel and 

FRC staff members] fed 412 people who came here [the school] for a Thanksgiving meal.  

We [also] gave away one hundred and sixty-two turkeys the same evening we fed 

families for Thanksgiving. 

EP6 noted that the provision of basic needs like clean clothes and food enabled children to have 

meaningful and productive learning experiences.  She also provided this observation concerning 

FRC effectiveness in relation to supporting the basic needs of families and the community:   
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[The FRC] provides clothing, it [the FRC] does that [provides clothing], and it has been a 

support for that [providing clothing] because we have a lot of children, [and] they have 

siblings, and they share clothing.  If parents have not paid the water bill, clothes are not 

clean.  We [school personnel and FRC staff members] have clean clothes [in] the [school] 

building for them [students], or we can actually use our facility to clean clothes for 

children....The greatest impact that the FRC has had is just offering a level of support to 

parents when they come into crisis, providing information about how to find homes or 

find shelter, providing meals if they need meals, [and] providing clothing if they need 

clothing.  That has been the strongest support in the community and within the school—

just providing some really basic needs to the kids and parents. 

 Providing support services.  Three forms of support emerged amongst the executive 

principals’ responses: healthcare support, school support, and financial/legal support.  EP3 and 

EP4 voiced concerns about social and emotional support for their schools and district.  EP3 

discussed the mental health challenges that students face, and EP4 noted, “Parents are now able 

to get [the] social and emotional support that their children require [in order] to be stable before 

they [students] can be academically successful.”  EP2 discussed the school’s healthcare support 

in relation to students receiving dental services.  She stated, "This year, we [school personnel and 

FRC staff members] have been able to partner with Metro Health Department to make sure that 

our kids get additional dental services.” 

 The executive principals had similar perspectives regarding the support that their 

respective schools receive from the FRCs, and they all view the FRCs as invaluable.  EP1 

strongly conveyed the effectiveness and support of FRCs with this statement: 
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They [FRCs] really fulfill their mission.  They support the school.  They support the 

students, and they support their families.  But it's not just the students who attend here 

[the school] currently, it could be another community member who has a need.  They'll 

[other community members] come to the school for that need and the FRC steps right in.  

They're [FRCs are] just a part of making sure that those basic needs can be met so that we 

[school personnel] can spend our time educating [and] teaching. 

EP5 and EP6 noted that their FRCs provide support to their schools by assisting students with 

basic school resources and academic support that lead to increased achievement. 

 The last support theme pertained to undocumented immigrants and financial support.  

EP1 shared this commentary regarding undocumented families:  

For our illegal families, or our undocumented families, it's nice that they feel like they 

have a relationship with the school and the FRC…they feel comfortable; they can come 

to us and say, “Hey, ICE [U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement] just came to my 

house.  I need some help.”  We [school personnel and FRC staff members] have that 

relationship where we're going to be like, “That's cool.  I'm not asking you any questions.  

Let's get you the help you need.”  Also, if the FRC was not here, our illegal immigrants 

might otherwise just flee with their kids in the middle of the night, and we may never see 

them again....I know that a kid is safe here at school because the parents are taken care of 

with the legal matters... 

Regarding the provision of financial assistance to families and schools, EP1 stated: 

They [FRC staff members] take the time to meet with individual family members to talk 

about their needs.  If you [the parent/guardian] can't pay your rent, the FRC is there to 
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help, and that's a huge help to our families.  They [FRC staff members] help make sure 

the kid stays in school by getting those families help with their rent. 

EP1 also stated, “[The] FRC supports the school in either funding for a field trip or [funding] of 

goodies for a breakfast with the principal so that the community can be more aware of what's 

going on in the school.”   

 Building relationships and networking.  The executive principals noted several factors 

of FRC effectiveness regarding networking and connectedness.  EP4 noted that because of the 

FRC’s efforts and strategic partnerships, parent engagement and student enrollment increased at 

his school.  EP3 stated, “The FRC is effective by [bringing in] community partners [to] help 

connect families to surrounding community resources and...services that assist in crisis [and 

help] build capacity of parents...”  EP2 shared similar views to those expressed by EP3 and EP4; 

she further stated: 

As far as the school community, we've been very intentional in connecting our family 

resource center to the everyday business of how we run the school.  It's a key part of the 

operation of the school.  We definitely don't want to isolate the services; we want 

everything to be interconnected.  We want to have accountabilities in place, and 

partnerships to continue to grow in support of the students.  It [the relationship with the 

FRC] plays an integral role in just how we plan to improve the overall performance of the 

school.  I will say that key stakeholders view us as a hub within our community.  For 

many years, just based upon previous experience, our parents and other community 

members have [had] their own perspective of what schools are about [and] what we have 

to offer....[The FRC helps] parents and students to feel like they're not alone if there is a 

challenge or barrier that's keeping them from being highly engaged in the school.  I think 
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the family resource center has definitely...expanded our ability to support parents when 

those challenges and barriers do arise. 

 Education programs, classes, and events.  The last theme that emerged from the 

comments of executive principals denotes education programs, classes, and events hosted by 

FRCs.  EP3 and EP4 noted that FRCs provide English languages classes, GED classes, and 

computer classes for parents/guardians and students.  EP3 noted that families benefit from 

parenting classes and safety programs offered through the school’s FRC.  EP4 stated, 

"Parent[ing] classes are a huge need for our population, and GED classes are beneficial to 

better[ing] families.”  EP4 further noted that the FRC provides an abundance of academic 

tutoring for both parents/guardians and students through partnerships with different organizations 

and agencies. 

 FRC challenges.  The executive principals noted that FRC challenges came in the form 

of: 1) a limited number of FRCs to meet school and community needs and 2) limited FRC 

facility space at various schools.  EP6 stated: 

Due to limited space inside the school, we just don't have enough space for the FRC.  We 

have 20 portables out back, and the FRC is in one [of them].  It's hard having it [the FRC] 

that far away.  It feels like they're [FRC staff members are] this cast-off in a portable out 

back.  I don't think it's [the portable is] an appropriate space for [the FRC].  I also don't 

think it's big enough.   

EP2 commented:  

The only challenge of our school’s family resource center is that the center [only] serves 

our cluster [community], and so when there are times where there's a lot of need, just 

having the one family resource center...in the immediate area can be challenging.  It is 
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challenging when facing things like the inclement weather days when we were giving out 

the food boxes, and we had quite a turnout.  Having additional family resource centers 

around would be great. 

According to EP4, "We [school personnel and community members] need to invest more in the 

FRC as a district.”  EP1’s final statement summed up the overarching perspective of all the 

executive principals: "The FRC is the life saver for some families." 

 School personnel.  The researchers facilitated six school personnel focus groups at the 

six public schools affiliated with the PENCIL Foundation’s six family resource centers.  The 

researchers sought to gauge the perspective of school personnel regarding FRC effectiveness by 

asking them questions in a semi-structured format about factors that characterize FRC 

effectiveness.  The analysis of their responses revealed four overarching themes: relationships, 

resources, support services, and community connections and referrals.                        

 Relationships.  The most common theme relative to FRC effectiveness that emerged 

amongst school personnel was relationships.  School personnel from each school had similar 

perspectives about the relationships formed by the FRC directors.  T12 stated, "FRCD1 has been 

the constant support for [students] and fills in where the parents are lacking."  SS4 also noted 

that her school’s FRC director is a positive male role model who serves as a mentor for many 

students.  Regarding the way FRCD2 interacts with families, SS2 commented, “She’s very 

friendly.  It's [the FRC director’s interaction with families is] not a judgment type situation.  

FRCD2 is very open to our families."  T20 noted that the relationship FRCD6 has with MNPS’ 

Homeless Education Program (HERO) is very beneficial and impactful for their students.  T20 

further stated, “The teen moms that we have at our school are impacted by the relationships from 

FRCD6 and the programs.  That's [the nature of relationships between FRCD6 and other students 
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is] very impactful and those kids…feel like somebody cares."  T16 added, "The FRC is an outlet 

where students feel they are accepted; [they] can let [their] hair down and breathe." 

 Resources.  The second common theme relative to FRC effectiveness that emerged from 

the school personnel focus group discussions was resources.  School personnel from each school 

discussed the importance of having the essentials—basic needs.  They further discussed and 

shared stories about food and clothing resources, which they believed to be the basic necessities 

for students and their families.  SS1 stated, “I work closely with FRCD2.  I know that FRCD2 

gives uniforms [and] food.  I know over the winter break, FRCD2 [puts together] some crisis 

food banks [for students and their families].”   

Regarding the FRC’s provision of food resources during holiday seasons, T4 stated, 

“FRCD2 hands out food bags during that time [winter break], and she has other food giveaways 

like around the holidays."  Regarding food distribution at her school’s FRC, T18 stated, “FRCD5 

is like the middle man.  We have some kids that have the backpack program from Second 

Harvest, and FRCD5 makes sure we get the food that's allocated for each child.”  Regarding the 

FRC’s summer food program, SS6 commented, “We [school personnel and FRC staff members] 

deliver food in the summer by taking it to the different apartment complexes, and our partner 

churches allow the families to grow their own gardens on the church grounds.” 

 Support services.  The third common theme relative to FRC effectiveness that emerged 

from the school personnel focus group discussions was support services.  Support services were 

provided in the following ways: general support of the family, students, schools, and 

communities; medical support; social and emotional support; financial support; and educational 

support.  SS3 noted that the families appreciate the support that his school’s FRC provides.  He 

stated: 
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…They [families] feel like it's [the FRC is] a place that they can come to when they need 

help as opposed to some complete stranger.  They see it [the FRC] as being part of the 

school, part of their community, and somewhere they can get help. 

T16 further stated, “If there's a socioeconomic hurdle, the FRC helps them [families] to 

overcome it."   

 T23 and T3 had similar stories about the greatest impact that the FRC has on students and 

schools.  T23 explained: 

It's about addressing and meeting their [students’] actual needs.  The holistic student, as 

opposed to just a piece of the student, and creating and valuing that trust that they aren't 

ashamed or afraid to approach with what their need is. 

T3 shared this personal story: 

I had a student that I coach in the majorettes here [the school].  I had some flag girls that 

could not…afford to go on a trip [school-sponsored trip for majorettes].  Our trip was 

planned to New Orleans.  They [FRC staff members] actually did an angel fund and 

provided funds for those students to go. 

Regarding social and emotional support, T18 stated, “They [FRC staff members] are involved 

with the social-emotional [support] of the kids and parents.  That's a big deal.”  SS2 noted that 

FRCD2 sometimes gives vouchers to parents/guardians in order to obtain eyeglasses for 

students.  Regarding the support that her school’s FRC provides to families, T6 made this final 

remark: "Similar to what both SS2 and SS3 said, just support in any way [is needed] for these 

families.  Whether it's being evicted, not being able to pay the rent, or finding a job.” 

 T22 noted that FRCD6 was able to assist a student who struggled academically by 

obtaining an electronic tablet that allowed the student to access online learning games and 
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modules that could build her academic skills.  SS1 and T14 commented on the FRC’s 

involvement with parents/guardians of the local community.  Regarding the FRC’s support in 

getting parents/guardians involved at the school, SS1 stated: 

They [FRC staff members] worked with them [parents/guardians of the local community] 

and with the parent advisory counsel for the district.  I also work with them [FRC staff 

members] as far as getting parents to our [school] meetings when we have them [school 

meetings] every other month. 

SS5 and T12 commented on the FRC directors’ roles in assisting parents/guardians and students 

with college enrollment and financial aid.  T12 stated, “FRCD1 helped one of my parents return 

to school and helped [her] son enroll in college.”  SS5 also stated that FRCD3 assisted students 

with scholarship applications. 

T23 provided this final commentary: 

The FRC fits in with our school’s vision and mission.  It is a valuable partnership with 

support services programs like World Relief, our counseling program for pregnant teens, 

and [other] mentoring programs that I can share with parents when they're calling [for 

assistance]. 

 Community connections and referrals.  The final common theme relative to FRC 

effectiveness that emerged from the school personnel focus group discussions was community 

connections and referrals.  T12 noted that FRCD1 does a great job of connecting families to 

outside agencies.  In reference to the most beneficial service that the FRC provides to families 

and the local community, SS9 stated, "Hands down: referral—that is the most important thing.  If 

we don't have the resources here, on campus at the FRC, referral to the correct place is the most 

important thing.”   
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 T17 added, "The FRC is doing the job that the agency that brings the students to us is not 

doing.  They [FRCs] are stepping in and meeting the needs of the families and students without 

hesitation.”  SS6 further explained, "It [the FRC] acts as a bridge because they're bringing in 

more outside community people, and they're becoming aware of our difficulties at our school and 

they're very ready to help us.”  SS9’s final comment indicated that the FRC is a vital program 

that is not only essential to the well-being of the school but also to the well-being of the entire 

community.  With an expression of need, she declared, "I really see them [FRCs] as kind of like 

the first responders—kind of like the Red Cross for the school system.  They're there on the front 

lines connecting people to different community resources.” 

 FRC challenges.  School personnel noted that FRC challenges came in the form of 

FRCs’ lack of visibility/marketing, stakeholders’ (school personnel and families’) unawareness 

of FRC staff members and services, and language barriers.  T8 stated, “A lot of people don't 

know about the family resource center.  We interviewed some parents yesterday who didn't even 

know [about the FRC].  A lot of teachers don't know about it either.”  T2 further stated: 

Like you were all mentioning the benefit of having all these people [FRC staff members 

and school support educators] there together, but then like you said you don't know who's 

who or what is what.  There's not really even a sign in there that says “family resource 

center.”  There's no signage telling you anything.  A lot of times, I've seen parents walk 

in there and they're just sitting there wondering what they're supposed to do.  Who are 

they supposed to talk to?  There's so many doors and they're all back along the hall.  Just 

a sign.  Parents don't know where to go and kids don't know where to go.  Once they get 

in there, there's nobody to tell them.  They just sit there like, “What do I do?”  
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T9 noted that if there was a greater presence, like physical presence in the building, then there 

would be greater awareness of the services that FRCs provide.  T1 shared this personal 

experience: 

When I was dealing with the young man…[with] the vision problem, I knew about the 

FRC.  But my thing was you don't know whom you need to see.  That was my problem 

finding the right person.  While I knew it as a group, I didn't know the person.  That 

would help—to know who handles what piece. 

As a final commentary regarding challenges associated with his school’s FRC, SS3 made this 

remark to the focus group:  

It sounds like, to me, you all think that maybe in order for the program [the school’s 

FRC] to be more successful as we see it as a faculty, maybe the person [the FRC director] 

needs to attend faculty meetings regularly or even once a month come to a team meeting 

just to introduce themselves and remind people what it [their role and the role of the 

FRC] is. 

Regarding challenges related to language barriers amongst FRCs, schools, and families, T17 

stated, "I think, as far as challenges, it’s more from our parents, because just the 

communication—the language barrier—is certainly a big issue.”  SS9 also stated, "Challenges 

occur with communication in the home where there are language barriers, no translators, and 

unmet needs of undocumented students." 

Case study families.  The researchers facilitated family focus groups to obtain the 

perspectives of parents/guardians and students regarding factors that characterize FRC 

effectiveness.  After analyzing the comments, responses, and stories shared amongst all 12 case 

study families, the researchers found that some common themes emerged.  The findings related 
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to the case study families are reported under the following theme-based subheadings: resources, 

support, and programs and activities. 

Resources.  The researchers found that most families viewed food and clothing resources 

as the most vital resources offered to them through the various school-based FRCs.  Concerning 

her school’s FRC assisting her family with food resources, PM9 stated, “We went from having 

food stamps to right above poverty.  Now we can’t receive any kind of assistance.  We get food 

from the center and that helps.”  PG1 also commented on receiving food resources from her 

school’s FRC; she stated, “I get food baskets once a month and they [the food baskets] help [in 

her efforts to feed her two granddaughters].”  PM1 shared this commentary regarding the 

resources she received from her school’s FRC; she stated:  

It’s been several occasions I can honestly say I’ve had nothing to eat, to feed these people 

[her children].  They [her children] are humongous!  They eat like horses sometimes!  I 

cannot feed them all the time.  There could be a parent meeting and they [FRC staff 

members and school personnel] would invite me to a parent meeting.  There would be 

food at the meetings.  Sometimes, they [FRC staff members and school personnel] would 

just tell me to come to the school because they were having a free food giveaway.  You 

never know what a person is going through.  That particular day, I was thinking, “What 

are we going to eat?”  Then I told myself to calm down because I remembered the school 

was having something [a family event or parent meeting].  The FRC has helped us [her 

family] to eat.  I mean that is major when you have three kids and you are doing stuff by 

yourself.   

 PG1 also explained how her school’s FRC helped to meet her family’s clothing needs; 

she stated:  
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They [FRC staff members] helped me with clothes.  I had needed help with that 

[obtaining clothes] because C4 lost all of her clothes somewhere at school.  We [she and 

her grandchildren] were in a bind for a minute and could not afford to get more. 

C18 shared this personal account of the impact that receiving clothing resources from her 

school’s FRC has had on supporting her future:  

Without places like that [the FRC], people [students and families] would not get the 

opportunities they do [get because of support from the FRC].  It [the FRC] gave me the 

opportunity to keep going to school, instead of being sent home for not having school 

attire. 

Support.  The families indicated that the FRCs offered them support in a variety of ways.  

The most prevalent forms of FRC support that emerged from family focus group discussions 

included educational support and social-emotional support.  PM1 provided an account of how the 

FRC served as a source of educational support to her by providing her with information that 

enhanced her parenting skills.  She stated: 

The FRC helped me with studying habits and gave me information on healthy eating.  I 

even learned about the number of hours needed for appropriate rest in order for my kids 

to be prepared for school.  Also, I learned to make sure they eat breakfast and why it 

[eating breakfast] is important.   

PM2 also spoke of the educational support that she received through her school’s FRC; she 

stated, “I have also used the FRC to work on my resume and look for jobs to better my personal 

being.”  She further stated, “They [the FRC and school] have ACT prep; those tutoring programs 

help [students] a lot.”  From a student/parent perspective, PM7 noted that FRCD6 provided 

educational support by helping her with school-related projects and assignments. 
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 C3 explained how she and other students receive social and emotional support from the 

school’s FRC; she stated, “We [students] can come in here [the FRC] freely and get the support 

or the advice that we need from FRCD4 at any point in time.  C3 further stated: 

My friends and I came here [the FRC] when my friend’s godmother passed.  My friend 

was upset.  FRCD4 let us come here [the FRC] and calm my friend down.  It was a good 

environment.  We felt comfortable talking and just opening up.  I just feel safe in school.  

That’s the way it is supposed to be. 

In relation to her school’s FRC providing her with social and emotional support, PM9 stated, 

“There have been a couple of days when I have just been fed up [with life].  I would call up there 

[the FRC] and just need someone to listen; you know?  This is all you really need sometimes.” 

PM9 also provided this personal account of how the social-emotional support received from the 

school’s FRC helped to save her child’s life: 

C18 [PM9’s daughter] became really upset when her father passed.  She [C18] withdrew 

from everyone and became a cutter, just cutting on herself.  We [the mother and her 

family] didn’t know what to do.  I contacted FRCD3, and she helped us [the family] to 

get counseling for C18.  This helped to save C18. 

 Programs and activities.  Programs and activities was another theme that emerged within 

family focus group discussions.  The programs and activities that benefitted students and families 

the most were those that promoted family unity and empowerment.  C1 stated, “I went to the 

career fair that we had here [the school]...it helped me to realize that there are many job 

opportunities out there.”  C2 spoke of the effects that her school’s FRC has had on her family.  

She stated, “It [FRC-sponsored family activities and programs] has helped bring our family 

together more.  We do more stuff together.  We talk about things that should be talked about 
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daily.”  PG2 spoke of how FRC programs and activities afforded her the opportunity to cherish 

time with her family.  She stated, “It [the FRC-sponsored activity] teaches me to relax.  I’m 

always on the go with five children.  We actually got to sit down, relax, and watch a movie.”  

PF2 spoke of the influence that FRCD1 has had on his participation in school activities; he 

stated, “FRCD1 encourages me to come to all the events.…Believe you me, if FRCD1 were not 

there, I would not be attending.” 

 Improving FRCs.  The majority of the families noted that they would not change or 

improve anything concerning the FRCs, but several parents/guardians provided insight into ways 

that they felt the FRCs could be improved.  In relation to a discussion regarding what she would 

change or improve about her school’s FRC, PG2 stated, “Increase monthly activities to get 

parents to come out and get involved….It helps you to network and meet different people.  You 

never know how you can help someone else.”  Two parents/guardians indicated that the FRCs 

needed to increase their communication and visibility within the local communities.  PF2 stated, 

“The only way you know about the FRC is because of FRCD2.  If FRCD2 just sat in his office 

and never came out, I probably wouldn’t know what the center is, [and] so, I would change 

visibility.”  PM8 made this final commentary: 

Make it known what the FRC has to offer.  Also, let children know that it is a private 

service and [that] they will not get their parents in trouble for using the FRC….They 

[families] need to know the service is just something extra if they need it. 

Interview and Focus Group Findings Related to Research Question 2 (Q2) 

 FRC directors.  Four of the six FRC directors indicated that they feel that there is a link 

between student success (academic achievement, attendance, and/or behavior) and families who 

utilize family resource centers.  In relation to providing academic support for students, FRCD3 
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commented, “Students can get both tutoring and enrichment here [the FRC].  A lot of our 

international students benefit greatly from our services.  I know it keeps some [students] from 

falling through the cracks.”  FRCD1 noted that his FRC influences student success by helping 

parents/guardians and other stakeholders understand their roles in the growth and development of 

all students.  FRCD4 shared this story about improving student attendance: 

A lot of times, we have kids that come [visit the FRC] that may not get to school on time 

because they have brothers and sisters at home that they have to get on the bus first.  It 

may mean that the family resource center may have to interact with social workers and 

other entities to try and go see what we [FRC staff members and school personnel] can do 

in that home so that we can make sure that not only is that child getting to school on time, 

but that the other brothers and sisters are safe. 

In relation to helping students improve behaviorally, FRCD6 added: 

I have stories from teachers about how once kids have come and started talking to me or 

once they've participated in this or that [FRC-sponsored program, club, or activity], their 

behavior has drastically improved, and [they] have become more attentive in class. 

 Two of the six FRC directors indicated that they do not feel that there is a link between 

student success (academic achievement, attendance, and/or behavior) and families who utilize 

family resource centers.  FRCD2 and FRCD5 both noted that they don’t feel there is an 

acceptable way to measure the influence of FRC services on student success.  FRCD2 shared this 

commentary: 

I'm just not sure we have enough data to show that [the link between student success and 

utilizing FRC services] yet.  I just don't know if we're there yet....Do we have enough 

data to say that it really improves student academic success or achievement?  I'm not sure 
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we do.  I think it's going to take a whole lot more than what we're doing or we've got to 

do a little bit better record-keeping and a little bit more research before we say that we're 

actually doing that [influencing student success].  I just don't think that we have enough 

data at this point in time….I wouldn't be here if I didn't believe that we were helping in 

some form or fashion, [but] I have nothing to prove that. 

Executive principals.  Four of the six executive principals indicated that they feel that 

there is a link between student success (academic achievement, attendance, and/or behavior) and 

families who utilize family resource centers.  EP2 noted that her school’s FRC influences student 

success by helping to increase the level of engagement of parents/guardians and community 

stakeholders.  Regarding parents/guardians who access FRC services, EP3 stated, “Parents are 

able to provide social and emotional support [that] students require to be...successful 

academically."  In relation to his school’s FRC providing resources and support services to 

students, EP4 commented, “If students have the support they need, they are going to be more 

successful.”  Regarding the influence that her school’s FRC has on absenteeism and behavior, 

EP6 provided this observation: 

In terms of absenteeism and behavior, it [support from the FRC] stabilizes absenteeism 

when parents can actually come here [the school’s FRC] and locate housing within the 

zone, and the kids are still able to go to the same school, so it creates a consistency 

between home and school, and they're [students are] not constantly transferring….A lot 

of times people don't equate behavior with being hungry, being cold, not having any 

place to stay.  Behaviors come out, anger and sadness and sorrow and depression come 

out when children do not have the power or the access to those types of basic needs, so 
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we [school personnel and FRC staff members] have to make sure that their basic needs 

are met. 

Two of the six executive principals indicated that they felt unsure about there being a 

direct link between student success (academic achievement, attendance, and/or behavior) and 

families who utilize family resource centers.  EP1 noted that although she feels a direct link may 

exist, she also feels that there would be no way to prove it.  EP5 stated:  

Intuitively if students have their needs met and they have positive well-being, obviously 

it's going to lead to more student achievement, [but] to say that there is a direct 

correlation between a kid going and getting a coat from student services and increasing 

academic achievement would be a little bit of a stretch....That is one of those things that 

is probably measured more qualitatively than quantitatively to be honest. 

 School personnel.  Twelve of the 23 classroom teachers indicated that they feel that 

there is a link between student success (academic achievement, attendance, and/or behavior) and 

families who utilize family resource centers.  The other 11 classroom teachers did not provide 

comments.  T4 provided this observation: 

I think it links back to what we [other school personnel] just said, the FRC helps students 

meet their basic needs.  When their [students’] basic needs are met, then we [educators] 

can move on and address the whole Maslow’s hierarchy of needs thing.  You meet the 

basic needs [first], [and] now we can address higher needs.  The FRC brings together the 

resources from the community and it gives the community a way to provide 

resources...which in turn [builds] better students, better citizens, [and] everything grows 

form there. 
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T9 shared this story about one of her students who experienced increased academic success 

because of the clothing and school supplies he received from the school’s FRC: 

I have a student that once we [school personnel and FRC staff members] got him a 

backpack that wasn't torn up and materials, he brings it [the backpack] every day, and it 

[receiving school supplies] has contributed to his academic success.  He was wearing 

shirts that were too small, and the kids have stopped giving him crap [a hard time] about 

it....They've stopped giving him crap [a hard time] about it [not having adequate clothing] 

which allows him to focus more on school work.  If you don't have to worry about your 

pants being too short, your shirt being too small, your sleeves being at your elbows, you 

can focus on other things, so I think it [the FRC] contributes [to student success]. 

T6 added, “I've definitely noticed some confidence go up in some students who received that 

help.  I can only assume in turn it [support from the FRC] helps them focus in the classroom and 

get their priorities right.”  T8 shared this commentary about a set of twin students who were 

positively impacted by the services that they received from the FRC: 

We have a set of twins in the seventh grade, and they had a lot of body odor, and they 

were wearing the same clothes every day.  Once we got them help [from the FRC], I 

could definitely tell a difference in their academic status. 

T12 noted that she has witnessed the behavior and character of her students change because of 

the support they received from the school’s FRC.  T11 commented on the behavioral support 

provided by her school’s FRC director.  She stated, “FRCD1 was included in S-Team [support 

team] goals for one of my children.  He agreed to check on him [the student] daily to help 

improve [his] behavior.”  T16 noted that African parents/guardians have become more involved 

with their children’s education because of support from the school’s FRC. 
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 T14 commented on the social and emotional support the FRC provided for students.  She 

stated, “The FRC keeps them [students] from doing things they shouldn't [do].  They're here [the 

FRC] with friends.  Different populations of students are playing and having fun together.”  T17 

and T18 both noted that student success has been indirectly influenced by the support the FRC 

provided to parents/guardians in the form of classes and resources.  T19 shared these remarks 

regarding the impact that her school’s FRC has on student success: 

It [the FRC] takes some of the stress out of their [students’] lives.  Maybe even just a 

little bit, but that can make all the difference when it comes to your academics and/or 

behavior.  If they [students] had that little bit of stress release, well maybe they're not 

going to act out or maybe they're going to turn in this assignment....[Because] they're 

actually getting nourishment [in the form of food resources from the school’s 

FRC],...they're not going to fall asleep in class. 

T20 shared this student success story: 

I can share a success story.  My student, I taught her...for 2 years now, [and] this is the 

end of the second year [that] I've taught her; she's a junior.  She actually attempted 

suicide in March of last year [2014]....Because of what they [FRC staff members] were 

able to do with her, I have seen her [change from] night [to] day in my class.  She's an 

honor student.  She's in AP Spanish right now, [and] she's about to take the AP Spanish 

test.  She can focus in my class.  She's grown up.  It's so wonderful.  She can talk 

comfortably with myself and them [FRC staff members] about the thoughts she was 

having, [and] what was going on, and [she] has seen herself improve as a person and be 

more successful academically. 
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 Three of the nine support staff educators indicated that they feel that there is a link 

between student success (academic achievement, attendance, and/or behavior) and families who 

utilize family resource centers.  The other six support staff educators did not provide comments.  

SS4 noted that her school’s FRC director served as a positive male role model and mentor for 

students, helping to combat negative student behaviors and thereby adding to positive school 

climate.  In relation to helping students focus more on their education, SS5 stated, “The FRC 

gives them one less thing to think about."  SS8 noted that she believes students are more 

successful academically because they “feel valued and that someone cares.” 

Case study parents/guardians.  Six of the 14 parents/guardians indicated that they feel 

that there is a link between student success (academic achievement, attendance, and/or behavior) 

and families who utilize family resource centers.  Six of the parents/guardians did not provide 

comments; one commented that she was unsure; and one indicated that she felt there was no link 

between student success (academic achievement, attendance, and/or behavior) and families who 

utilize family resource centers.  PM1 shared this commentary about her children interacting with 

FRC staff members concerning social-emotional issues: 

I think just because of the information that they [FRC staff members] have available for 

them [her children], regardless of if it's a subject [academically-related] or even if she's 

[her daughter’s] having a bad day as far as just not feeling good, not feeling the vibe of 

the school or the [other] students.  She can go to the resource center and say, “I'm not 

having a good day.” or “I'm feeling depressed.” or anything of that nature.  She can go to 

[the FRC].... That's one of the avenues she can go to [for issues] like, “I need somebody 

to talk to.” or...”Can you call my Mama?”....Then we [the daughter and mother] can chat 

from there....It's [the FRC is] a good place for them [her children] to go and feel 
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confident and talk to teachers [FRC staff members] about the things that they got going 

on or whatever. 

PM2 noted that the FRC influences student success because of the academic support it provides.  

She stated, “...They [FRCs] have that ACT prep, those tutoring skills and all of that.  Yeah, that 

has really helped a lot.” 

 PG1 spoke about how the FRC has helped her grandchildren improve in school by 

providing food resources.  She stated, “...If you're hungry, then you can't do nothing.  You can't 

do nothing!  You'll be more of a problem than you'll ever be a problem solved.”  PM3 explained 

how the FRC supported her with transporting her children to and from school at a time when 

they were homeless and had no transportation.  She also noted that the FRC supported her family 

with food resources, which enabled her children to come to school nourished and ready to learn.  

PM3 stated, “...I was able to get them to school.  They have food to eat.  They can concentrate 

better in school.”  In relation to the FRC supporting parents/guardians with student behavioral 

issues, PM6 commented, “The parents come.  They'll [FRC staff members will] have school for 

the parents.  We [are] learning every day to help the kids [with] how to act [and] how to react.” 

 PM7 was a single-parent high school mother who shared this story about obtaining 

academic support from her school’s FRC director: 

My senior year they brought up some new rules.  It was that we had to do a senior 

Capstone project.  FRCD6 helped me out a lot.  I'd come over here and I'd be like, "Oh 

FRCD6, I don't know if I'm really confident about this PowerPoint.  Can I present it to 

you?"  She would be like, "Yeah, go ahead."  She would give me advice on how to 

change it, how to word it differently, how to make it sound more professional, how to 

extend my time, because it had to be six minutes.  I would be like so nervous and she 
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would be like, "Just try not to get nervous.  Try not to talk that fast.  Just try to keep it 

kind of slow."  She helped me out a lot in so many aspects.  She was like a friend, like I 

said, and she would just give me advice.  She would like push us [students] forward to do 

our best. 

Quantitative Analysis Findings Related to Research Question 2 (Q2) 

 Description of the dataset.  The following nominal variables served as the demographic 

variables of this study: 

Ethnicity – a variable that identifies the ethnicity of each student participant. 

Gender – a variable that identifies whether a student participant is male or female. 

Age – a variable that identifies the age of each of student participant. 

Grade Level – a variable that identifies the grade level of each student participant. 

FRC – a variable that identifies the family resource center associated with each of 

student participant. 

The following continuous variables served as the dependent variables of this study: 

GPA – a variable that identifies the grade point average of each student participant.  This 

value coincides with a 4.0 grading scale.  It will be used within the dataset to determine if 

there is a statistically significant relationship between a student’s grade point average and 

the number of times a student’s family accessed a family resource center. 

AVDA – a variable that identifies the average daily attendance of each student 

participant.  This value is a percentage.  It will be used within the dataset to determine if 

there is a statistically significant relationship between a student’s average daily 

attendance and the number of times a student’s family accessed a family resource center. 
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DR – a variable that identifies the number of discipline referrals that each student 

participant received.  It will be used within the dataset to determine if there is a 

statistically significant relationship between the number of discipline referrals a student 

received and the number of times a student’s family accessed a family resource center. 

The following variable served as the sole independent variable of this study: 

NTFA – a variable that describes the number of times a student’s family accessed a 

family resource center. 

 Data collection and analysis.  To gauge individual student success, researchers used 

Datawarehouse, a Metropolitan Nashville Public Schools’ database, to collect data related to 

student academic progress as measured by nine-week grading reports from the 2014-2015 school 

year.  Datawarehouse was also used to collect data related to behavior as measured by the 

number of discipline referrals that each school-aged child received during the 2014-2015 school 

year.  PowerSchool was utilized to collect data related to the average daily attendance of each 

case study student during the 2014-2015 school year.  The researchers used JMP Pro 11, a 

statistical analysis computer software, to determine the p-values and correlation coefficients 

associated with student success (academic achievement, attendance, and behavior) and the 

number of times families accessed family resource centers. 

 Resolving null hypothesis 1 (H01).  In order to conduct a test of relationship for H01, the 

researchers had to resolve three assumptions.  Because the researchers chose a convenience 

sample of case study students from various FRCs, the assumption of independent random data 

was satisfied.  In order to resolve the assumption that each of the variables associated with H01 

(GPA and NTFA) had fairly normal distribution, the researchers examined the skewness and 

kurtosis values as summarized in Table 2.  Variable GPA was considered to have fairly normal 
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distribution with a skewness value of -0.495, which falls between -1 and 1, and a kurtosis value 

of -0.802, which falls between -2 and 2.  Variable NTFA was also considered to have fairly 

normal distribution with a skewness value of 0.289, which falls between -1 and 1 and a kurtosis 

value of -0.641, which falls between -2 and 2. 

Table 2 

Skewness and Kurtosis Values for H01 Variables 

Variable Skewness Kurtosis 
GPA -0.495 -0.802 
NTFA 0.289 -0.641 

 
 In order to resolve the assumption that the residuals must be normally distributed, the 

researchers performed a Least Squares fit model for each of the variables whereas the residual 

values were plotted against the predicted values of Y.  The Durbin-Watson scores and Auto 

Correlation values were obtained and are summarized in Table 3.  Both variables GPA and NTFA 

are considered to have residuals that are normally distributed because both Durbin-Watson 

scores are close to 2 and both Auto Correlation values are close to 0. 

Table 3 

Durbin-Watson Scores and Auto Correlation Values for H01 Variables 

Variable Durbin-Watson Auto Correlation 
GPA 2.211 -0.117 
NTFA 2.481 -0.345 

 
H01:  There is no statistically significant relationship between the number of times a family 

accessed a family resource center and student success as measured by grade point average. 

 This null hypothesis (H01) was retained.  As depicted in Table 4, there was no 

statistically significant relationship between the number of times a family accessed a family 

resource center (NTFA) and grade point average (GPA).  The p-value is 0.969 and, the r-value is 

0.009.   
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Table 4 

Summary of Correlational Analysis Related to Resolving H01 

Variable N Mean Std Dev Correlation (r) Signif. Prob (p) 
GPA 21 2.804 .731 0.009 0.969 
NTAF  9.000 5.225   

Note.  N=21 because the three Pre-K students did not receive grades. 
*p<.05 
 

A summary of the correlational analysis related to resolving H01 is displayed graphically 

in Figure 1.  The data associated with variables NTFA and GPA were fit to a bivariate normal 

distribution model.  The fit mean line (red) of Figure 1 represents the mean of the Y response 

variable (GPA).  The linear fit line (green) of Figure 1 fits the data to a polynomial fit of degree 

1.  The ellipse (blue) of Figure 1 serves as both a density contour and a confidence curve that 

provides a graphical representation of the Pearson correlation (r).  This density or confidence 

ellipse shows where 95% of the data is expected to lie.  The elongation of the ellipse depicts the 

degree of pairwise correlation between variables NTFA and GPA.  The fact that the ellipse is 

circular indicates that the correlation is near 0. 
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Figure 1.  Bivariate Fit of GPA by NTFA 
 
 Resolving null hypothesis 2 (H02).  In order to conduct a test of relationship for H02, the 

researchers had to resolve three assumptions.  Because the researchers chose a convenience 

sample of case study students from various FRCs, the assumption of independent random data 

was satisfied.  In order to resolve the assumption that each of the variables associated with H02 

(AVDA and NTFA) had fairly normal distribution, the researchers examined the skewness and 

kurtosis values as summarized in Table 5.  Variable AVDA did not have fairly normal 

distribution as indicated by a skewness value of -2.013, which does not fall between -1 and 1, 

and a kurtosis value of 3.795, which does not fall between -2 and 2.  Variable NTFA was 

considered to have fairly normal distribution with a skewness value of 0.289, which falls 

between -1 and 1 and a kurtosis value of -0.641, which falls between -2 and 2. 
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Table 5 

Skewness and Kurtosis Values for H02 Variables 

Variable Skewness Kurtosis 
AVDA -2.013 3.795 
NTFA 0.289 -0.641 

 
 In order to resolve the assumption that the residuals must be normally distributed, the 

researchers performed a Least Squares fit model for each of the variables whereas the residual 

values were plotted against the predicted values of Y.  The Durbin-Watson scores and Auto 

Correlation values were obtained and are summarized in Table 6.  Both variables AVDA and 

NTFA are considered to have residuals that are normally distributed because both Durbin-Watson 

scores are close to 2 and both Auto Correlation values are close to 0. 

Table 6 

Durbin-Watson Scores and Auto Correlation Values for H02 Variables 

Variable Durbin-Watson Auto Correlation 
AVDA 2.448 -0.230 
NTFA 2.481 -0.345 

 
H02:  There is no statistically significant relationship between the number of times a family 

accessed a family resource center and student success as measured by average daily 

attendance.    

 Because the assumption of fairly normal distribution was not satisfied, the researchers 

had to use a nonparametric correlational analysis model to resolve H02.  The researchers chose 

the Kendall’s tau (τ) model because the convenience sample of case study students was relatively 

small.  This null hypothesis (H02) was retained.  As depicted in Table 7, there was no statistically 

significant relationship between the number of times a family accessed a family resource center 

(NTFA) and average daily attendance (AVDA).  The p-value is 0.704; the r-value is 0.070; and 

Kendall’s tau (τ) is -0.059.   
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Table 7 

Summary of Nonparametric Correlational Analysis Related to Resolving H02 

Variable 1 Variable 2 N Kendall (τ) Correlation (r) Signif. Prob (p) 
AVDA NTFA 24 -0.059 0.070 0.704 

Note.  In relation to specifying an alpha value for the correlation confidence intervals, α=.05. 
*p<.05 
               
 A summary of the nonparametric correlational analysis related to resolving H02 is 

displayed graphically in Figure 2, which depicts a scatter plot matrix of AVDA by NTFA.  The 

ellipses (red) within the two plots of Figure 2 serve as both density contours and confidence 

curves that provide a graphical representation of the Pearson correlation (r).  These density or 

confidence ellipses show where 95% of the data is expected to lie.  The fact that both ellipses 

appear circular indicates that the correlation between variables NTFA and AVDA is near 0. 

 

Figure 2.  Scatter Plot Matrix of AVDA by NTFA with Nonparametric Density and Correlations 
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 Resolving null hypothesis 3 (H03).  In order to conduct a test of relationship for H03, the 

researchers had to resolve three assumptions.  Because the researchers chose a convenience 

sample of case study students from various FRCs, the assumption of independent random data 

was satisfied.  In order to resolve the assumption that each of the variables associated with H03 

(DR and NTFA) had fairly normal distribution, the researchers examined the skewness and 

kurtosis values as summarized in Table 8.  Variable DR did not have fairly normal distribution as 

indicated by a skewness value of 1.794, which does not fall between -1 and 1, and a kurtosis 

value of 2.204, which does not fall between -2 and 2.  Variable NTFA was considered to have 

fairly normal distribution with a skewness value of 0.289, which falls between -1 and 1 and a 

kurtosis value of -0.641, which falls between -2 and 2. 

Table 8 

Skewness and Kurtosis Values for H03 Variables 

Variable Skewness Kurtosis 
DR 1.794 2.204 
NTFA 0.289 -0.641 

 
 In order to resolve the assumption that the residuals must be normally distributed, the 

researchers performed a Least Squares fit model for each of the variables whereas the residual 

values were plotted against the predicted values of Y.  The Durbin-Watson scores and Auto 

Correlation values were obtained and are summarized in Table 9.  Both variables DR and NTFA 

are considered to have residuals that are normally distributed because both Durbin-Watson 

scores are close to 2 and both Auto Correlation values are close to 0. 

Table 9 

Durbin-Watson Scores and Auto Correlation Values for H03 Variables 

Variable Durbin-Watson Auto Correlation 
DR 2.143 -0.083 
NTFA 2.481 -0.345 
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H03:  There is no statistically significant relationship between the number of times a family 

accessed a family resource center and student success as measured by the number of 

discipline referrals.   

 Because the assumption of fairly normal distribution was not satisfied, the researchers 

had to use a nonparametric correlational analysis model to resolve H03.  The researchers chose 

the Kendall’s tau (τ) model because the convenience sample of case study students was relatively 

small.  This null hypothesis (H03) was retained.  As depicted in Table 10, there was no 

statistically significant relationship between the number of times a family accessed a family 

resource center (NTFA) and discipline referrals (DR).  The p-value is 0.840; the r-value is 0.000; 

and Kendall’s tau (τ) is 0.036. 

Table 10 

Summary of Nonparametric Correlational Analysis Related to Resolving H03 

Variable 1 Variable 2 N Kendall (τ) Correlation (r) Signif. Prob (p) 
DR NTFA 24 0.036 0.000 0.840 

Note.  In relation to specifying an alpha value for the correlation confidence intervals, α=.05. 
*p<.05 
  
 A summary of the nonparametric correlational analysis related to resolving H03 is 

displayed graphically in Figure 3, which depicts a scatter plot matrix of DR by NTFA.  The 

ellipses (red) within the two plots of Figure 3 serve as both density contours and confidence 

curves that provide a graphical representation of the Pearson correlation (r).  These density or 

confidence ellipses show where 95% of the data is expected to lie.  The fact that both ellipses 

appear circular indicates that the correlation between variables NTFA and DR is near 0. 
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Figure 3.  Scatter Plot Matrix of DR by NTFA with Nonparametric Density and Correlations 

  



PENCIL FRCs 102 

Chapter 5 – Conclusions and Discussion 

Summary of the Research Study 

 This study had a three-fold purpose.  It first sought to determine factors that characterize 

the effectiveness of the PENCIL Foundation’s six school-based family resource centers (FRCs).  

Secondly, it sought to determine if there was a significant correlation between student success 

and the number of times families accessed FRCs.  This study gauged qualitative factors that 

characterize effectiveness by exploring the diverse perspectives of FRC stakeholders including 

FRC staff members, school personnel, and families served.  This study also determined the 

impact of the FRCs on student success by examining various forms of quantitative data including 

reports that highlight academic achievement, attendance, and behavior.  Lastly, this study sought 

to reveal effective strategies and best practices that could be used system-wide amongst all six 

school-based family resource centers. 

 The following nominal variables provided student demographical information: Ethnicity, 

Gender, Age, Grade Level, and FRC.  The following elements of student success served as the 

dependent variables of this study: academic achievement (GPA), attendance (average daily 

attendance), and behavior (discipline referrals).  The number of times a family accessed a family 

resource center served as the independent variable of this study.  Qualitatively, the researchers 

used the 12 Guiding Principles of Family Support as developed by the Canadian Association of 

Family Resource Programs as a theoretical baseline for characterizing FRC effectiveness.  The 

categorical themes that emerged from the perspectives of FRC stakeholders were compared and 

contrasted with the 12 Guiding Principles of Family Support and refined into overarching factors 

that characterize FRC effectiveness. 
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 The study is limited to information collected during the 2014-2015 school year, and the 

six family resource centers, six schools, and 12 families purposively chosen to participate in the 

study based on the capstone project proposal as submitted by the PENCIL Foundation and the 

parents/guardians’ responses to a questionnaire.  Being that the population of case study students 

ranged from grades Pre-K to 12 and 92% of this student population had not taken a state 

standardized test during the 2014-2015 academic year, the researchers are making the 

assumption that GPA serves as the best true indicator of student academic success in relation to 

this study.  The researchers also utilized the number of discipline referrals as an indicator of 

student behavioral success.  Based on the extant literature, the researchers are also making the 

assumption that increased school attendance and positive school climate due to a declination in 

negative student behavior influences student success and achievement. 

 The broad population included the 148 schools within Metro Nashville Public Schools 

(MNPS) and all of the students and their families, school personnel, and community partners 

associated with those schools.  From this broad population, the researchers’ client, the PENCIL 

Foundation, predetermined a target population.  The capstone project description as devised by 

the PENCIL Foundation limited the target population to students and families, school personnel, 

and FRC staff members associated with the PENCIL Foundation’s six school-based family 

resource centers.  The researchers further condensed the target population into a manageable 

sample frame consisting of the following four research groupings: 

1. Six one-on-one interviews whereas one administrator would be interviewed from each 

school. 

2. Six one-on-one interviews whereas one site director would be interviewed from each 

family resource center. 
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3. Twelve focus groups whereas two families from each family resource center would be 

interviewed and studied. 

4. Six focus groups whereas a collection of school personnel (available support staff 

educators and at least one teacher from each grade level) would be interviewed from each 

school. 

Findings 

 This study proposed to answer two overarching research questions regarding: 1) the 

effectiveness of the PENCIL Foundation’s six school-based family resource centers and 2) the 

relationship between accessing FRC services and resources and student success. 

Q1:  What factors characterize FRC effectiveness? 

 Questionnaire data related to Q1.  The questionnaire data revealed that 82% of the 

parent/guardian participants believe that FRC services and resources benefit their families.  The 

questionnaire data also revealed that 90% of the parent/guardian participants believe that FRC 

services and resources benefit their communities.  Lastly, the questionnaire data further revealed 

that providing subsistence resources; facilitating family, school, and community support 

programs, events, and activities; and building meaningful relationships within a safe, non-

discriminatory environment are the most prevalent factors that characterize FRC effectiveness. 

 Interview/focus group data related to Q1.  The qualitative data from interviews and 

focus groups with various FRC stakeholders (FRC directors, executive principals, school 

personnel, and families) revealed four overarching factors that characterize FRC effectiveness.  

These overarching factors include: providing basic resources, offering family support services, 

facilitating educational opportunities, and building meaningful relationships.  Based on the 

interviews conducted with FRC directors, it was found that helping families alleviate legal and 
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financial barriers, providing basic resources such and food and clothing to families in need, and 

having supportive staff members who provide social and emotional support characterize FRC 

effectiveness.   

 The interviews conducted with executive principals indicated that providing families with 

basic necessities and support services; building meaningful relationships with families and 

affording them opportunities to network with various community organizations; and facilitating 

educational support programs and events for students and parents/guardians characterize FRC 

effectiveness.  Based on the focus groups conducted with school personnel, it was found that 

building positive relationships with families, providing basic resources and support services to 

families, and connecting families with community support agencies characterize FRC 

effectiveness.  Lastly, the focus groups conducted with case study families indicated that 

providing food and clothing resources, offering various forms of educational and social-

emotional support, and facilitating various programs and events for students and 

parents/guardians characterize FRC effectiveness. 

Q2:  Is there a significant correlation between academic achievement, attendance and 

behavior, and the number of times families accessed family resource centers? 

 Questionnaire data related to Q2.  The questionnaire data revealed that more than two-

thirds of the parent/guardian participants believe that the FRCs contribute to improving their 

children’s success in school.  Only a small percentage (about 5%) of the parent/guardian 

participants indicated that the FRCs did not contribute to improving their children’s success in 

school.  The questionnaire data further revealed that motivating students, fostering parent 

engagement, providing resources to support families, and facilitating academic support programs 
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are the most prevalent ways in which FRCs contribute to improving student success in relation to 

grades, attendance, and behavior.   

 Interview/focus group data related to Q2.  The qualitative data from interviews and 

focus groups revealed that the majority of FRC stakeholders (FRC directors, executive 

principals, school personnel, and families) believe that there is a link or relationship between 

student success as measured by grades, attendance, and behavior and accessing family resource 

centers.  Based on the interviews conducted with the FRC directors, it was found that providing 

teachers with behavioral support and facilitating after-school programs centered on tutoring and 

enrichment could have a positive effect on student success.  The interviews conducted with the 

executive principals indicated that fostering parent engagement, offering families social-

emotional support services, and providing food and clothing resources to families could have a 

positive effect on student success.  Based on the focus groups conducted with school personnel, 

it was found that supporting families with resources to meet their basic needs and providing 

academic and behavioral support services for students could have a positive effect on student 

success.  Lastly, the focus groups conducted with case study families indicated that offering 

families social-emotional support services, facilitating academic support programs, and 

providing food and clothing resources could have a positive effect on student success. 

 Quantitative data related to Q2.  According to the quantitative data, there does not 

appear to be a relationship between student success as measured by grades, attendance, and 

behavior and accessing family resource centers.  Correlation analysis revealed the following: 

there is not a statistically significant relationship between the number of times a family accessed 

a family resource center and student success as measured by grade point average; there is not a 

statistically significant relationship between the number of times a family accessed a family 
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resource center and student success as measured by average daily attendance; and lastly, there is 

not a statistically significant relationship between the number of times a family accessed a family 

resource center and student success as measured by the number of discipline referrals.  Overall, 

the quantitative data indicated that others factors outside of accessing family resource centers 

could have a more statistically significant impact on student success as measured by grades, 

attendance, and behavior. 

Relationship of Research Question 1 (Q1) Findings to Previous Research 

 Questionnaire findings related to previous research.  Although questionnaire 

participants consisted of parents/guardians who represented different demographical 

backgrounds and had varied levels of FRC access, support was the one overarching theme 

expressed within their responses in relation to questionnaire items assessing what they perceived 

as: the value of FRCs, their motivation for using FRCs, and the most valuable FRC services.  

One area of support was family support.  The parent/guardian participants noted that the FRCs 

supported families with food and clothing resources, healthcare services, financial and legal 

services, educational resources and school supplies, and social-emotional services.  Saunders 

(2007) asserted, “Family support programs are open to all families, recognizing that all families 

deserve support” (p. 4). 

 Another area of support was school support.  The parent/guardian participants expressed 

how the FRCs have supported schools by investing in the academic growth of students.  

Specifically, the FRCs offered academic support to students through after-school tutoring and 

enrichment programs, and the FRCs facilitated family engagement events centered on 

academics.  The symbiotic relationship between the FRCs and their host schools transformed 

those host schools in community schools.  McConnell-Roberts (2005) noted that community 
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schools promoted the idea that the school, the family, and the community were interwoven and 

worked jointly for the utmost benefit of each child (para. 1).  O’Donnell et al. (2008) further 

noted that community schools require the active involvement of family and community members 

in the education and schooling of children both in the home and at school (p. 174, para. 1).  

 Interview/focus group findings related to previous research.  After examining all the 

responses from various FRC stakeholders (FRC directors, executive principals, school personnel, 

and families) in relation to defining/characterizing FRC effectiveness, it was apparent that their 

comments were primarily centered on ways that the FRCs provided resources and support 

services to families, schools, and communities.  The FRC directors strongly emphasized the 

value of building meaningful relationships with students and families in order to better meet their 

needs.  Saunders (2007) declared, “Family support programs promote relationships based on 

equality and respect for diversity” (p. 4).   

The executive principals described how the FRCs assisted the schools in supporting 

families through strategic community partnerships, unique programs and events, and resource 

allocation.  The FRCs complement the schools’ efforts to develop students who are holistically 

healthy—that is physically, academically, socially, and emotionally healthy.  Previous research 

by Saunders (2007) indicated that family support programs should “complement existing 

services, build networks and linkages, and advocate for policies, services and systems that 

support families’ abilities to raise healthy children” (p. 4). 

 The classroom teachers and support staff educators made comments related to the 

academic/educational support that the FRCs provided to families.  They noted how the FRCs 

helped students who struggle academically by providing teachers with additional learning 

resources to assist those students, and they also noted that the FRCs have assisted 
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parents/guardians with the college enrollment process.  The FRCs’ educational support of 

families is vital to the welfare of the communities in which those families live.  Donlon and 

Wyatt (2013) suggested that it is imperative for communities to support their local schools, since 

student performance at school has a direct correlation to the community’s welfare (p. 3).  

Saunders (2007) added, “Family support programs work to increase opportunities and to 

strengthen individuals, families and communities” (p. 4). 

 The parents/guardians and students strongly emphasized the value of FRCs in relation to 

providing social-emotional support.  The parents/guardians described how FRC staff members 

provided counsel and support for them and their children as they (families) overcame traumatic 

life experiences.  The students explained how the FRCs provided them with opportunities to 

grow socially and emotionally through unique social clubs and enrichment programs that 

provided mentorship experiences and promoted character development.  The services and 

support provided by the FRCs sought to promote the social and emotional wellness of families.  

Saunders (2007) noted, “Family support programs focus on the promotion of wellness and use a 

prevention approach in their work” (p. 4). 

Relationship of Research Question 2 (Q2) Findings to Previous Research 

 Questionnaire findings related to previous research.  Although questionnaire 

participants consisted of parents/guardians who represented different demographical 

backgrounds and had varied levels of FRC access, the majority (about 67%) of them either 

agreed or strongly agreed that FRCs have helped to improve their children’s grades, attendance, 

and behavior.  There were many similarities within the responses that these parents/guardians 

provided as to how the FRCs have helped to improve their children’s grades, attendance, and 

behavior.  The most prevalent commonality mentioned by these parents/guardians was the FRCs’ 
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ability to motivate them and their children.  They described how the FRCs provided programs 

and clubs for their children centered on character development and behavioral support.   

 According to previous research, character development, especially amongst underserved 

student populations in urban communities, is a key component of promoting student success 

(Seider, Gilbert, Novick, & Gomez, 2013).  Seider et al. further affirmed that “students who 

possessed high levels of integrity were less likely to engage in the disruptive or anti-social 

behaviors that compromise their (and their classmates’) engagement in learning” (p. 3).  The 

parents/guardians also described how the FRCs facilitated various events and trainings geared 

towards helping them become more actively involved in their children’s education.  According to 

previous research, student success is highly impacted by consistent school involvement and 

educational encouragement of authoritative parents/guardians (Steinberg et al., 1992).  Steinberg 

et al. (1992) further declared, “Children from authoritative homes do better and are more 

engaged in school in part because their parents are more involved in schooling” (p. 1275). 

 The provision of school resources and academic support by the FRCs was another 

similarity found within the parents/guardians’ questionnaire responses regarding how the FRCs 

have helped to improve their children’s grades, attendance, and behavior.  Many of these 

parents/guardians noted the positive impact of after-school programs that provided free tutoring 

for their children.  Previous research by Zhang and Byrd (as cited in Fulmer, 2013) noted, 

“After-school programs provide students academic support in a variety of ways including 

homework assistance and academic enrichment” (p. 1).  Zhang and Byrd’s research (as cited in 

Fulmer, 2013) also indicated that “after-school programs can address contextualized social 

problems, and build meaningful relationships between students and adults” (pp. 1-2). 

 The provision of family support resources by the FRCs was a third commonality found 



PENCIL FRCs 111 

within the parents/guardians’ questionnaire responses regarding how the FRCs have helped to 

improve their children’s grades, attendance, and behavior.  Many of these parents/guardians 

noted that their children experienced greater success in school because the FRCs provided food 

and clothing resources as well as transportation support to their families.  Previous research by 

Worley (2007) indicated that basic resource needs such as food and clothing must be met before 

students can successfully engage in learning (pp. 1-9).  Previous research by Epstein and Sheldon 

(2002) indicated that family, school, and community partnerships could improve attendance (pp. 

316-317).  Epstein and Sheldon (2002) further noted, “Attendance improves when schools take a 

comprehensive approach to family and community involvement” (p. 317).  The FRCs supported 

this research by working with schools to develop networks of community support that helped 

parents/guardians secure necessary means of transportation to get their children to and from 

school. 

 Interview/focus group findings related to previous research.  After examining all the 

responses from various FRC stakeholders (FRC directors, executive principals, school personnel, 

and families) regarding the relationship between student success and families who access FRCs, 

it was apparent that their comments were primarily centered on ways that the FRCs provided 

direct and indirect academic support to families.  Many of the FRC stakeholders commented on 

two forms of direct academic support that was provided by the FRCs: after-school programs and 

tutoring.  Previous research by Donlon and Wyatt (2013) indicated that tutoring programs 

promote community partnership engagement and positively affects student achievement (p. 54).  

Donlon and Wyatt (2013) stated, “First, tutoring fulfills the need for individual and one-on-one 

attention and support that many teachers cannot provide in large classrooms; yet children still 

need to be successful in their education” (p. 54).  The research of Allen and Chavkin (as cited in 
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Donlon & Wyatt, 2013) indicated that “students who receive more tutoring had a higher 

tendency of earning passing grades” (p. 54).   

 Previous research by Elder (as cited in Fulmer, 2013) indicated that students who 

participated in after-school programs experienced improved school attendance, greater 

participation in class, and improved homework completion (p. 85).  Many of the FRC 

stakeholders also commented on two forms of indirect academic support that was provided by 

the FRCs: resources and social-emotional support.  Worley (2007) stated, “The most prevalent 

attribute of children growing up in poverty is limited access to resources.  Resources exist in the 

form of finances, parental guidance, books, preschool, tutoring, food, clothing, and more” (p. 8).  

Again, her research noted that basic resource needs must be met before students can successfully 

engage in learning (pp. 1-9).  Previous research by Payton, Weissberg, Durlak, Dymnicki, 

Taylor, Schellinger, and Pachan (2008) indicated that consistent and intentional social and 

emotional support foster positive effects on students’ social-emotional skills; attitudes towards 

self, school, and others; social behaviors; conduct problems; emotional distress; and academic 

performance (p. 5). 

 Quantitative findings related to previous research.  Through the use of correlational 

analysis, the quantitative data revealed that there was no statistically significant relationship 

between the number of times families accessed family resource centers and student success as 

measured by grades (GPA), attendance (average daily attendance), and behavior (discipline 

referrals).  Although the researchers have found no previous research to directly support the 

findings from quantitative data, they have found literature that supports the proposed hypotheses. 
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H1:  There is a statistically positive relationship between the number of times a family 

accessed a family resource center and student success as measured by grade point average 

(GPA). 

 This hypothesis suggests that as students access the FRCs by engaging in extra-curricular 

activities offered by the FRCs, then their GPAs should increase.  Extra-curricular activities 

offered by the FRCs include: after-school programs, social clubs, character development 

programs, mentoring, and tutoring.  The literature provided support for this hypothesis.  Worley 

(2007) asserted, “The decrease in the percentage of students participating in extra-curricular 

activities correlates with a decrease in GPA” (p. 79).  Hollister’s study (as cited in Fulmer, 2013) 

established a positive relationship between participation in after-school programs focused on 

homework assistance and improved academic achievement (pp. 32-33). 

H2:  There is a statistically positive relationship between the number of times a family 

accessed a family resource center and student success as measured by average daily 

attendance. 

 This hypothesis suggests that as families access the FRCs by utilizing services and 

resources geared towards helping students get to school on time, then the average daily 

attendance of those students should increase.  The literature provided support for this hypothesis.  

Epstein and Sheldon (2002) noted that “schools that want to increase daily student attendance are 

more likely to succeed if they reach out and work with the parents in specific ways to address 

this problem” (p. 309).  Previous research by Epstein et al. (as cited in Epstein & Sheldon, 2002) 

found that “the quality of family, school, and community partnership programs was associated 

with rates of student attendance” (p. 309). 
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H3:  There is a statistically negative relationship between the number of times a family 

accessed a family resource center and student success as measured by the number of 

discipline referrals. 

 This hypothesis suggests that as families access the FRCs by utilizing services and 

resources geared towards improving student behavior, then the number of discipline referrals 

received by students should decrease.  The FRCs offered parenting classes centered on behavior 

management and effective parenting strategies, and they also offered numerous outlets for social-

emotional learning and development for both students and parents/guardians.  The literature 

provided support for this hypothesis.  Payton et al. (2008) found that programs centered on social 

and emotional learning helps improve children’s behavior and their attitudes towards school (p. 

6).  Steinberg et al. (1992) noted that positive authoritative parenting is associated with lower 

levels of school misconduct (pp. 1266-1267). 

Discussion and Conclusions 

 Inferences from data related to Q1.  The qualitative data associated with Q1 revealed 

four major themes that characterize FRC effectiveness: 1) supportive and caring staff members; 

2) family support resources and services; 3) educational support and academic resources; and 4) 

social, emotional, and behavioral support.  The four major themes that emerged in relation to 

Research Question 1 closely parallel the California Family Resource Center Learning Circle’s 

(2000) four broad categories that characterize effective family resource centers.  Those four 

broad categories include: center environment, approach to service supports, community 

involvement and shared responsibility, and family integrity and functioning (p. 9).  The 

qualitative data associated with Q1 further indicates that FRC practices are closely aligned with 

the 12 Guiding Principles of Family Support as developed by the Canadian Association of 
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Family Resource Programs. 

 Supportive and caring staff members.  Families value caring and supportive FRC staff 

members.  Parents/guardians described how they value FRC staff members who are supportive 

and trustworthy.  These parents/guardians commented on not feeling judged by their family 

circumstances.  They viewed the FRCs as safe and supportive environments largely because of 

the intentional relationships that FRC staff members formed with them and their children.  

Students also described how they value FRC staff members who are caring.  Specifically, several 

of the older case study students noted that FRC staff members were readily available to listen 

and support them with various issues related to social life at school and family life at home. 

 Family support resources and services.  The consensus of all research participants was 

that the FRCs provide ample support services and resources to families.  The FRCs’ provision of 

food and clothing resources permeated the overwhelming majority of comments and stories.  In 

addition to food and clothing resources, it was noted that the FRCs have assisted families with 

housing, transportation, financial, and legal needs.  The FRCs have also supported families in the 

area of healthcare support.  Particularly, they have facilitated vision screenings for various 

students and supported parents/guardians with purchasing corrective lenses. 

Educational support and academic resources.  Families and school personnel value the 

educational support and academic resources provided by the FRCs.  Numerous students receive 

various school supplies from the FRCs including backpacks, notebooks, and writing utensils.  

The FRCs have facilitated academic support programs for students and parents/guardians.  

Students have benefited from after-school tutoring and enrichment programs facilitated by the 

FRCs, and parents/guardians have benefited from adult classes facilitated by the FRCs.  There 
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were personal stories shared about FRC directors assisting students with class projects and 

helping teachers acquire additional learning resources for struggling students. 

Social, emotional, and behavioral support.  Students and parents/guardians viewed the 

FRCs as safe havens of social and emotional support.  Students and parents/guardians shared 

many responses and commentaries related to the social-emotional support they received from the 

FRCs.  School personnel noted that FRC staff members provided assistance with classroom 

behavioral issues while also serving as positive adult role models for students.  Parents/guardians 

also noted that the FRCs facilitated parenting classes centered on the behavioral support of 

students at home.  The FRCs were noted for providing additional social, emotional, and 

behavioral support to students by facilitating unique social clubs, mentoring experiences, and 

character development programs. 

Inferences from data related to Q2.  The qualitative data associated with Q2 revealed 

three overarching themes that represent the types of FRC effectiveness associated with 

improving student success as measured by grades, attendance, and behavior: 1) family support, 

2) academic support, and 3) behavioral support.  Family support entailed any resources, services, 

or programs that the FRCs offered to families in order to help them meet their basic needs.  

Family support included the donation of various resources such as food, clothing, and school 

supplies; assistance with transportation needs; and the provision of information about various 

community services and programs designed to help families in need.   

 Academic support consisted of any educational services and programs offered to students 

and families.  Academic support included after-school enrichment programs, tutoring, and ACT 

preparation.  Lastly, behavioral support involved any programs and services centered on 

supporting the social, emotional, and behavioral development of students and families.  
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Behavioral support entailed supporting teachers with student behavioral issues, facilitating 

character development programs for students, offering parenting classes centered on behavioral 

support at home, and providing counseling services for families. 

 The quantitative data associated with Q2 indicated no statistically significant 

relationships between elements of student success (grades, attendance, and behavior) and the 

number of times families accessed family resource centers.  The researchers feel that the 

quantitative findings supported the position that multiple factors, outside of accessing the FRCs 

and utilizing their resources and services, contributed to student success.  The researcher found 

some literature to support this position.  Worley (2007) proclaimed: 

Researchers continue to investigate several indicators affecting academic achievement.  

Gender, race, teacher-student relationships, parent or caregiver-student relationships, 

motivation, socioeconomic status (SES), and peer influence all seem to contribute to the 

success, or lack of success with academic progress in students.  (p. 7) 

The research of Gordan Cawelti (as cited in Simpson, 2009) suggested that there must be many 

factors present to achieve academic success with students from low socioeconomic communities 

(p. 33).  Cawelti (as cited in Simpson, 2009) further noted that these factors include: curriculum 

aligned with performance standards, strong leadership, and shared vision to sustain school 

success (p. 56). 

 Bridging the gap between the qualitative and quantitative data in relation to student 

success.  Although the quantitative data did not reveal a statistically significant relationship 

between student success and the number of times families accessed FRCs, it does not discount 

the significant voice expressed by the majority of FRC stakeholders (FRC staff members, school 

personnel, and families) within the qualitative data.  These stakeholders overwhelmingly testified 



PENCIL FRCs 118 

to numerous factors of FRC effectiveness that they felt significantly impacted student success as 

measured by grades, attendance, and behavior.  The disconnect between the qualitative and 

quantitative data in relation to student success might be logically due to several larger factors 

that could have indirectly impacted this study.  Poverty is one such factor that could have 

indirectly impacted this study.  As indicated by the demographic data from the questionnaire, 

over 40% of the parents/guardians who participated in this study were raising families with 

household incomes at or below the poverty threshold.  Five Million Children (as cited in Payne, 

1996) noted, “Poverty is caused by interrelated factors: parental employment status and earnings, 

family structure, and parental education” (p. 5).   

 Another larger factor that could have indirectly impacted this study is intrinsic 

motivation.  Ryan and Deci (2000) stated: 

Intrinsic motivation has emerged as an important phenomena for educators—a natural 

wellspring of learning and achievement that can be systematically catalyzed or 

undermined by parent and teacher practices.  Because intrinsic motivation results in high-

quality learning and creativity, it is especially important to detail the factors and forces 

that engender versus undermine it.  (p. 55) 

It is likely that the level of intrinsic motivation varied amongst parents/guardians who 

participated in this study, and thereby, it varied amongst students who participated in this study.  

Those parents/guardians that possessed lower levels of intrinsic motivation were probably less 

likely to use FRC services and resources for self-improvement, and thereby, they were less likely 

to support their children in attaining higher levels of student success.  A final factor that could 

have indirectly impacted this study is time.  As indicated by the descriptive summary of case 

study families, 9 out of 12 case study families (or 75% of case study families) had accessed FRC 
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services and resources for 1 year or less.  It is likely that accessing FRC services and resources 

over longer periods of time will have a more significant impact on student success.  Staton, 

Ooms, and Owen (1991) noted: 

Much of the research base supporting current family support and education programs 

comes from careful, longitudinal studies of a few early intervention programs for low-

income families, which included different kinds of parent education efforts.  The 

longitudinal studies have consistently shown that children’s later school performance is 

improved significantly when programs are intensive, occur over a long period of time, 

and when parents and children are both involved during preschool years.  (p. 22) 

Recommendations to client.  The following recommendations outline how the PENCIL 

Foundation can improve: 1) communication with stakeholders, 2) record-keeping related to the 

number of times families access FRCs, 3) the resources and services provided to families, and 4) 

professional development opportunities for FRC directors and school personnel.  One of the 

main practices that lacked consistency amongst all FRCs was communication.  Many interview 

and focus group participants commented on improving FRC effectiveness by facilitating better 

communication amongst the FRC directors, school faculty members, and parents/guardians.  

Many of these stakeholders were unaware of all the FRC services, resources, and programs 

available for students and families. 

 Based upon comments from the interviews and focus groups, the researchers recommend 

that the PENCIL Foundation establishes a common set of best practices and procedures that FRC 

directors can use to more effectively communicate FRC services, resources, and programs to 

school personnel, parents/guardians, and other members of the community.  One such best 

practice is the use of social media outlets (i.e. Facebook, Twitter, and Instagram) to communicate 
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FRC-sponsored programs and events.  Another best practice is to collaborate with school 

administrators to conduct mass phone call-outs to parents/guardians throughout the year, 

informing them of the resources and services available through the FRCs.  Lastly, the researchers 

feel that the PENCIL Foundation should require FRC directors to attend monthly school faculty 

meetings so that they can effectively inform school faculty members about FRC resources, 

services, programs, and updates.  Executive principals and school personnel who participated in 

this study highly recommended this best communication practice. 

 Collecting quantitative data associated with the number of times that families accessed 

the FRCs during the 2014-2015 school year proved to be an arduous task; therefore, the 

researchers recommend that the PENCIL Foundation creates a more systematic method for 

tracking family access to the FRCs.  This can be accomplished through an electronic database 

that is shared amongst all six school-based family resource centers.  The electronic database 

should be used as a means of storing relevant family access information collected from other 

sources such as FRC referrals and the traditional sign-in sheets that are used daily and during 

FRC-sponsored events. 

 The researchers further recommend that the PENCIL Foundation updates referrals and 

sign-in sheets to include an “office use only” section that provides a list of overarching areas of 

support from which FRC directors can circle or check the area of support associated with each 

family visit.  The overarching areas of support could include but are not limited to: subsistence 

resources, school resources, family support, educational support, and social-emotional support.  

Lastly, the PENCIL Foundation should also consider more intentionally tracking what the 

researchers have deemed “points of access.”  These “points of access” could include but are not 

limited to: phone calls and emails from families requesting support; family visitations to the 
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FRCs; and family participation in FRC-sponsored programs, events, and activities. 

 Data from the questionnaire revealed that 28% of the parent/guardian participants 

provided a response of neutral in relation to FRCs helping their children experience success in 

school as it relates to grades, attendance, and behavior.  The researchers recommend that the 

PENCIL Foundation explores ways to: 1) better educate parents/guardians about the programs 

and services that impact student success in relation to grades, attendance and behavior and 2) 

provide a greater number of programs and services that impact student success in relation to 

grades, attendance, and behavior.  With regard to better assessing the needs of families so as to 

enhance the services and resources provided to families, the researchers recommend that FRC 

directors facilitate informal family focus groups throughout the school year.  The FRC directors 

can tailor the family focus group interview script (Appendix E) that was used in this study to 

meet their specific needs. 

 Building meaningful relationships was a common theme that emerged throughout the 

comments and responses of FRC stakeholders (FRC directors, school personnel, and families) in 

relation to FRC effectiveness.  Therefore, a final two-fold recommendation to the client would be 

to provide professional development to FRC directors and school personnel, especially school 

administrators, centered on forging effective relationships.  In relation to training FRC directors, 

the researchers recommend that the PENCIL Foundation: 1) provides professional development 

related to effectively engaging school and community stakeholders and 2) assigns an experienced 

mentor to newly-hired FRC directors for at least a one-year period in order to more effectively 

support their growth and development and thereby prevent short-term turnover—which will 

ultimately save the organization money.  In relation to training school personnel, especially 

school administrators, the researchers recommend that the PENCIL Foundation works in 
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conjunction with MNPS to provide professional development centered on maximizing the 

effectiveness of school-based FRCs. 

Limitations of the Study 

 The major limitation of this study is that student success as measured by grades, 

attendance, and behavior is influenced by many factors that may not be measurable.  The study 

was not able to establish a direct connection between accessing the PENCIL Foundation’s six 

school-based family resource centers and student success as measured by grades, attendance, and 

behavior because of the numerous variables that influence student success.  Another limitation of 

this study is the sampling of questionnaire participants and family focus group participants.  The 

sample of parents/guardians who completed the questionnaire was chosen as a purposive sample 

so that all participants would fit specific characteristics of location and socioeconomic status.  

The sample of case study parents/guardians and students were chosen as a convenience sample 

being that all participants were selected based on the parent’s/guardian’s agreement to participate 

in “a more in-depth case study” as cited in item 22 of the questionnaire (Appendix C).  

Based upon responses to item 22 of the questionnaire, the selection pool of case study 

families was limited from 109 case study families to 43 case study families.  Because the 

selection pool of case study families was reduced, the researchers had to conveniently select 

families from a selection pool that had a disproportionate number of Black families (22 or 51%) 

in comparison to Hispanic families (12 or 28%), White families (6 or 14%), and families who 

represented other racial groups (3 or 7%).  A final limitation of this study is the collection of 

quantitative data associated with the number of times that families accessed FRCs.  Being that 

some FRCs had better reporting systems in place than others, the accuracy of the total number of 

times that each family accessed an FRC may be skewed. 
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Recommendation for Further Research 

 As stated previously in relation to the quantitative findings, there are multiple variables 

that can impact student success as measured by grades, attendance, and behavior.  The research 

revealed that there was no statistically significant relationship between the number of times 

families accessed family resource centers and student success as measured by grades (GPA), 

attendance (average daily attendance), and behavior (discipline referrals).  However, a narrower 

focus on the number of times families accessed specific types of support (i.e. financial support, 

academic support, social-emotional support) would allow for deeper investigation as to which 

types of support are most impactful to student success. 

 Further research is needed to determine how accessing FRCs over longer periods of time 

affects student success as measured by grades, attendance, and behavior.  The development of 

longitudinal studies would be ideal for this endeavor, specifically longitudinal studies of three or 

more years.  Such research has the potential to more accurately reveal key social and behavioral 

changes that impact student success in relation to grades, attendance, and behavior.   

 Further research is also needed to more fully gauge student perceptions of FRCs.  Such a 

qualitative study has the potential to reveal how student perceptions differ in relation to age, 

gender, race, and familial background.  Previous research (Donlon & Wyatt, 2013; Hoyle et al., 

1985) has consistently revealed that school climate has a significant relationship with academic 

achievement, and for this reason, further research is needed to determine how FRC services and 

resources contribute to overall school climate as a potential linkage to academic achievement. 

Lastly, further research is needed to determine how parenting/parental involvement specifically 

impacts families accessing FRC services and resources.  
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Appendix A – Informed Consent Letter (Adult Version) 

An Evaluation of Family Resource Center Effectiveness 

INFORMATION AND CONSENT LETTER  

You are invited to participate in a research study that explores how well family resource centers 
help students and their families.  This study is being conducted by Tyra Harris-Thompson, 
Milton Nettles, and Sherleta Sanders who are doctoral students in the College of Education at 
Lipscomb University under the supervision of Dr. Trace Hebert.  You were selected as a possible 
participant in this research because you have either accessed or utilized a family resource center 
located at one of the following MNPS’ schools: Bordeaux Elementary School, Tusculum 
Elementary School, Madison Middle School, Antioch High School, Glencliff High School, or 
Maplewood High School.  Please read this form and ask questions before you agree to be in the 
study. 
 
The purpose of this study is to discover what allows family resource centers to help students and 
families in the best possible ways.  Approximately 100 people are expected to participate in this 
research study.  If you decide to participate, you will be asked to meet at either a school or a 
family resource center during a scheduled time frame to participate in either a one-on-one 
interview or a focus group session.  This study will take approximately 1 hour for each interview 
or focus group session. 
 
The study has minimal risks.  First, it is likely that you will be required to answer questions that 
are very personal, and this could lead to some emotional stress.  Second, it is highly likely that 
you will be required to give of your time in order to participate in this study.  The researchers are 
committed to making intentional efforts to schedule around your work and family obligations.  
The researchers will terminate the study if the participant becomes extremely uncomfortable.  
There are no direct benefits to you for participating in this research. 
 
Any information collected during this research study that can be identified with you will be 
disclosed only with your permission; your results will be kept confidential.  In any written 
reports or publications, no one will be identified or identifiable and only group data will be 
presented.  We will keep the research results in password protected electronic folders located on 
the researchers’ computers, and only the researchers named in this form and our advisor will 
have access to those records while we work on this project.  We will finish analyzing the data by 
Friday, July 31, 2015.  We will then destroy all original reports and identifying information that 
can be linked back to you. 
 
Participation in this research study is voluntary.  Your decision whether or not to participate will 
not affect your future relations with MNPS, the PENCIL Foundation, or Lipscomb University in 
any way.  If you decide to participate, you are free to stop at any time without affecting these 
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relationships.  If during course of this research study we learn about new findings that might 
influence your willingness to continue participating in the study, we will inform you of these 
findings. 
 
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact one of the researches, Milton Nettles at 
615-585-3348, Tyra Harris-Thompson at 615-618-4794 or Sherleta Sanders at 615-335-3181.  
You may ask questions now, or if you have any additional questions later, the faculty advisor, 
Dr. Trace Hebert at 615-966-5325, will be happy to answer them.  If you have other questions or 
concerns regarding the study and would like to talk to someone other than the researchers, you 
may also contact Dr. Roger Wiemers, Chair of Lipscomb University’s Institutional Review 
Board, at roger.wiemers@lipscomb.edu. 
 
You may keep a copy of this form for your records. 
 
Statement of Consent: 
 
You are making a decision whether or not to participate.  Your signature indicates that you have 
read this information and your questions have been answered.  Even after signing this form, 
please know that you may withdraw from the study at any time. 
 
 
 
 
I consent to participate in the study, and I agree to be audio-recorded. 
 
 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Signature of Participant              Date 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Signature of Parent, Legal Guardian, or Witness                      Date  
 
 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Signature of Researcher                  Date 
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Appendix B – Informed Assent/Consent Letter (Children’s Version) 

An Evaluation of Family Resource Center Effectiveness 

CHILD ASSENT AND PARENT/GUARDIAN CONSENT FORM 

We are doing a research study about how well family resource centers help students and their 
families.  A research study is a way to learn more about people.  If you decide that you want to 
be part of this study, you will be asked to participate in a focus group.  A focus group is a small 
group of people who give their opinions about something.  This study is being led by Tyra 
Harris-Thompson, Milton Nettles, and Sherleta Sanders.  We are doctoral students in the College 
of Education at Lipscomb University. 

There are some things about this study you should know.  First, the focus group session will be 
recorded and will not take any longer than one hour.  Secondly, this study has minimal risks.  A 
risk is the chance that something unpleasant or unwelcome will happen.  It is likely that you will 
be required to answer questions that are very personal, and this could lead to you feeling 
uncomfortable.  The researchers will terminate the study if you feel very uncomfortable.  Also, 
there are no direct benefits to you for participating in this study.  A benefit means that something 
good happens to you.  
  
 

 

 

 

When we are finished with this study, we will write a report about what was learned.  This report 
will not include your name or that you were in the study. 

 

 

 

 

You do not have to be in the study, and you can stop at any time if you do not want to do it.  If 
you decide to stop after we begin, that’s okay too.   
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You may keep a copy of this form for your records. 

 
You can say “Yes” or “No.”  It is up to you whether you take part in this study. 
  
 

                                               
                            Yes       No 

 
If I talk to Tyra Harris-Thompson, Milton Nettles, and Sherleta Sanders about their research 
study “how well family resource centers help students and their families,” 
 

• I understand that the interview will be recorded. 

 

                                               

 

 

• I understand that the interview will be private. 

 

                                                  

 

 

• I understand that I can stop the interview at any time. 
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If you understand the statements above, you now need to decide whether you would like to take 
part in the study. 
 
 
Please put a circle around “No” or “Yes” if you want to participate in this research study and 
write your name and today’s date below. 
 
                                No     Yes 

                                                                         
 

____________________________________________              ____________________   
                                (Child’s Name)                                                            (Date) 
 
 
Please sign and date below if you grant consent for your child to participate in this research 
study. 
 
 
____________________________________________              ____________________   
               (Signature of Parent/Legal Guardian)                                           (Date) 
 
 
 
____________________________________________              ____________________   
                          (Signature of Researcher)                                                   (Date) 
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Appendix C – Questionnaire 

Gauging Effectiveness of PENCIL’s FRC Program 
(An adaptation of the official questionnaire as generated by REDCap) 

  
Please complete the survey below. 
Thank you! 
 
 
1) Gender 

a) Male 
b) Female 

 
 
2) Race/Ethnicity 

a) Hispanic 
b) White not Hispanic 
c) Black not Hispanic 
d) American Indian/Alaska Native 
e) Asian 
f) Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 
g) Other 

 
 
3) Age Range 

a) Younger than 20 
b) 20-29 
c) 30-39 
d) 40-49 
e) 50-59 
f) Older than 59 

 
 
4) Education Level 

a) Did not earn a high school diploma or GED 
b) High School Diploma or GED 
c) Some college but did not earn a bachelor's 
d) Bachelor's 
e) Master's 
f) Earned credits or degrees beyond Master's 

 
 
5) Employment Status 

a) Not employed 
b) Part-time (less than 40 hours per week) 
c) Full-time (40 hours or more per week) 
d) Disabled/Retired 
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6) Household Income 
a) Less than $20,000 
b) $20,000 to $29,999 
c) $30,000 to $39,999 
d) $40,000 to $49,999 
e) $50,000 to $59,999 
f) More than $60,000 

 
 
 
7) Household Type 

a) Two-parent household 
b) Single-parent household (mother) 
c) Single-parent household (father) 
d) Caregiver/Guardian (not the parent) 

 
 
 
8) How many people ages 0-18 live in your household? 
 
 
 
 
 
9) How many people ages 19-65 live in your household? 
 
 
 
 
 
10) How many people over age 65 live in your household? 
 
 
 
 
11) Family Resource Center(s) 
Select each family resource center that you have accessed. 

a) Bordeaux Elementary 
b) Tusculum Elementary 
c) Madison Middle 
d) Antioch High 
e) Glencliff High 
f) Maplewood High 
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12) Which range best estimates the number of times that you or someone in your household 
accessed a family resource center during the 2013-2014 school year? 
 
To access a family resource center means to utilize its services (i.e. rent/utilities support, 
receiving food and/or clothing, homework support/tutoring, attending workshops and 
family programs/events, etc.).  Volunteering at the family resource center does not 
constitute accessing the family resource center if you did not obtain any support services. 

a) None 
b) 1-3 
c) 4-6 
d) 7-9 
e) 10-12 
f) More than 12 

 
 
13) What do you think is the value of family resource centers? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
14) What motivates you to utilize family resource centers? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
15) What were the most valuable services to you or your family provided by the family 
resource centers? 
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16) Select the choice that best describes your level of agreement with the following 
statement: 
 
"Family resource centers have benefited my family." 

a) Strongly Agree 
b) Agree 
c) Neutral 
d) Disagree 
e) Strongly Disagree 

 
 
 
 
17) Describe how you and your family have benefited from family resource centers. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
18) Select the choice that best describes your level of agreement with the following 
statement: 
 
"Family resource centers have benefited my community." 

a) Strongly Agree 
b) Agree 
c) Neutral 
d) Disagree 
e) Strongly Disagree 

 
 
19) Describe how your community has benefited from family resource centers. 
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20) Select the choice that best describes your level of agreement with the following 
statement: 
 
"Family resource centers have improved my child’s or children’s grades, attendance, and 
behavior." 

a) Strongly Agree 
b) Agree 
c) Neutral 
d) Disagree 
e) Strongly Disagree 

 
 
 
21) Describe how your child’s or children’s grades, attendance, and behavior were 
influenced by your family accessing services through family resource centers. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
22) Please provide your name and contact information (phone number and/or email 
address) if you are willing to participate in a more in-depth case study.   
 
Choosing to participate in a more in-depth case study entails allowing researchers to 
interview members of your family and access your child’s or children's school records. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
REDCap Software - Version 4.14.1 - © 2014 Vanderbilt University  
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Appendix D – Interviews/Focus Groups (School Personnel) 

FRC Effectiveness Interview/Focus Group Script – Executive Principals and School 
Personnel 

 
Hello.  My name is (Sherleta Sanders, Milton Nettles, and Tyra Harris-Thompson).  First of all, 
we want to thank you all very much for taking time out of your busy schedule to be here today.  
We would like to take a few minutes to review the purpose of this focus group 
meeting/interview.  The purpose of this interview/focus group is to learn about your experience 
with the FRC and how your involvement with the FRC has affected the children, families and 
schools in your community.  Our role is to ask questions and listen.  Your participation in the 
focus group/interview is completely voluntary.  We will be asking a series of questions, moving 
the discussion from one question to another.  We would really like to have the opportunity to 
hear from everyone.  Please be assured that there are no wrong answers.  Different 
FRCs/schools/families operate differently.  Feel free to share your point of view even if it differs 
from what others have said.  To make sure we don't miss any of your comments, we will be 
recording the discussion and taking detailed notes.  The transcript that is made from this focus 
group/interview will not use your name(s) but instead use (an) identification number(s).  Does 
anyone have any questions before we begin? 
 

1. Would you first introduce yourself to the group (your name, your role, and the number of 

years within your role)? 

2. What is your understanding of the mission and goals of the family resource center? 

3. Describe how you have seen the family resource center meeting its goals and upholding 

its mission. 

4. Describe your unique partnership with the family resource center. 

5. What role does the family resource center play in the school/community? 

6. What services are most beneficial to your families and the community? 

7. How do you communicate family resource center services to the school faculty, parents, 

and the community? 

8. What do you see as the greatest impact that the family resource center has had on the 

school, the students and their families, and the community?  
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9. Do you feel that there is link between student success (academic achievement, 

attendance, and/or behavior) and families who utilize the family resource center?  If so, 

explain how student access to the family resource center supports their academic 

achievement, attendance, and/or behavior. 

10. What challenges, if any, does having a family resource center present to your school? 

11. How would things be different if the family resource center was nonexistent? 

12. Finally, is there anything we have not asked about your family resource center that you 

think is important for us to know? 
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Appendix E – Focus Groups (Families) 

FRC Effectiveness Focus Group Script – Parents and Children 
 
Hello.  My name is (Sherleta Sanders, Milton Nettles, and Tyra Harris-Thompson).  First of all, 
we want to thank you all very much for taking time out of your busy schedule to be here today.  
We would like to take a few minutes to review the purpose of this focus group 
meeting/interview.  The purpose of this interview/focus group is to learn about your experience 
with the FRC and how your involvement with the FRC has affected the children, families and 
schools in your community.  Our role is to ask questions and listen.  Your participation in the 
focus group/interview is completely voluntary.  We will be asking a series of questions, moving 
the discussion from one question to another.  We would really like to have the opportunity to 
hear from everyone.  Please be assured that there are no wrong answers.  Different 
FRCs/schools/families operate differently.  Feel free to share your point of view even if it differs 
from what others have said.  To make sure we don't miss any of your comments, we will be 
recording the discussion and taking detailed notes.  The transcript that is made from this focus 
group/interview will not use your name(s) but instead use (an) identification number(s).  Does 
anyone have any questions before we begin? 
 
Questions for Parents: 

1. Would you introduce yourself to the group (your name, your child(ren)’s name, how long 

your family has utilized the family resource center)? 

2. How did you find out about the family resource center?  Please take this time to share 

your personal story. 

3. How often do you and your child(ren) visit the family resource center or utilize its 

services? 

4. In what ways does the family resource center help you and your family? 

5. How has accessing the family resource center changed/influenced your parenting style 

and/or practices? 

6. How has accessing the family resource center changed/influenced your involvement in 

your child’s education/school? 
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7. Do you feel that utilizing family resource center services has helped to improve your 

child(ren)’s academic achievement, attendance, and behavior?  If so, please explain. 

8. Are there barriers that the family resource center has helped your family to overcome?  If 

so, please explain. 

9. Suppose you were in charge of the family resource center and could make one change 

that would make the family resource center even better, what would you change? 

10. What is the single, most valuable, resource the family resource center has provided to 

your family? 

11. Finally, is there anything we have not asked about your family resource center experience 

that you think is important for us to know? 

Questions for Children: 

1. What is your name? 

2. How old are you? 

3. What grade are you in? 

4. What do you enjoy most about the family resource center? 

5. How do workers at the family resource center help you and your family? 

6. How do you think the family resource center is preparing you for the future (5th-12th 

only)? 

7. Is there anything you would change about the family resource center? 
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Appendix F – Interviews (FRC Site Directors) 

FRC Effectiveness Interview Script – FRC Site Directors 
 

Hello.  My name is (Sherleta Sanders, Milton Nettles, and Tyra Harris-Thompson).  First of all, 
we want to thank you all very much for taking time out of your busy schedule to be here today.  
We would like to take a few minutes to review the purpose of this focus group 
meeting/interview.  The purpose of this interview/focus group is to learn about your experience 
with the FRC and how your involvement with the FRC has affected the children, families and 
schools in your community.  Our role is to ask questions and listen.  Your participation in the 
focus group/interview is completely voluntary.  We will be asking a series of questions, moving 
the discussion from one question to another.  We would really like to have the opportunity to 
hear from everyone.  Please be assured that there are no wrong answers.  Different 
FRCs/schools/families operate differently.  Feel free to share your point of view even if it differs 
from what others have said.  To make sure we don't miss any of your comments, we will be 
recording the discussion and taking detailed notes.  The transcript that is made from this focus 
group/interview will not use your name(s) but instead use (an) identification number(s).  Does 
anyone have any questions before we begin? 
 

1. Would you first introduce yourself to the group (your name, your role, and the number of 

years within your role)? 

2. What is the mission and goals of this family resource center? 

3. What services does this family resource center offer to the school/community? 

4. How do you determine services that will be offered to families? 

5. How do you gauge families’ satisfaction with the family resource center? 

6. How do you monitor how often participants utilize or access the family resource center? 

7. How do you communicate family resource center services to school personnel, parents, 

and the community? 

8. In what ways does this family resource center affect student success?  Explain how your 

services help students succeed in school. 

9. Do you feel that there is link between student success (academic achievement, 

attendance, and/or behavior) and families who utilize the family resource center?  If so, 
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explain how student access to the family resource center supports academic achievement, 

attendance, and or/behavior. 

10. Describe the ways you feel this family resource center is effective. 

11. What method(s) do you currently utilize to determine how effective the family resource 

center serves families and the community? 

12. What challenges do you face, and how do you overcome those challenges? 

13. What type of support do you receive from the district or other organizations? 

14. Who are your main stakeholders/partners/supporters/funders? 

15. What do you consider the single most valuable resource the family resource center 

affords to its families?  Please explain your reasoning. 

16. How would things be different if this family resource center was nonexistent? 

17. Finally, is there anything we have not asked about your family resource center that you 

think is important for us to know? 
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Appendix G – Concept Map (Linking Research Questions to Data Collection) 
 

 
Q1:  What factors characterize FRC effectiveness? 

Ø Questionnaire 

• Items 13-19 

Ø School Personnel Interview/Focus Group Script 

• Items 3, 5-6, 8, 10-12 

Ø Family Focus Group Script 

• Items 4-6, 8-11 (Parents) 

• Items 4-7 (Children) 

Ø FRC Director Interview Script 

• Items 3-8, 10-12, 15-17 

 

Q2:  Is there a significant correlation between academic achievement, attendance and 

behavior, and the number of times families accessed family resource centers? 

Ø Questionnaire 

• Items 20-21 

Ø School Personnel Interview/Focus Group Script 

• Item 9 

Ø Family Focus Group Script 

• Items 3 and 7 (Parents) 

Ø FRC Director Interview Script 

• Item 9  
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Appendix H – NIH Certificates of Completion 
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Appendix I – Memorandum of Understanding 
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Appendix J – MNPS External Researcher Statement of Assurances 
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Appendix K – MNPS Research Approval Letter 
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Appendix L – Team Members’ Biographies 

Milton Nettles is a native of Monroeville, Alabama.  He attended Monroe County Public 
Schools from Kindergarten until 12th grade.  After that, he attended The University of Alabama 
where he became a Summa Cum Laude graduate in 2010 with a Bachelor of Science degree in 
Chemical Engineering.  While at the University of Alabama, Mr. Nettles earned several premier 
academic and civic service awards including: The Earnestine Tucker Award, The Capstone Hero 
Award, The Capstone Engineering Society’s Outstanding Senior Award, and The Robert W. 
Hali, Jr. Award.  After graduating from the University of Alabama, he began working in 
Nashville, Tennessee as an After-school Program Director with Preston Taylor Ministries while 
also serving as a Math Intervention Specialist with Glencliff Comprehensive High School.  Over 
the next several years, Mr. Nettles would continue to work with Metro Nashville Public Schools 
as a Science Instructor, a Family Involvement Specialist, and a Dean of Students.  In 2012, Mr. 
Nettles earned his Master of Education degree in Teaching, Learning, and Leading from 
Lipscomb University of Nashville, Tennessee.  His action research proposal focused on best 
practices in discipline for impacting student success within disciplinary alternative education 
programs of Metro Nashville Public Schools.  In August of 2013, Mr. Nettles began earning his 
Doctorate of Education in Learning Organization and Strategic Change, and he completed his 
degree in December of 2015. 
 
Tyra Harris-Thompson is a native of Grenada, Mississippi.  She was born into a family of 
educators who instilled in her a love for learning.  Mrs. Harris-Thompson believes that all 
children have the power to learn and that education is a continuous process.  Her motto is “Strive 
for the best and never accept anything less.”  She embraces teaching as an opportunity to inspire 
and empower.  Mrs. Harris-Thompson has been in education for over 21 years.  She has a long 
and successful career in education where she has served in a variety of leadership roles.  She has 
taught pre-kindergarten through 5th grade gifted and talented students, and second through 
fourth grade general education curriculum.  Her education has taken her down several different 
avenues of life.  She graduated from Rust College in Holly Springs, Mississippi, with a 
Bachelor’s Degree in Early Childhood Education and a Master’s Degree in Educational 
Leadership from Trevecca Nazarene University.  Mrs. Harris-Thompson also has earned two 
certifications: Gifted Certification and Digital Teaching and Learning Certification.  In 2004, the 
Board of Directors declared Mrs. Harris-Thompson as a National Board Certificated Teacher in 
Middle Childhood Generalist.  In recognition of her leadership, in 2009, Mrs. Harris-Thompson 
was named “Teacher of the Year.”  Mrs. Harris-Thompson was selected as an Exemplary 
Teacher for Metro Nashville Public Schools in 2012 and served as a teacher mentor and an 
instructional coach from 2012 - 2015.  She began earning her Doctorate in Learning 
Organizations and Strategic Change at Lipscomb University in 2013, and she completed her 
degree in December of 2015. 
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Sherleta Sanders is a native of Nashville, TN.  She gained her elementary, middle, and high 
school education from Metro Nashville Public Schools.  During her senior year at Glencliff High 
School, Sherleta received the Faculty Award, which is the highest honor a student can receive.  
The award is given to the student who has shown the highest qualities of leadership, scholarship, 
and citizenship and who made the most contributions to the school.  After graduating from high 
school, she gained acceptance into Belmont University and majored in Health with a 
concentration in Elementary Education.  While at Belmont, she was inducted into Gamma Beta 
Phi National Honor Society.  She obtained her first teaching position at LaVergne Primary as a 
first grade teacher in Rutherford County.  Upon the completion of her fifth year of teaching, she 
was bestowed the honor of Teacher of the Year by her colleagues.  The following year of 2008, 
she was recognized as Representative of the Year by the Rutherford Education Association for 
promoting the cause of education and uplifting the high ideals of the profession.  In that same 
year, Sherleta earned her Master’s degree in Curriculum and Instructional Design from 
Cumberland University.  Then in 2009, she received the Human Relations Award by the REA 
for work in crossing racial and cultural barriers and having a dedication to promoting respect and 
equality for all.  In 2010, Sherleta aimed and achieved another goal of obtaining her Education 
Specialist degree from Middle TN State University.  Her area of focus was Administration and 
Supervision.  In 2012, she was promoted to Assistant Principal in MNPS and currently serves in 
this role.  She began earning her doctorate degree in Learning Organizations and Strategic 
Change in 2013, and she completed her degree in December of 2015. 


