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Abstract
This paper explores the potential of successful school-community partnerships between urban schools and community organizations as a method for better meeting the needs of Latino students in urban areas. Considering the limited resources and capacity of many urban schools, which have a high concentration of Latino students, partnerships are a worthwhile approach to serving these students. This paper assesses the complexity of needs within the Latino student population, positions those needs within the urban learning content, explains the rationale for school-community partnerships as a vehicle for improving student outcomes, and analyzes three effective school partnerships with community based organizations.  Based on the three model programs, implications for urban schools are discussed. This paper demonstrates that through urban school partnerships, community based organizations may provide more personalized, culturally responsive, and comprehensive support for the Latino students. 










Latinos are the largest and fasting growing ethnic group in the U.S., comprising about one-fourth of the U.S. pre-k-12 student population (Lopez & Fry, 2013; Gandara, 2015). As such, meeting the needs of this increasingly important demographic is valuable to the educational wellbeing and future of the nation as a whole (Lopez & Fry, 2013). However, given the diversity of backgrounds and needs within this large student population, it is imperative that the educational community take a multifaceted approach to serving these students. Tacking complex issues in isolation does not truly respond to the varied causes and effects that contribute to the experience of these marginalized students. In this paper, I will explore the potential of successful school-community partnerships between urban schools and community organizations as a method for better meeting the needs of Latino students in urban areas. By showcasing three successful partnerships, I demonstrate that community-based organizations may be uniquely positioned to respond to Latino students’ urban social context, their ethnic and cultural identity, as well as their unique academic needs. As such, partnering with community based organizations may fill the gaps of services left by urban schools, leading to more culturally relevant, contextualized, and comprehensive support for Latino students. 				
Defining Terms
Because continuing, I will clarify two key terms. The “school-community partnerships” that I’m referring to in this paper can most accurately be described as “relationship(s) between a school and an organization that provides services to students in the school building per a contract or memorandum of understanding” (Siaca-Curry, 2014, p.15). Though the partnerships I will describe in the third section don’t always take place within the school, they can and do make use of the school building. However, sometimes creating a distinct space outside the school can enable more meaningful participation (Rodriguez & Chonchas, 2009). Additionally, the purpose of partnership is “weave together a critical mass of resources and strategies to enhance caring communities that support all youth and their families and enable success at school and beyond” (Mental Health in Schools, n.d.). By pulling their resources and working from their points of strengths, organizations and schools can provide better services to students. 
Secondly, a community-based organization (CBO) is “a non-profit organization that delivers services funded primarily by public and philanthropic funds and occasionally through program fees… it be an affiliate or chapter of a national or state organization, but delivers services in a particular neighborhood” (Siaca-Curry, 2014, p.15). The important aspect of this definition, for the purpose of this paper, is that the organizations are local and therefore have a nuanced understanding of the social context. 
Why Urban Schools? 
For the purpose of this paper, I will be focusing specifically on “urban schools.” This is often a loaded term, as it used to convey racist deficit mindsets on student/community populations that are to “blame” for the schools’ institutional problems (Haberman, 2007; Milner, 2012) More specifically, I’m referring to schools in areas that Milner (2012) defines as “urban emergent” and “urban intensive.” According to Milner (2012), urban intensive cities have the following characteristics:  
The infrastructure and large numbers of people can make it difficult to provide necessary and adequate resources to the large numbers of people who need them…the broader environments, outside of school factors such as housing, poverty, and transportation are directly connected to what happens inside of the school. (p.559) 
Consequently, “urban emergent” areas are those that are experiencing resource scarcity and other environmental factors that effect schools, though not to the magnitude of urban intensive areas. The urban learning context for Latino students in urban schools is therefore deeply affected by the socioeconomic conditions of urban cities and their inhabitants. 
	The conditions of poverty and scarcity outside of the school are often replicated within the institutional and structural characteristics of the schools. Often these schools have high teacher turn-over rates, overcrowded classes, depleted economic funding, insufficient textbooks or supplies for students, high numbers of teachers working outside their content area (or without a formal certification), and an insufficient number of counselors to provide meaningful guidance (Foote, 2005; Haberman 2007; Lee, 2005 Norrid-Lacey & Spencer, 2000; Noguera, 2011; Milner, 2013; Rodriguez & Concha, 2009). Additionally, the curriculum focuses on rote basic skills competencies or “teaching to the test,” a practice that prioritize meeting standardized test results over providing any cultural relevant content or instruction (Haberman, 2001; Noguera, 1996). Unfortunately, the idea that schools – as they currently function – are expected to “level the playing field,” particularly within impoverished urban areas, loses much of its meaning in these environments (Rodriguez & Concha, 2009). In fact, many of these schools are actually seen as “drop-out factories,” replicating the established white middle class reproduction over power (Milner, 2010). Given their somewhat dysfunctional management, their limited resources, and their inability to combat the social ills of the urban context, partnerships emerge as way to alleviate some of the burden from schools. 
The focus on these schools is intentional and important for Latino students. High poverty urban schools tend to be high racially and economically segregated, meaning that high numbers of Latino students attend these schools (Orfield & Lee, 2005; Gandara, 2015; Foote, 2005). More specifically, about one fourth of Latino students attend these schools – compared to the 4% rate for white students (Gandara, 2015). Aside from the concentration of poverty, and its previously discussed consequences, segregated schools also serve to isolate Latino students from “critical social capital that is essential for identifying and navigating opportunities in society” (Gandara, 2015, p. 12). The influence of peer networks and social capital can have a huge impact on student outcomes. Unfortunately, what these schools may foster is an environment where Latino students self-identify as “failing,” “low achievers” who are just not capable of academic success (Gandara 2015; Noguera, 1996). Given the impact of these spaces, and the concentration of Latino students, they are critical sites for improving academic outcomes and long-term sucess (Orfield & Lee, 2005).  
Despite the effects on schools, urban schools are important sites for improving the lives of Latino communities. According to Noguera (1996), urban schools are sometimes one of the few social institutions that provide communities with stability. The urban intensive context also facilitates the opportunity for collaboration because it comes with greater access to outside resources in the form of local community centers and nonprofit organizations (Noguera, 2011). Lastly, it is important to remember that despite their often-dysfunctional practices, “urban schools” have become as victimized by the dominant pathologized perspective of “urban” as the students that attend them. There are some excellent urban schools which nurture a supportive environment, engage students in meaningful academic inquiry, and offer a culturally validating space for students. However, for the schools that can’t provide that type of environment, the resources from CBOs can provide essential support for improving students’ chances at academic success. 
Part 1: Rationale for School-Community Partnerships
As discussed in the preceding section, urban schools are intricately affected by the conditions of their environment. As such, my reason for advocating for school-community parents is simple: context matters. Even the most engaging lesson cannot provide a meaningful academic experience for a student who is hungry, alienated from the curriculum, depressed, or struggling to understand the language and culture of the school. In their historical review of educational reform, Noguera & Wells (2001) trace the roots of decontextualized efforts to alter school conditions without consideration for the surrounding conditions. Despite the massive amount of money, powerful corporate support, and pedagogical innovations, reforms failed. According to Noguera & Wells (2011), this was because reforms ignored urban poverty and the “social and economics conditions” that usually accompany them (p.11). I agree. School-community partnerships work off the assumption that educational “solutions” and reforms efforts will better serve students if they take the child’s community, family, and environment into consideration (Valli, Stefanski, & Jacobson, 2014; Noguera & Wells, 2011).
Instead of ignoring the context, Noguera & Wells (2011) detail the three importance ways that poverty influence students outcomes:  “(a) students’ academic and social supports outside of school; (b) conditions that influence students’ health, safety, and well-being; and (c) conditions that influence the ability of parents and schools to develop social capital” (p.11). These three conditions are evident in my review of urban schools, and have strong roots on the Latino student experience (which I will discuss in detail in the following section). The school-community partnerships I have chosen to highlight will demonstrate the ways that CBOs are capable of alleviating these key factors. By providing academic support systems, contextualized incentive structures, culturally responsive programming, and access to strong social networks, school-community partnerships can better meet the needs of Latino students (Gandara, 2015; Rodriguez, 2012; Noguera 2011; Wong, 2008). 
Part II: Latino Students 
The Latino experience is varied and complex, with students experiencing a variety of environmental, educational, and personal factors that impact their educational success (Slavin & Calderon, 2000). One of the most pervasive factors that influence Latino students’ educational success is poverty. 28% of Latino students live in poverty, a number that rises to 35% for foreign-born students (Gonzales & Fry, 2008). Overall, this represents over a third of Latino children (Gandara, 2015). The effects of poverty are well documented and varied: attending hyper-segregated schools with fewer resources (as this paper already points out), higher dropout, high rates of student mobility (especially for migrant worker families), and fewer safe educational and recreational opportunities (Gandara, 2010; Gandara, 2015; Milner, 2013; Schott Foundation, 2009). Consequently, Latino students are less likely to have adequate health care and stable housing when compared to their White peers (Gandara, 2010; Schott Foundation, 2009). Latino students also have the least access to preschool education than any other major group, leading to a widening gap in Latino-white readiness at the start of kindergarten (Gandara, 2010; Gandara, 2015).  All of these factors have been linked to a higher high school dropout rates for Latino students (Schott Foundation, 2009). Latino students also face significant rates of discrimination within schools, which leads to feeling of isolation, inadequacy, and self-doubt – as well as disproportionately high rate of disciplinary disputes (Gandara, 2010; Rodriguez 2012; Schott Foundation, 2009). 
Gender can further exacerbate these circumstances, as Latina students face additional barriers in the form of gender-based stereotypes. Cultural expectations and lack of available role models can force Latinas to limit their aspirations to roles that are deemed “appropriate” for women (Schott Foundation, 2009; Sy &Romero, 2008). Unfortunately, these barriers come from both school and home. Norms are reinforced by the heightened family expectations to take on “parenting responsibilities” within their own home, which often involve caring for younger siblings and providing other forms of familial support (Schott Foundation, 2009; Sy & Romero, 2008). This limits Latinas’ engagement with school, both academically and with extracurriculars, and can even lead to absenteeism (Schott Foundation, 2009). The last, and perhaps the most damaging factor to Latina student success, is pregnancy (Schott Foundation, 2009). Latinas have the highest rate of teen pregnancy in the country (Schott Foundation, 2009). Unfortunately, pregnant and parenting students must make due with inadequate school support or low quality alternative education program, all while facing discrimination and/or active discouragement by school personnel (Schott Foundation, 2009). Support systems for Latinas should seek to strengthen the availability of role models and combat the gender stereotypes that are keeping Latinas from reaching their full potential.
The status as an English Language Learner also impacts Latino students’ educational trajectory. Given that schools often portray ELL status as the major deterrent for academic success, these students are wrongly positioned as having no literacy assets or language based competencies (Flores, 2005; Gandara, 2015; Suarez-Orozco & Suarez-Orozco, 2009). Language goals focus on English acquisition and rapid cultural assimilation  - despite the fact the bilingual and dual language programs have proven to produce better educational outcomes (Gandara, 2015). Given this focus, meeting the needs of ELL students can be especially problematic for urban emergent areas that they don’t yet have comprehensive systems and structures for handling the quantity and variety of ELL needs (Gandara, 2010; Gandara 2015; Milner, 2013). Some urban schools encounter similar difficulties with another educationally vulnerable population: migrant students. 97% of migrant workers are Spanish speakers, mostly from Mexico, Puerto Rico, and other Central American countries (Nevarez - La Torre, 2012). Like some ELLs, migrant children may have interrupted education patterns, low literacy skills and academic strategies, and low English proficiency (Nevarez-La Toree, 2012). To meet the needs of these students, schools must have a comprehensive picture of their social context, access to bilingual resources/personnel, and a nuanced understanding of their culture, language, and values (Nevarez-La Toree, 2012).
Lastly, given that a significant number of Latinos are foreign-born, immigrant students are an important sector of the Latino student population. 1st and 2nd generation students are more likely to be acutely impacted by the intersectionality of factors like legal status, language fluency, socioeconomic status, and cultural capital/expectations (American Council on Education, 2011). As such, another factor that is incredibly relevant to Latino students is legal status, an issue that directly affects first and even second-generation Latino students. Of the 11.2 million estimated undocumented immigrants in the U.S., 2.1 million are defined as undocumented students, about 1.1-1.4 million of these being children under the age of 18 (Passel & Krogstad, 2014; Educators for Fair Consideration, 2012). Though the landmark Plyler v. Doe case gave undocumented students the right to a K-12 education, there are no policy efforts in place to ensure that they complete high school, and access to college requires navigating an increasingly complex system (Gandara, 2015; Z. Perez, 2014). 
Additionally, the stress and psychological impact of undocumented status can have adverse effects on scholastic achievement and motivation (Androff, Ayón, Becerra, Gurrola, & Salas, 2011; Schott Foundation, 2009). Even students who are born in the U.S. and enjoy the benefits of U.S. citizenship may be affected by the undocumented status of their parents or siblings. According to the Pew Research Center, 2012 estimates found that about 7% of K-12 students have at least one undocumented parent (Passel & Krogstad, 2014). These students can experience significant amount of stress caused by their parents’ (and possibly siblings’) status, given that their family members are under threat of deportation (Androff et al., 2011; Díaz-Strong et al., 2010). Worries over family separation, which may cause frequent changes in employment and location, cause tremendous undue of stress on the family unit. This can negatively impact students’ academic achievement (Androff et al., 2011). 
Part of the problem undocumented students face is that they have little support within the school system (Z. Perez, 2014). Most high school counselors are not trained to advise undocumented students, whose eligibility for scholarships, college acceptance, and various other educational opportunities can vary based on state and institutional policies (W. Perez, 2010; Z. Perez, 2014). This is even assuming that students have divulged their status, which many are sensibly afraid to do given the possible consequences (Z. Perez, 2014). Urban schools exacerbate these circumstances, as many barely have the resources to offer meaningful and comprehensive counseling to all students (Lee, 2005). 
Given this diversity of experiences within the Latino student population, it is little surprise that most urban schools do not support positive outcomes for these students. However, moving forward with the discussion of successful partnerships, readers should filter their analysis through one central assumption: Latino students and their communities have value. While awareness of socioeconomic realities is critical for comprehensive services, it should not pathologize Latino students and their communities as inherently deficit, culturally inferior, or lacking intelligence (Deschenes, Cuban, & Tyack, 2001). Latino students, their parents, and their communities contain rich funds of knowledge that can nurture and sustain success (Guerra, 2008; Hill & Torres, 2010). Regardless of the environmental and institutional factors that make success difficult, schools need to reimage the potential of their students and communities. The Latino community should be treated an assets and co-creator of success (Gandara, 2015; Guerra & Valverde, 2008; Rodriguez 2014; Suarez-Oroszco & Suearez-Oroszco, 2009). The following section describes community-school partnerships that validate students’ cultural and social contexts while providing necessary support for better academic and personal outcomes. 
Part III: Review of Successful School-Community Partnerships
Given the complexity within the Latino student experience, and urban schools’ capacity for meaningful support, it is shocking to think that a isolated school-based approach could effectively support poor students, undocumented students, English language learners, immigrant/migrant students, or students at risk of dropping out. Given that Latino students are not just part of the school, but members of the community at large, I believe that a more comprehensive approach is necessary. To really support the varied academic and personal needs of Latino students, efforts must be attentive to the urban context, knowledgeable on students’ unique personal and cultural characteristics, and be willing and able to fill in gaps that overburdened and under-supported urban schools cannot fill. This is why synchronized efforts on the part of schools and local community organizations are a worthwhile avenue to better meet their needs (Bryan & Henry, 2012; Epstein, 2012; Noguera &Wells, 2011; Sanders, 206). In the section that follows I’ve profiled three effective school-community partnerships. All programs focus on serving students within an urban context, with a focus on immigrant, aboriginal, and minority students. Though these programs are not tailored specifically for Latino students, the philosophy, practices, and contexts serve as valuable models for meeting marginalized students’ needs within the context of an urban school partnership. The students served by the partnerships also share some key qualities with the Latino students (immigrant status, unique language & culture, ELL status, marginalized political and ethnic identities, etc), making it a viable though imperfect strategy for comparison. After discussing the three examples, I’ll review what aspects enabled their success and implications for urban schools and Latino students. 
Programs: 
The Community Youth Center (CYC) – Influence of Ethnic CBO on Immigrant Students
	Wong’s (2008) article on the Community Youth Center (CYC) program provides an in-depth look into how ethnically specific CBOs can impact immigrant students’ academic success. CYC is a component of the “Haborview” Chinatown Community Center (HCCC), an ethnic multiservice nonprofit organization that started as a grassroots community effort to provide feedback on the design of a new school building in Chinatown (Wong, 2008).  After the successful campaign, as new schools were built, space was designated for a community school program (which are now run under the umbrella of HCCC) (Wong, 2008). 
 	The CYC program, which addresses the academic needs that were not being met by area schools, is a drop-in center that serves middle and high school aged first and second generation Chinese students (Wong, 2008). Their main services are a tutoring program and youth ESL classes, two key needs identified by the community. Several aspects of the program provide the type of thorough, culturally responsive, and individualized services that the urban school district could not provide on its own. All of the program staff are 1st or 1.5-generation immigrants that share similar narratives of immigration and acculturation with their participating students, enabling adult support networks that reflect that students’ backgrounds (Wong, 2008). Though sharing cultural background is not necessary to build meaningful relationships with students, this program capitalized on the immigrant experience to build bridges of support and communication (Wong, 2008). 
	In all aspects of planning and logistics, the center tried to respond to the needs of students, their schools, and their family. According to Wong (2008), CYC utilized “alternative forms of serving, communicating, and connecting with parents” to report on their children's academic progress (p.4) The center hours were made to correspond with parents work schedules and all correspondence was translated (as well as followed up with personalized phone calls). These methods acknowledge parents’ role within their child’s education while remaining true to parents’ cultural desire to be well-informed on their child’s context (Wong, 2008). As for the students, they noted a significant difference between how they were treated at school as compared to CYC classes. At CYC, they could see themselves reflected in ESL materials, the instructors incorporated aspect of their backgrounds into lessons, and they explicitly discussed how to navigate complicated institutional systems that impaired their fluid acculturation (Wong, 2008). Additionally, they noted that their time was not all spent on test-prep, which they described as a significant aspect of their school experience. Center staff also took on various roles that responded to immigrant families specific needs, such as educating students and parents on the school system, teaching them about the college-admissions process, and acting as translators. 
Individualized attention at CYC ranged from the personal to academic sphere. If staff members noted that a student in tutoring or ESL classes was experiencing difficulties in school, the parents and school were contacted, which facilitated synchronized goals for improvement (Wong, 2008). Whenever possible, CYC staff also stepped in to advocate for students in their schools. Though a consent waiver requirement complicated the process, the staff made itself available to communicate with teachers, handle disciplinary disputes, and bring issues of truancy to the attention of high schools officials (Wong, 2008). ESL classes were also kept to groups of 15-20, which was a deliberate way to ensure that students could establish a one-on-one relationship with the instructor. For most of the students, this class was more effective, comfortable, and supportive than the language instruction provided by the school (Wong, 2008). As such, students viewed these classes as both an opportunity to learn language and become more fluent on sociocultural norms they encountered at school (Wong, 2008). 
Based on these methods, philosophies, and services, it is evident that the CYC often served the functioned of “cultural broker” (Wong, 2008). The term cultural broker, sometimes called cultural translator or mediator, has usually been used to describe teachers’ (ideal) role as a cultural guide for marginalized students: they help students negotiate sociocultural norms, advocate for them in institutionally equitable systems, and validate students cultural backgrounds through their actions and content-use (Gay, 2010; Irvine, 2003). Essentially, they enable students to access what Delpit (1988) calls the culture of power. This CBO is a valuable example of how cultural-specific partnerships may supplement urban schools inability to provide culturally responsive support systems for immigrant students. 	
The Wicehtowak Partnership – Making Connections within Family, School & Community 
	Tunison’s (2013) article on The Wicehtowak Partnership demonstrates the potential of school-community partnerships that center student populations’ unique cultural background as a foundation for student achievement, advocacy, and cohesive family-community relationships. In this case, the partnership entailed collaboration between the Pleasant View Public Schools (PVS), a high-poverty, high-minority urban school district in Canada, and two community organizations: one representing urban Aboriginals and another that represented the seven First Nations reservations surrounded the city (Tunison, 2013).  Though all of the represented Nations had on-reserve schools, they typically only served kindergarten through 8th or 9th grade, meaning that students had to make the rocky transition from their rural reservation school to urban PVS schools. For other students, that PVS district was all they knew, as their families lived within the mid-sized urban center (which Milner (2012) would likely classify as urban emergent). Given Aboriginal students’ history of “underachievement” in PVS (likely due to their cultural mismatch and lack of support), the partnership goals were to improve academic outcomes through “formalized family-community-school partnerships” (Tunison, 2013, p.566). 
	Unlike CYC, the Wicehtowak Partnership did not involve specialized programs. Instead, it focused on specific goals that reflected the stated objectives from students, parents, schools, and participating Nations. This included facilitating communications between schools and Nation community/parents, creating culturally relevant materials for use in the school district, supporting students’ transition into the PVS schools, ensuring school access to elders and other cultural experts, providing a “student-success coach” that worked directly with students and led in-service development for school staff, as well as working with a community-based “traditional knowledge keeper” (whose role was to lead cultural ceremonies and ensure the Partnerships’ work was reflective of Aboriginal culture”) (Tunison, 2013, p.579). 
	One important feature of this partnership is that it focused on supporting schools through the infusion of culturally relevant pedagogies and cultural traditions. Rather than focusing on how to provide this during out-of-school time, the Partnership sought to change the school environment itself, a strategy that Nation parents strongly supported (Tunison, 2013). For this purpose, the Wicehtowak Partnership developed culturally responsive curriculum materials (called the Harmony Cultural Resource Binders), provided trainings on tribal epistemologies and instructional practices, and sponsored cultural events open to all community members (Tunison, 2013). These efforts convey a considerably different message to students and their communities. Rather than making culture a reason for student “deficits” or “failure,” as is the case for many urban youth, this partnership centered cultural traditions and sought to legitimize tribal languages and epistemologies as valid and important components of students’ success (Deschenes et al, 2001). Given that the normative school curriculum probably contributed to Aboriginal students’ low achievement, this strategy had the potential to shift not just student achievement, but how teachers and school staff view these students and their unique funds of knowledge. This is an important and stark contrast to the pedagogy of poverty and deficit mindsets that can be pervasive in urban schools (Haberman, 1991). 
	These efforts facilitated a second important feature of the program, which was its focus on creating a positive culture for students and parents. This last features is political in nature, in that it stemmed from efforts to give Nation officials and parents a prominent voice within PVS. Given the marginalized role of parents, who are often victims of schools’ deficit-mindsets on non-normative middle-class parents, the voice of First Nation representatives and parents demonstrates the potential for parents’ empowerment and voice within school-community partnerships (Deschenes et at, 2001; Hill & Torres, 2010). The Wicehtowak Partnership is a valuable example of how these community-based partnerships can move culturally diverse students, their parents, and their culture away from the margins. 
Boston Urban Youth Foundation (BUYD) – Impact of Highly Contextualized Services  
Rodriguez & Conchas’ (2009) profile of BUYD demonstrates how the organization supplemented services for Black and Latino youth in three partnered middle schools, with the result of lower truancy and drop-out rates. The BUYF is “a community-based organization that sees to prepare socially and academically disadvantaged Black and Latino youth for college and successful futures” (Rodriguez & Conchas, 2009, p.223).  More specifically, the three-part programs offered by BUYF focus on reengaging urban youth with schools (thereby increasing their attendance and graduation) by improving their academic skills, helping them prepare for college, and mitigating the influence of school/environmental stressors (Rodriguez & Conchas, 2009).  To do this, the programs focus on case management, mentoring, academic skill-building, facilitating positive peer groups, and engaging students in vision casting (Rodriguez & Conchas, 2009).  
As with the first example at CYC, one of the key features of the CBO-sponsored services is individualized attention. Participating youth met with case managers (at least twice a week) for one-on-one counseling on a variety of topics. The case managers would also visit schools twice a week, build over community relationships, and conduct home visits. Since they had intimate knowledge of the schools their students attended, caseworkers were seen as way to negotiate the often-inequitable school power structure (Rodriguez & Conchas, 2009). Given the size, procedures, and policies of the schools, the program knew that this was meaningful way to combat the “realities of urban schooling” (Rodriguez & Conchas, 2009, p.236). The program also connected students with local mentors, who served as support networks within the community and provided alternative role models of success (Rodriguez & Conchas, 2009). The mentors also served as way to promote social networks/capital, which was a way to combat the culturally devaluing school experience. This served to facilitate the vision-casting feature of the program, which was also supported by dialogue about individual student goals and planning for long-term success. 
A second important aspect of BUYF program is that they structured and incentivized their programs in ways that addressed students’ urban environment and economic circumstances. According to Rodriguez & Conchas (2009), the students lived in “impoverished urban communities” that were marked by drug and gang problems. To mitigate this environment, BUYF did things as “simple” as providing rides home to running a weekly breakfast club at its partnered schools, offering meals for students participating in tutoring sessions, organizing field trips and service projects that led students off the streets, hosting all-expense paid college overnight trips for students, and offering a safe social space for that promoted peer support – which was often cited as by students as the most important aspect of the program (Rodriguez & Conchas, 2009). According Rodriguez & Conchas, this “space” played a critical function: 
Space was viewed as a structured location created for the purposes of empowering young people through a dialectical process in which young people were given opportunities to co-construct each other’s knowledge and truth through dialogue. Within BUYF, space is a location where learning and teaching occurs among the young people. (p.230)
This was radical departure from students’ schools, which were not able to provide such a safe haven due to what Rodriguez & Conchas’ (2009) described as “various structural and cultural forces and restrictions at play” (p.230). 
	This program demonstrates the potential of community-school partnerships that are highly attuned to the urban context and its implications for what school environment can provide. For the Black and Latino students in these programs, the space to construct their identities, the exposure to positive social networks, and the personalized advocacy support made all the difference. By using its vast and flexible resources to target areas that schools could not, BUYF was able to nurture a “pro-school ideology” that school and administrators responded to (Rodriguez & Conchas, 2009). The program results had a significant impact in decreasing truancy and re-connecting students to their schools – students that schools had all but given up on. Given the positive results, schools returned the commitment and invested in program youth, ensuring that caseworkers had access to necessary files and recognizing participants achievements and growth (Rodriguez & Conchas, 2009). CBOs deep knowledge of social context enables proactive services that are uniquely aligned to the needs of urban minority students. 
Limitations 
Despite these successful examples, it is important to remember that successful school-community partnerships take tremendous work; both schools and community-based organization must adhere to common principles and goals to make these relationships work. Though the authors of the above cited examples did not include a thorough discussion of the difficulties in creating and maintain these relationships, the literature shows that it is by no means easy (Epstein 2011; Noguera & Wells, 2011; Sanders, 2006). Though it is beyond the scope of this paper to discuss best practices (and pitfalls) for effectively forging these types of relationships, there is a wealth of literature that details how to begin, support, and sustain these partnerships. Epstein’s (2011) School, family, and community partnerships preparing educators and improving schools and Sanders’ (2006) Building school-community partnerships: collaboration for student success offer step-by-step guides for building partnerships. The National Education Association (2013) also released a publication, “Family-School-Community Partnerships 2.0: Collaborative Strategies to Advance Student Learning” that contains varied examples of partnerships and key strategies for success. 
Additionally, it is important to remember that this is not the only “solution” to meeting the needs of Latino students. Educational reform efforts are often incredibly narrow (or broad) in scope, and are wrongly functioning on the assumption that when one method works – in one city or schools – it must work in every city and school. This is an incredibly decontextualized and unrealistic approach given the diversity and quantity of students, schools, and environments in the U.S. In fact, one of Sander’s (2006) components for a successful partnership is a “highly functioning school.” As we know, schools, urban or not, can vary widely in how well they can meet that term. As such, we must see these partnerships as just one potential to bridge meaningful connections between schools and the Latino communities they serve. According to Gandara (2010), need conceptualize efforts as a “continuum of interventions” rather than a single solution (p. 26).  
Part IV: Implications 
These programs detailed above demonstrate that functional school-community partnerships hold great potential for meeting the varied needs of Latino students in ways that are contextualized, comprehensive, and culturally relevant. From the three examples, it is clear that students and schools have much to benefit from successful partnerships. For students, these partnerships represent access to personalized and meaningful counseling on everything from personal conflicts to college preparation (Rodriguez & Conchas, 2009, Wong, 2008). Given Latino students’ possible undocumented status, gender expectations, and general poverty-related stressors, this case management aspect would be incredibly meaningful. The one-on-one attention also ensures that students don’t fall behind or get forgotten in shuffle and anonymity of overcrowded urban schools, which would be important for many highly mobile migrant students (Nevarez-La Torre, 2012). Most importantly, student gained valuable allies that had the knowledge and cultural capital to advocate on their behalf. This often led to students feeling safer, more comfortable with their identities, and more positive about their academic potential (Rodriguez & Conchas, 2009, Wong, 2008). Since schools often identify Latino students as cultural deficient, this would act as an important deterrent to negative academic identities (Deschenes et al, 2001; Flores, 2005; Rodriguez, 2014). Given the influence of identity on student achievement, schools should seek out collaborations that foster personal relationships and individualized attention for Latino students (Gandara 2015; Rodriguez, 2014). Districts and states should also build institutional support and funding for more functional and effective urban school counseling (Rodriguez 2014, Norrid-Lacey & Spencer, 2000).
These partnerships also give students culturally responsive academic support. All three examples offered meaningful academic structures, whether this meant after-school tutoring, ESL instruction, or making materials and instructional help available to teachers. For struggling learners or ELL students, this support is key. It works to undo Latino students’ experience in education, which can feel woefully disconnected from their lived experience because of a lack of curricular recognition or a pressure to enter assimilate (Rodriguez 2014, Norrid-Lacey & Spencer, 2000). Because organizations also made these programs with the urban context in mind, they provided students with normative cultural and social capital that schools and their communities might be missing. All three partnerships aimed to alleviate the tensions between students’ lived experience and the schools’ dominant expectations and values. Whether it was through role models, social networks, frank dialogue, college-visits, or methods to ease the transition into urban schooling, the programs tried to give expose students to examples of success that encouraged acculturation rather than assimilation. This type of outcome is ideal for Latino students and their families (Hill & Torres, 2010; Rodriguez, 2014; Suarez-Orozco & Suarez-Orozco, 2009). To facilitate this process, school personnel must engage in critical and honest analysis of their school practices and cultural norms, paying special attention to how these dominant methodologies of urban schooling interact with students’ lived social context. Instead of blaming Latino students and their communities, schools need to educate themselves (through meaningful partnerships or other methods) on how to respond and adapt their practices to foster Latino students’ success. 
By validating students’ culture, language, ethnicity, and community, these programs fostered more cohesive personal and academic identities. These positive academic or behavioral outcomes reflect well on the school, as well as ease the need for remedial services or disciplinary action (Rodriguez & Conchas, 2009; Wong, 2008). In return, many of the participating schools showed renewed interest in students and responded with their own version of support (Rodriguez & Conchas, 2009; Tunison, 2013; Wong, 2008). These, and many others, are the kinds of benefits schools can experience through successful partnerships. Without having to expend large quantities of additional funds or staff, urban schools were able to capitalize on community-based resources for the well-being of their students. Many scholars support this approach, given that is it built on a fundamental knowledge of students’ context, it relives some of burden from inequitably funded and under supported schools, and it brings in opportunities for culturally responsive forms of engagement and support (Bryan, 2005; Gandara, 2010; Noguera & Wells, 2011; Sanders, 2006; Suarez-Orozco & Suarez-Orozco, 2009). Educational reform needs to move toward creative, multifaceted and contextualized approaches for improving outcomes for all Latino students, and all students. 
These programs show how a coordinated and targeted effort by schools and CBOs can fill gaps in support for Latino students.  However, there are still many questions that need to be answered. Future research on school-community partnerships should focus more closely on the influence of ethnic-specific CBOs and their potential function as social brokers. There is also a need for more research contains as in-depth analysis of the “urban context” of partnerships, detailing if and how “dysfunction” urban schools (as opposed to Sander’s (2006) “high function schools”) can truly forge, support, and maintain successful collaboration. Finally more research is needed that focuses specifically on Latino students experience with school-community partnerships with community-based organizations. From my survey, most of the focus is on university-school partnerships or community engagement in the form of school-oriented parent/community events. Additionally, more support is needed to confirm whether these partnerships successfully assist the goals of better long-term academic and personal outcomes for Latino student populations.  
Meeting the needs of Latino students should be national educational priority, as estimates project that by 2036, Latinos will make up one-third of all youth (Gandara, 2015). However, sheers numbers should not be the only thing pushing schools and communities to address gaps in services. In reality, it comes down to educational equity. Effective school-community partnerships can enrich all students’ educational experience. All students have a right to meaningful, culturally responsive support that is highly attuned to their social, economic, and cultural contexts. 
Influence on Personal Practice 
In July I will begin my full-time job as the Family Engagement Manager at Conexión Américas, an organization that works for the social, civic, and economic integration of Latinos in Nashville. As part of my role, I will be coordinating the Parents As Partners program, an engagement program specifically for Latino parents. As I have learned throughout my time volunteering and interning with the program, the effective collaboration between school-sites and the organization is the key to a successful program. Though it was not within the scope of this paper to do a thorough discussion of the limitations of school-community partnerships, the review of the literature demonstrated that successful partnerships must include principal leadership, external support, effective partnership teams, closely aligned goals for student outcomes, and mutual trust and goals (Epstein, 2011; Sanders, 2006). This capstone has given me a better idea of how to approach initial meetings with the school leadership, what type of institutional support to request, and how to emphasize the need for key school administrators to make a physical appearance/sign of support for the program. Unless program goals, expectations, and requirements are strategically aligned with the support a school can realistically provide, the program will suffer greatly (as I unfortunately experienced in one local middle school). I have seen the potential of culturally responsive and meaningful programming that bridges the school contexts with the community, and I am excited by what this could mean for Latino students and their families.  
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