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Preface

The need and desire for a supervised setting and activities for children
and youth during nonschool hours that contribute positively to their
progress toward productive adulthood has grown over the last several
decades. Interest groups, including school-age child-care providers,
youth-development experts, educators, criminal- and juvenile-justice
experts, and poverty experts, have called for increasing public support
for or improving the quality of out-of-school-time (OST) programs.
Some improvement suggestions are modest (requests for expansion of
child-care programming to more needy families); others are more am-
bitious (that programs can and should aspire to improve academics,
reduce crime, prevent unsafe behaviors, and/or improve social interac-
tions). Stakeholders in this conversation offer varying pieces of evi-
dence to support their cases.

Seeking to engage the public in an informed dialogue over the
needs for and the effectiveness of improving or spreading OST pro-
gramming, the Wallace Foundation asked the RAND Corporation to
conduct a broad-ranging literature review to identify, frame, and assess
the relevant issues in the OST field.

This report presents the findings of that review. We identified
and addressed several major issues: the level of demand for OST ser-
vices, the effectiveness of offerings, what constitutes quality in OST
programs, how to encourage participation, and how to build further
community capacity.

The audience for the report is policymakers, providers, and users
of services interested in improved formal programs for OST and pos-
sible ways to expand provision.
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The research was undertaken by staff in RAND Education and
RAND Labor and Population as part of their mission to provide ob-
jective policy analysis and effective solutions to address the challenges
facing public and private sectors.

The research sponsor, The Wallace Foundation, seeks to support
and share effective ideas and practices that expand learning and en-
richment opportunities for all people. Its three current objectives are
to: strengthen education leadership to improve student achievement;
improve out-of-school learning opportunities; and expand participa-
tion in arts and culture. For more information and research on these
and other related topics, please visit its Knowledge Center at www.
wallacefoundation.org.
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Summary

Programs that offer out-of-school (OST) and out-of-home services to
children and youth can be found in every state and locale and run the
gamut from school-age care services supporting working parents, to
programs specifically structured to prevent problematic behaviors such
as drug use or teen pregnancy, to academically oriented programs de-
signed to improve test scores, to those directed at supporting specific
hobbies and interests.

A loosely connected set of providers, clients, sponsors, and inter-
mediaries make up the local markets referred to as the OST field. This
field and the actors in it have been evolving in response to shifts in the
economy, the growing demand for services associated with increased
numbers of working mothers in the labor force, concerns over youth
development or the lack thereof, and increased academic expectations
for youth.

While public interest in OST programs has waxed and waned in
the United States for more than a century, the past 20 years have been
unprecedented in the growth of provision and the amount of public
financing for these programs. In the past 20 years, interest groups such
as school-age child-care practitioners, youth-development experts, ed-
ucators, criminal and juvenile justice experts, and poverty experts have
argued that OST programs are part of a solution to problems they see
besetting children and youth. These groups have successfully drawn at-
tention to OST issues and worked to increase public funding, but they
do not all agree on how to move forward.

Some voices in recent debates over the future of the field say it
is enough for the marketplace to offer school-age care services during

xi
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times when parents or relations are not available to supervise children.
Others call for making subsidized programming more widely available.
Still others insist on more ambitious programming to meet a range of
goals, such as improved test scores or reduced crime. Some want OST
providers to be entrusted more than ever before with the academic
skill building of our children, holding specific programs responsible
for improving test scores. Others favor these programs as havens from
the academic pressures of schools, where children can learn social skills
and develop mentors and role models to help them in their difficult
circumstances. Finally, the role of government has grown to support
service provision, and with it has come increasing regulation, account-
ability, oversight, and concern over meeting more ambitious goals, in-
cluding improved academic test scores or reduced crime rates.

The Research Purpose

The Wallace Foundation, an active supporter of programs in this field,
asked RAND to provide an objective and systematic examination of the
OST literature to clarify and inform the key issues in the ongoing debates
related to whether and how to improve OST programming. RAND un-
dertook a broad literature review to capture what is known with some
certainty and what is more speculative about claims being made. This
report, the outcome of that review, investigates five major issues:

* the level of unmet demand

* the state of knowledge about the types of outcomes that participa-
tion in OST programs are expected to impact and the nature of
the impacts observed

* determinants of quality in program offerings

* determinants of participation and selection

* practices effective in ensuring that quality programming is avail-
able to meet local demand.

The audience for this report is those active in improving OST
services. This includes service providers, intermediaries, philanthro-
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pists, and policymakers. It can be used as a reference for them on the
above issues, the current state of knowledge about those issues, and the
strength of the evidence base for that knowledge.

We use youth to refer to the period extending from entry into school
through adolescence (approximately ages 6-18). We define the subject of
this examination as the available literature on public, group-based pro-
grams for school-age children that minimally provide care during non-
school hours, but might also attempt to improve their behavioral, social,
and academic development outcomes. Many of these types of programs
are offered by community organizations outside the home, such as Boys
and Girls Clubs, YMCAs and YWCAs, parks and recreation depart-

ments, after-school programs, libraries, and museums.

Findings from the Literature
The review generated the following findings.

Demand for OST Services

A significant debate over the provision of services concerns whether or
not there is pent-up demand for programming. Some advocates claim
significant pent-up demand for OST provision and call on policymak-
ers to pass legislation providing public funding to ensure universal cov-
erage. The current trend is to push for capacity expansion, seeking to
offer more slots to meet unmet demand.

More children than ever before are in formal program settings
before and after school, oftentimes providing only child-care services.
Our review, however, found that the limited number of studies docu-
menting unmet demand for services (1) were based on unfounded as-
sumptions that cannot be verified; (2) often estimated the total possi-
ble needs for child-care services, rather than what was demanded from
providers outside the home; and (3) were based on surveys that do not
force the respondent to consider trade-offs in the use of funds, thereby
probably overestimating true demand.

In contrast, studies of existing programs indicate significant num-
bers of open slots and dropouts, implying unmet demand for existing
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programs is not insistent or pent-up. We did not find systematic evi-
dence of what it is parents and youth are demanding: a safe environ-
ment, improved or better social behaviors, improved academic out-
comes, or all of these. We conclude that demand for OST programs,
other than very general current-usage statistics, remains very unclear.

Potential Effects of Programs

We examined evaluations of OST programs to determine what out-
comes they have been able to accomplish. Compared to the total
number of programs operating, very few have been evaluated. The
safety of children in OST provision has not been the focus of many
program evaluations; rather, evaluations have focused on effects on
academic achievement, academic attainment, and social behaviors.
Children who choose to attend OST programs might differ system-
atically from those who choose not to attend in terms of motivation,
aspiration, and other factors. A strong research design would control
for this self-selection bias into the program to isolate its effects from
the effect of the program. Most of the studies reviewed did not con-
trol for self-selection bias, making it difficult to conclude that differ-
ences between participants and nonparticipants are wholly attribut-
able to program effects.

Analysis of the research with the most rigorous designs suggests
that the few programs that have been evaluated have, at best, had mod-
est positive impacts on academic achievement, academic attainment,
and social behaviors such as reduced drug use or pregnancy. Docu-
mented academic and behavioral program effects sometimes varied by
grade level, background of children, level of participation, program
content by site, and whether the program developed was well targeted
toward the desired outcome. These evaluations provide few insights
into whether existing programs on average offer a safe and healthy
playtime environment that might satisfy the demands of parents. There
is no way of knowing if the average program offered would have similar
academic or behavioral effects to those in the programs studied. The
cost-effectiveness of these programs, compared to other interventions,
including expansion of the school day, is not well understood.
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Program Factors Associated with Positive Outcomes
Studies of what features of programs are associated with better out-
comes are often not rigorous and depend on expert opinion. We drew
on recent compendiums or studies of quality indicators in OST or
related settings such as school-age-care literature, youth-development
literature, effective-school literature, analyses of class-size-reduction
programs, and recent studies on teacher-training effects.

There appears to be a convergence of these multiple, but less rig-
orous, sources on several program factors that might be associated with
improved youth outcomes:

* a clear mission

* high expectations and positive social norms

* asafe and healthy environment

* asupportive emotional climate

¢ asmall total enrollment

* stable, trained personnel

* appropriate content and pedagogy relative to the children’s needs
and the program’s mission, with opportunities to engage

* integrated family and community partners

* frequent assessment.

We note that the field itself has moved toward the development
of standards for service providers with the publication of standards
consistent with the above characteristics. These factors have not been
formally tested in OST programs or tested for effectiveness in rigor-
ous experimental studies, but provide a useful cluster of characteristics
upon which to base initial program-improvement efforts. These im-
provement efforts should be evaluated to determine whether in fact
they are effective in meeting program outcomes.

Improving Participation

If quality programming is provided, then it might be appropriate to
consider how to improve participation and, especially, how to target
those children and youth who could most benefit from the services.
We drew on a cross-section of fields to understand how to encour-
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age and target participation. In recent years, leading behavior theorists
have reached a consensus regarding the most important factors that
determine how people choose to behave, which in turn are influenced
by a host of individual, family, social, and environment factors. Other
fields have made excellent use of these behavioral theories to target or
increase participation.

We found empirical evidence that participation varies by par-
ticipant background, implying that targeting services might increase
participation. For example, lower-income families might be more at-
tracted to subsidized programs that are located within their neighbor-
hood and convenient to attend.

Practical ways to increase enrollment and attendance in pro-
grams have been developed and tested in the job-training and military-
recruiting fields. Proven or promising ways to bolster enrollment rates
in these fields include identifying all possible participants, dedicating
sufficient and effective resources for outreach and recruitment, locating
such efforts in places where targeted youth and their key influencers
congregate, and combining advertising resources across like organiza-
tions. Monitoring attendance and quality, following up on absentees,
and offering incentives to programs for achieving high attendance rates
are potential ways to improve attendance. Most importantly, to suc-
cessfully target a group and provide accessible services requires knowl-
edge of their needs at the local level.

Improving Community-Level Provision

While often written about, we found little rigorous empirical evidence
about how to build capacity in the OST field. Studies did provide
notions about how to improve and build capacity both of individual
programs and across local, regional, and national markets. In general,
the review pointed to a few approaches that can be debated, but did
not provide the evidence needed to create a well-crafted agenda.

* Strong arguments were uncovered that point to the effectiveness
of more-integrated approaches with collaboration, joint planning,
and networking as important ways to further the debate, as well as
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identifying shared challenges, best practices, and common inter-
est among the groups involved.

* Historic examples reviewed showed the importance of data collec-
tion and analysis, data-driven decision making, evaluation, self-
assessment, standards, and quality assurance to the development
of other relevant fields.

* More-generic discussions pointed to the need for better incentives
for improved performance, accountability mechanisms, and per-
haps market-based relationships to engage competition as a way
to increase performance.

Implications

Policymakers and program implementers should remain skeptical of
claims about pent-up demand for programs as well as claims that these
programs can meet multiple needs and impact positively on multiple
outcomes. Rapid growth should make way for concentrating on how
to improve the quality of offerings by existing programs and of systems
of provision.

A public discussion of the goals of OST would benefit from a
better accounting of real demand, both in qualitative terms (what do
children, youth, and parents want in OST programming?) and quan-
titatively (how many slots are demanded for different goals?). The first
steps in that direction are survey-based local-area assessments of de-
mand, and then matching program content and support to those spe-
cific needs. Resources would be well spent in assessing local needs and
barriers to participation and developing programs to meet those needs
and remove those barriers. Furthermore, any push toward rapid expan-
sion of slots should be tempered with an assessment of how that expan-
sion in quantity might affect the quality of the programs offered. The
opposite might also be true: improvement in program quality could
have the effect of increasing demand.

Policymakers should be cautious about overly optimistic predic-
tions of the effectiveness of OST programming for improving youth
outcomes such as test scores and improved social behaviors. Much de-
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pends on the specific characteristics of the program and youth who
participate. While programs have been developed that have modest
positive effects on academics and social behaviors, there is no evidence
to support the view that OST programs are a universal panacea for
all the problems that OST proponents claim they are. Based on the
few programs that have been rigorously evaluated and found effective,
it is unrealistic to expect the current generation of OST programs to
achieve most or even some of the outcomes articulated, such as those in
California’s debates on Proposition 49. Designing and implementing
effective programs will take careful planning and attention. It would
also likely take very significant funding,.

We summarize here some basic information requirements that
need to be addressed if programming is to be improved and the cur-
rent debate is to become more productive:

* local assessments, using surveys and other field instruments, to
clarify demand for specific services by specific classes of clients
and the level and quality of existing providers

* development of forums for public consideration of the results of
such analyses

* creation of more-systematic program evaluations with proper
controls for self-selection and, where possible, the effect of partic-
ipation levels; documentation of the impact of varying program
elements or contexts; determination of the effects by age group
or characteristic of participant; and attention to measuring cost
effectiveness

* As there is little value to a strong evaluation of a weak inter-
vention, these quality evaluations should be applied selectively
to large, publicly funded programs and, any well-designed and
funded programs with potentially wide impact (see Walker, 2004,
for ideas on selection)

* dissemination of standardized measures of participation levels and
intensity that are regularly reported and aggregated, combined,
when possible, with serious attention to participation effects in
program evaluations
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development and dissemination of tools to collect and report cost
information and compiling of information necessary to undertake
cost-effectiveness evaluations, with the ultimate goal of compar-
ing OST programs to other alternative

development, demonstration, testing, and evaluation of practical
and cost-effective means to improve participant recruitment and
enrollment practices for targeted services

development of effective forums and incentives to disseminate ex-
isting standards, guidelines, and best practices as they evolve or
are uncovered through research

support for collection and analysis of data for use in decision
making about provision of services, stronger monitoring, assess-
ment, and accountability based on those guidelines and practices,
including stronger incentives for performance.
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CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

Significant public attention, in the press, on Web sites, and by politi-
cal candidates is focused on whether and how to provide group-based
programs for youth during their non-school time. Out-of-school-time
(OST) programs have existed in America since at least the 1880s, and
although the discussion around providing improved or more accessible
programs oftentimes seems new and urgent, such concerns have been
part of a decades-long debate that has ebbed and flowed with little reso-
lution.

Group-based OST programs that offer supervision or services to
youth can be found in every state and locale, some existing for decades.
They include programs intended to provide a safe haven for youth who
otherwise lack a supervised place to be; prevent problematic behaviors,
such as drug use or pregnancy; improve academic proficiency, as with
programs designed to improve test scores; and support specific hobbies
and interests. While diverse in goals, structures, and delivery, histori-
cally OST service providers have had several important characteristics
in common:

* Unlike schools, participation was voluntary on the part of indi-
viduals and families, and these people were responsible for search-
ing out and accessing services.

* Supply was provided through local markets that were fragmented,
loosely connected, and heterogeneous.

* Programs were supported primarily by fee-for-service or private
philanthropic donations and more recently by public subsidy.
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This field has grown at a rapid rate since the 1960s, and with this
growth has come a resurgence of debate about the purposes of OST
programming and how best to meet those purposes. While the debate
is not new, some important developments might make it seem more
urgent now.

Rapid growth in demand and provision, especially of school-age
care services, has occurred as a result of the shift in the economy to
two-income families and the growth of women with children in the
workforce. Many parents now need or demand before- and after-school
care for their children.

Different stakeholders and constituencies have asserted in the past,
and are asserting vociferously now, ambitious and varied goals beyond
school-age care for OST provision and therefore different content for
programming. This can vary by the age of the participant. For exam-
ple, some programs for younger children might focus on playtime and
supporting basic reading and counting skills. Programs for older youth
might emphasize avoidance of risky behaviors, job training, work skills,
and more competitive sports. Many, including legislators, policymakers,
philanthropies, and youth-advocacy groups are turning to this field to
address gaps in academic and youth-development support currently left
by existing institutions: families, schools, community-based organiza-
tions, and government social services. While past pushes to broaden
the scope of what OST programs should accomplish have occurred,
the current effort is cojoined with increased efforts at standards-based
reform and accountability in the education sector that emphasizes test-
score results. Thus, some advocate for OST providers to be entrusted
more than ever before with the academic skill building of children and
youth, potentially making the providers part of the system of public
education and accountable to its goals. Others admonish against this
academic emphasis and focus on providing programs where children
can learn better social skills and find mentors and role models to help
them deal with difficult circumstances. Yet others advocate for OST
programs that allow necessary, safe playtime.

The success of different stakeholder groups in promoting the need
for OST programs is apparent in the growth of publicly funded pro-
gramming. For example, the federally funded 21st Century Commu-
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nity Learning Centers (21st CCLC), which provide after-school care
to children across the United States, rose from $0 in 1994 to $1 billion
annually by 2002 (and remains steady at this amount). In California,
funding for the state’s school-based after-school care program is pro-
jected to exceed $500 million annually by 2006-2007, about a tenfold
increase since 1997. These are only two of many federal, state, city, lo-
cal, and philanthropic sources of support for such programs.

Furthermore, some of these programs are now being held account-
able for meeting goals derived from the source of their funding stream.
For example, the 21st CCLC was developed by the U.S. Department
of Education (DOEd) and others at least in part to help address stu-
dent academic-achievement gaps, and its effectiveness is being mea-
sured using student test scores. Its future public funding will in part be
determined by its ability to meet education goals. Such accountability
was unheard of for OST programs 50 or even 20 years ago.

In short, the field is at an important, if not entirely new, point of
rethinking its purposes. Current papers on Web sites, proposed legisla-
tion, journal articles, and speeches indicate disparate views about the
purposes of provision, the costs and benefits of provision, the charac-
teristics of quality programs, the level of demand, and how to improve
local capacity. Different actors are searching for the mechanisms by
which to engage each other in useful and productive dialogues about
how to further organize the field so that it is more effective, what that
means in terms of public policy, and how greater organization, coordi-
nation, or collaboration can improve the outcomes of provision.

Research Purpose and Questions

The Wallace Foundation, a supporter of programs in the OST field,
is interested in supporting a well-informed and honest conversation
about the need to extend OST programs and goals and about how to
improve current OST provision to meet those goals, if improvement
is deemed needed. While recognizing that the debate is not new, the
foundation hopes to make it more effective in addressing evolving so-
cietal needs than in the past. As part of its efforts, the foundation asked
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the RAND Corporation to identify the major issues facing the field
as it continues to grow and evolve, to access and organize the current
knowledge base that can be used to address these issues, and to identify
key gaps in knowledge that might help address the issue of where the
field should be heading.

The purpose of this report is to systematically examine, organize,
and summarize in an objective and neutral fashion the research base in
the ongoing discussions about how to improve the OST field, expand-
ing its goals and provisions simultaneously past that of basic school-age
care. The report focuses on what is known about whether and how
youth access OST group-based programs that attempt to meet goals
other than child care, how participation in these programs contribute
to a broad array of youth outcomes, and ways that providers, commu-
nities, and decision makers can increase the benefits of OST programs.
In particular we have identified and assessed the evidence with respect
to five key issues within the ongoing debate:

* the level of unmet demand

* the state of knowledge about the types of outcomes that participa-
tion in OST programs are expected to impact and the nature of
the impacts observed

* determinants of quality in program offerings

* determinants of participation and selection

* practices effective in ensuring that quality programming is avail-
able to meet local demand.

We have carefully limited the scope of this inquiry. The subject
of this examination is the set of group-based programs for school-age
(approximately 6-18) children and adolescents offered by community
organizations outside the home, such as Boys and Girls Clubs, YMCAs
and YWCAs, parks and recreation departments, after-school programs,
libraries, and museums. We use the term OS7 programs to capture our
focus on the hours before and after school as well as during the sum-
mer. Because much of the literature focuses solely on after-school pro-
grams during the school year, the reader will also see this term used.



Introduction 5

The current debate is being fueled in large part by the growth in
public and philanthropic support for such programs; therefore, this
report focuses on publicly provided programs that are usually at least
partially subsidized. We do not focus on private or fee-based programs
(such as piano lessons, or private school-age care), extracurricular ac-
tivities that are school-based and school- or parent-funded (e.g., school
sports teams and interests clubs), nor one-on-one programs involving
only mentoring and tutoring or case management approaches (e.g.,
Quantum Opportunities Program [QOP]). Although the latter type of
program is often subsidized (such as Big Brothers and Big Sisters [BB/
BS]), the effectiveness of such resource and staff/volunteer-intensive
approaches has been well documented, most recently in Community
Programs to Promote Youth Development (National Research Council
[NRC] and Institute of Medicine [IOM], 2002). We do not include
activities that children participate in within the home—for example,
watching TV, reading, or doing homework—nor do we include the free
play that children undertake within their homes or neighborhoods.

The audience for this report is those active in improving OST
services. This includes service providers, advocates, philanthropists,
and policymakers. It can be used as a reference for them on the issues
within the debate and the current state of knowledge, and the evidence
base for that knowledge, on OST issues.

Methods and Caveats

This report documents a literature review. We carefully reviewed the
existing literature and provide synopses of it in an organized and objec-
tive fashion to address the above five issues. This should prove a dif-
ferent approach from much of the existing literature that is advocacy-
based. As a review of existing literature, we do not necessarily provide
new information or new insights for those very familiar with the field.
Rather, the objective was to advance the dialogue among stakehold-
ers by identifying major questions, assessing the evidence concerning
those questions, and identifying gaps in the evidence.
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An important purpose of a literature review is to weigh the rela-
tive scientific rigor of the evidence and draw conclusions from the most
objective evidence. A major issue facing us in undertaking the review
was what literature to include, not so much by subject areas, which
were determined by the issues addressed and our definitions above, but
by rigor. In this review we were faced with several realities that deter-
mined how we selected literature.

First, many areas of possible interest have not actually been the
subject of empirical exploration. For example, investigating the issue
of demand revealed many assertions, but few empirically based studies
(surveys or historical data analysis) of current or projected demand.
Second, some of the issue areas we identified were amenable to using a
gold-standard design (random assignment, experimental), such as the
issue of program effects. For other issue areas—for example, the level
of demand—other types of methods, such as surveys and analysis of
historical demand and supply data, were appropriate. Third, within an
issue area, the studies uncovered varied tremendously in the analytic
rigor appropriate for the issue at hand. For example, in program evalu-
ation where an experimental design would be preferred for drawing
inferences, many studies did not meet this standard of rigor, thus limit-
ing causal inferences.

We therefore chose a flexible, issue-area-by-issue-area approach to
selecting literature to review. We attempted to apply a simple rule—to
use the literature that was the most rigorous for that particular issue
area. Each chapter contains information about the literature reviewed
and the nature and rigor of the evidence; the “Sources and Approach”
box provides some more details. In concluding sections of each chapter
we caveat the findings appropriately. In this way we can both indicate
what the level of rigor in the field is on that issue as well as point to
how the rigor of empirical evidence could be improved. We provide
caveats about study limitations and make recommendations about how
to improve the knowledge base on that particular issue.

Lastly, but perhaps most importantly, answers to the questions
posed will come from value judgments as much as from empirical
evidence. In short, whether this country provides further support for
more ambitious goals and universal provision of high-quality services
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will depend on the value placed by the majority on those services,
considering other uses of funds. For example, what these programs
should be doing is value-laden and not subject to empirical investiga-
tion. However, value judgments can be informed by objective evidence
about what parents want for their children, what children and youth
seek in OST programs, what current programs attempt to accomplish,
whether they have been successful in achieving their goals, and at what
cost. This literature review is intended to help inform the debate with
a clear view of the empirical evidence, but equally will point out areas
were evidence is scant or unavailable or where empiricism cannot fully
address essential questions.

Sources and Approach

We searched databases for 1985 through September 2003, with selec-
tive updates from the latter date. Examples of search terms include affer
school care, informal learning, and out of school time. The sources were

* biographical databases, including ERIC, Ed Abstracts, Social
Sciences Citation Index, and Social Sciences Abstract

* Web sites, such as the Harvard Family Evaluation Exchange,
National Institute on Out-of-School-Time (NIOST), After-
school Alliance, and Public/Private Ventures

* expert recommendations from within RAND and experts in the
field, especially consulting experts for the Wallace Foundation.

This provided source material from highly specified program evalu-
ations to historical analysis to theoretical arguments. We classified
each piece according to the following scheme:

* Scholarly. We rated peer-reviewed documents as more rigorous
than non-peer-reviewed ones.

* Evidentiary base. We rated the evidentiary base for the conclusions
drawn in the document, based on what was appropriate. For ex-
ample, program evaluations are amenable to random-assignment
experiments. For program evaluations in Chapter Four, we char-
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acterized studies using those designs as more rigorous. However,
measuring demand and support for public programming is better
assessed through statistical analysis of survey or historical data. In
Chapter Three, we therefore reviewed these types of studies. The
following ranking from most to least rigorous applies to program
evaluations, program-quality determinants, and to some aspects
of assessing mechanisms for increasing participation:

— experimental, with random controlled trial

— quasi-experimental, with comparison groups

— statistical controls of descriptive data, including surveys
— qualitative comparative cases

— anecdotal evidence

* single case studies

* expert panels

* single experts/principles
 other

* Efficiency. To maximize efliciency, we drew when possible from
recent syntheses and review literature following publication of
the synthesis source for any major modifications or additions

in the field.

We attempted to use as much as possible the more rigorous
peer-reviewed literature, however, in many cases, given the level of
research available, we use less rigorous literature. We caveat conclu-
sions appropriately.

Organization of Report

This report has seven substantive chapters. Chapter Two provides a his-
torical review of the OST field and the current policy issues. Chapter
Three describes what is known about levels of demand for OST ser-
vices. Chapter Four presents the evidence on what types of outcomes
have been associated with OST programs and factors associated with
level or types of outcomes. Chapter Five reviews the literature on spe-
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cific program factors—such as the stability of staff, whether the pro-
gram content is age-appropriate, and staff training—that some analysts
have tried to link to outcomes. Chapter Six reviews the evidence for
how to effectively recruit and retain participants. Chapter Seven as-
sesses the literature on practices effective in building capacity. Chapter
Eight summarizes the literature findings, draws out policy issues, and
directs the reader’s attention to further research that could be produc-
tively undertaken to improve the knowledge base in this field.






CHAPTER TWO

Historical Context

OST programs have a long tradition in the United States, dating back
at least to the 1880s. Although it might seem that how children and
youth spend their nonschool time is more of a public policy debate that
ever before, in reality concern about OST programming has waxed and
waned for decades. In this chapter we provide the context for current
calls for change by summarizing the history of this field and providing
the present context. In doing so, we have relied heavily on the work
of Robert Halpern, who has written extensively about the progression
and history of this field. Our contribution is to update his work with a
more current view of the field and to show how this field is now being
considered as part of a broad public-policy debate on public support
for group-based programs.

The chapter reviews the phases of development of OST program-
ming in the United States, noting important changes that have taken
place. It then describes the current scene and provides information
about different important actors in the field. It summarizes the current
debate and the questions posed.

In general, it shows that while the field has grown and changed
over time, the goals of OST programming have always been complex
and debatable. The primary difference between the field historically

and now is the growth in provision and in government support.

11
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Early Phases of Development

The field of OST care has progressed through several different phases
since its birth in early philanthropic efforts to help immigrant families
in our urban centers.

Through the 1920s

In the second half of the 19th century (1865-1900), significant num-
bers of immigrants reached the shores of America and settled into ur-
ban centers. Often ill equipped to immediately prosper due to a com-
bination of little wealth, skills unmatched to the urban economy, and
lack of English-language proficiency, immigrants in several successive
waves found assistance from philanthropic settlement houses. In these
centers children of immigrants were taught English skills and provided
with minimum health-care services and some limited food and cloth-
ing. Attendance at or entry into these services was voluntary, with the
services usually being offered through philanthropic donations and the
work of largely middle-class volunteers.

The latter quarter of the century began to see a significant shift
in the focus of such settlements due to major changes that continued
until approximately the 1940s. First, states began passing restrictive
child-labor laws that prevented what had been significant employment
of young children. Second, more communities began encouraging, or
mandating, that children attend school through elementary grades. As
the decades passed the mandates eventually covered middle grades and
finally high school, significantly increasing the percentage of children
enrolled in school and the number of days they attended. The impacts
on enrollments are clear from the National Center on Educational Sta-

tistics (Snyder, 1993).

* Enrollment in school increased throughout these decades, not so
much due to population growth rates, but due to increasing num-
bers of children entering and continuing through high school.
For example, in 1879-1880 total enrollments in public schools
equaled 9,757,000. By 1929-1930 this had more than doubled,
to 25,678,000.
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* In 1889-1890 approximately 77 percent of children ages 5-17
were enrolled in school, but few attended high school. About 11
percent of 14—17-year-olds attended high school by 1899-1900.
By 1929-30, this had increased to 51 percent.

* 'The average number of days spent in school in 1879-1880 was
81; by 1929-1930 this had increased to 143 days.

The nature of the settlement houses shifted in this time period.
With more and more children attending schools, the philanthropic
community began to provide charitable child-care provision for the
working-class poor for nonschool hours when their parents were still at
work or working from home on the production of piece-rate products.
According to Halpern (2002), many of these programs were intended
primarily as a refuge for the children and a diversion from the dangers
of the streets. Typically one would open in a storefront or church and
expand over time as more participants engaged. All children were wel-
come, and activities could include anything from supervised play to
formal music clubs to organized sports and tutoring. It is in this period
of time that “boys and girls clubs” were founded and began to grow.

In the first two decades of the twentieth century, as Halpern
notes, the field “took on the decentralized, idiosyncratic form that
would characterize it throughout the century. Different kinds of agen-
cies sponsored after-school programs and each local sponsor set its
policies and priorities. The role and importance of specific providers
varied from city to city. After-school programs emerged, as they would
remain, mostly privately sponsored and funded” (2002, p. 183). Figure
2.1 provides a schematic of the decentralized system that developed
during this period. We note that under this paradigm program effec-
tiveness was assumed, and evaluation of provider services was not a part
of the culture.

Even in this early time period the purposes of the services were
debated, but primarily among the private providers or funders. Mini-
mally, the centers provided a safe haven for youth, often combined
with some health checks. But over these decades, other goals began
to be espoused as the nascent social sciences began to grow and in-
form sponsors and providers. Some argued for unstructured playtime
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Figure 2.1
Local Markets with Numerous Providers
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and some for more structured playtime, recognizing the importance
of these activities to cognitive and social development. Others saw an
opportunity to further the Americanization of immigrant youth or to
provide basic tutoring services. Still others sought to reinforce the so-
cial norms of the time or provide vocational skills, especially to older
male youth. These goals were debated and discussed over time, with
no model gaining ascendancy and considerable variation in the activi-
ties demanded by families and provided within locales by individual
providers.

From 1930 to 1950

During this time the purposes and structure of the field changed little.
Two major events, the Great Depression and World War II, did have
an impact.

The Great Depression had two effects. First, as the inevitable bud-
get cuts in public education forced schools to drop electives, settle-
ments, clubs, and churches attempted to provide compensating pro-
grams. Second, and perhaps more importantly, these privately provided
services also attempted to compensate for the growing deficits in food,
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clothing, health, and familial attention that accompanied the large-
scale unemployment of the times.

It marked the first time federal funds were used to support child-
care services. According to Halpern, “a modest proportion of New Deal
funds and resources became available to programs, primarily through
the Works Progress Administration (WPA), the Federal Arts Projects,
and the National Youth Administration (NYA)” (2002, p. 194).

Entry into World War II saw another temporary phenomena. Fa-
thers left the home to fight overseas, and women workers entered into
the war effort. For the first time, people began to recognize the phenom-
ena of the “latch-key” child. This resulted in many OST programs tak-
ing on a straightforward child-care function. Local governments set up
Defense Day Care facilities and Defense Recreation Committees to help
keep children productively occupied while their fathers and mothers sup-
ported the war effort. Schools stayed open late to provide extended-care
programs. The federal role, however, remained minimal, in part because
of concerns over supporting maternal neglect of children.

As the war ended and the economy began to return to normal, the
governmental support for these services waned, and the field returned
largely to private philanthropic suppliers and volunteers. As before,
provider effectiveness was assumed as long as children were safe and in
healthy environments, a judgment made by the parents.

From 1950 to 1970

The decades following World War II saw several changes that again im-
pacted the nature of service provision. Most importantly, some neigh-
borhoods in the inner cities began to change, being perceived as more
dangerous than in the past, with the growth of youth alienation, in-
tergenerational poverty, drug abuse, and violent crime. These changes
were accompanied by public policy to address the “urban blight” that
faced our cities, including the War on Poverty programs of the Johnson
administration.

This climate encouraged a rethinking of the role of OST pro-
grams, focusing attention on provision of a safe haven for youth, pro-
grams geared toward prevention of violent or criminal activities and
more productive youth development. Aided by growing research on
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youth development, the field began to establish activities geared toward
educational enrichment, while providers struggled to obtain funding
from some of the federal sources available, such as Title I funds for
compensatory education or the Youth Corp.

From 1970 to 2000

The last several decades have seen significant social and economic
changes that have encouraged the spread of child-care providers and
greater pressure on providers to improve program content.

Growth in demand and supply. In the last three decades a series
of factors combined to produce growing demand for child-care services
in general and OST services specifically and greatly expanded private
provision. First and foremost, shifts in the economy, in family bread-
winner patterns, and in the education of women brought more women
into the labor market, including women with school-age children. Ac-
cording to the Statistical Abstract of the United States (U.S. Census Bu-
reau, 2003), in 1970, approximately 21 percent of women with chil-
dren under the age of 18 worked. By 2002, approximately 73 percent
worked. By 2002, 65 percent of women with children under the age of
6 worked, and 79 percent of women with children between the ages of
6 and 17 worked. This represents 67.4 million children under 18 years
of age with working mothers (Costello, Wight, and Stone, 2003).

Women entering the workforce in record numbers resulted in a
significant growth in child-care services. Based on figures from Casper
and O’Connell (1998) and O’Neill and O’Connell (2001) the total
number of child-care establishments with payrolls rose from 24,813
in 1977 to 62,054 20 years later. According to Goodman (1995), em-
ployment in the child-day-care services industry grew from 145,500 in
1972 to 501,900 in 1994, the latest year for available data.

Many of these services had been largely provided on a fee-for-
service basis and can be described as a free-market function with par-
ents searching out the best OST options for them and their children.
There has been concern, however, over the plight of the children of
the working-class poor or of the indigent. Without access to resources,
they might lack the before and after care bought with fees by the more
well-to-do. Blau and Currie (2003) indicate, however, that low-income
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families will still choose to work, but opt for lower-cost child-care op-
tions. Federal, state, and local programs have developed to minimally
provide child-care services for low-income families.

Recent findings fueling interest in OST programming. More
clearly than in the past, research findings, usually of a descriptive or
correlation nature, fueled demand for OST programs that provide
more than child care. Three strands of work have had particular impact
and have often been cited by advocates to build public support for
changes in programming.

* Studies tracking crime rates for youth indicated a spike in the
number of youth arrested or who were victims of crime in the
hours immediately after school, especially between 3 and 6 r.m.
on school days and 8 and 10 p.Mm. on nonschool days. These find-
ings galvanized some parents and providers to advocate for after-
school and weekend evening activities for children. For example,
Fight Crime: Invest in Children was formed to represent police
groups and crime victims to promote after-school care programs
as a way to reduce crime in communities. A joint DOEd and U.S.
Department of Justice (DOJ) report quotes then Vice President
Gore as saying, “This period of time between the school bell and
the factory whistle is a most vulnerable time for children. These
are the hours when children are more likely to engage in at-risk
behavior and are more vulnerable to the dangers that still exist in
too many neighborhoods and communities” (2000, p. 8). Duffett
and Johnson (2004), in a survey of youth in middle- and high-
school grades, found that youth agree. Seventy-seven percent of
the youth surveyed agreed that “a lot of kids get into trouble when
they’re bored and have nothing to do.” Eighty-five percent agreed
that kids who participate in organized activities such as a team or
a club after school are “better off” than those who have a lot of
time to themselves.

* Youth-development experts drew attention to behavioral studies
that suggested that children and youth need trusting relationships
between the youth and adults to become productively engaged. Re-

ports cited by the joint DOEd and DOJ study (2000) noted the
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positive impact of youth programs on preventing risky behaviors.
For example, the report stated, “Youth ages 10-16, who have a
relationship with a mentor, are 46 percent less likely to start using
drugs, 27 percent less likely to start drinking alcohol, and 33 per-
cent less likely to participate in violent activity” (p. 12).!

¢ Studies of children from poverty backgrounds increasingly em-
phasized the important role early and continued exposure to en-
riched environments had on levels of academic achievement. Nu-
merous studies of differences in student achievement by groups
(see, for example, the summary of studies in Grissmer et al.,
2000) indicated that while significant differences in achievement
exists, other research indicated that some schools and some OST
programs might be effectively used to improve student achieve-
ment, attitudes, and motivations toward school and achievement.
This led to a growing insistence that children, especially from low-
income families, needed continuing support throughout their
youth to be able to compete effectively in the adult job market.
These concerns have led to calls for greater public support for
OST programs geared toward academic achievement or that pro-
vide culturally enriching experiences for low-income youth.

This emphasis on academic achievement further increased as a
result of what has become known as the standards-based accountability
movement. Throughout the late 1980s to the present, states have used
test results to hold schools and students accountable. In January 2002,
President Bush signed the federal No Child Left Behind Act, which
held schools responsible for the performance of all students. While not
directly supporting better OST programming, this legislation coupled
with state moves in the same direction of accountability has increased
interest in supplemental programming during OST for children at risk
of failure.

Added together, these trends and research findings have helped cre-
ate a different market for OST programming than existed in the past.

! For this finding, the report cites Joseph Tierney and Jean Grossman, with Nancy Resch,
Making a Difference: An Impact Study of Big Brothers—Big Sisters, Philadelphia: Public/Private
Ventures, 1995.
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First, the need for child care has expanded greatly. Second, the nature
and quality of that care has become increasingly important to many fam-
ilies and to the public. Finally, the emphasis on safe places for children
to play of the past has turned into calls for “providing supervision, offer-
ing enriching experiences and positive social interactions, and improving
academic achievement” (DOEd and DOJ, 2000, p. 7).

Growth in federal role. At the same time, the federal role in OST
provision grew, largely indirectly, based on three arguments. First, gov-
ernment has been concerned with reducing the social inequities in our
society. One of the most pernicious is the achievement gap associated
with racial, ethnic, and income characteristics of families. Different pro-
grams, such as Head Start and Title 1, were instituted to reduce this gap.
The latter has supported after-school-service provision during this time;
schools began to use Title 1 compensatory education funds for the pro-
vision of after-school care for students from low-income families. These
programs necessarily had some components to improve the academic
understanding of participants, and were not solely for child care.

Second, another rationale has been to support working families
to encourage a strong economy and prevent families from having to
access more expensive government subsidies, such as welfare. Thus,
the federal government passed legislation providing a child-care tax
credit. Support for working families has been integrated with efforts to
decrease inequities in several instances. For example, the U.S. Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services (DHHS) encourages the provi-
sion of child-care services through several different programs geared
toward low-income families.

Third, the market for service provision might not function well—
for example, there might be failures in the information flow needed for
parents to effectively place their children. Thus, the government also sup-
ports some more limited programs that provide for referral services.

Current Scene

Demand for services has grown dramatically, but, according to Blau
and Currie (2003), school-age care arrangements vary considerably.
Approximately 73 percent of children age 5-14 with working moth-
ers are cared for by a parent or relative, while about 17 percent are in
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organized activities such as after-school programs. But even mothers
who are not employed use these services; approximately 11 percent of
children of nonworking mothers attend some sort of formal organiza-
tion other than school. This also varies by the age of the child, with the
greatest demand for services being for younger children. At age five,
27 percent of children of working mothers are in organized activities
outside the home. By age 14, this drops to 13 percent.

Meanwhile school-age children still spend significant time in un-
supervised care (Blau and Currie, 2003). In 1999, 10.5 percent of chil-
dren age 5-14 of employed mothers were in unsupervised self-care for
part of the day. Among nine-year-olds with working mothers, about 8
percent are sometimes unsupervised. By 14 years of age, nearly half (45
percent) are sometimes unsupervised. Contrary to what some might
believe, the probability of being unsupervised is greater with increasing
income and for whites; it is lower for Hispanics and blacks. These find-
ings were underscored by a recent survey from Public Agenda (Duf-
fett and Johnson, 2004). This survey of middle-school and high-school
youth found that 28 percent reported being home alone after school at
least three out of five days in a typical school week.

U.S. Census Bureau (Lugaila, 2003) data provide a more detailed
picture of children in extracurricular activities, including clubs, sports,
and lessons. Nationally in 2000, 59 percent of children 6-17 years of age
(28.4 million) participated in at least one of the three activities. Older
children were more likely to participate in sports than younger children
(31 percent of 6-11-year-olds, compared to 37 percent of 12—17-year-
olds). Participation in clubs did not vary by age, with about 34 percent
in each age bracket participating. From 1994 to 2000, participation
in sports declined overall (e.g., from 42 percent for 12—17-year-olds
to 37 percent) and participation in clubs declined overall (e.g., from
43 percent for 12—17-year-olds to 34 percent). Participation in lessons
increased for the same age group from 19 percent to 26 percent.

Meanwhile advocacy groups and other actors remain intensely in-
volved in development of programs and services. Figure 2.2 provides a
schematic of the different actors now involved and the roles they play.
Even with these changes, the following still hold:
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Figure 2.2
Current Scene
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* Unlike schools, participation remains voluntary on the part of
individuals and families, and these individuals search for the ser-
vices that they need and can afford or are aided in doing so by
government programs.

* Supply is still provided through undeveloped local markets, de-
scribed as fragmented, loosely coupled, and heterogeneous (Halp-
ern, 2002).

* The market is imperfect, at least in the sense that information
about programs is not always well publicized or available to par-
ents and access to affordable programs is not always available lo-
cally (Blau and Currie, 2003).

* Programs are supported primarily by fee-for-service, private phil-
anthropic donations, or subsidies for the poor. Subsidization is
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justified by economic or equity concerns, and the majority of
parents are still primarily responsible for finding and paying for
programs.

Changing Actors and Roles

New actors have entered into this scene and are beginning to dramati-
cally affect the nature of the marketplace for OST as well as the level
of governmental support provided. In the past, OST was the province
of a few philanthropists and volunteers aided by relatively weak social-
science research. Political activity and supporting infrastructure has
grown dramatically.

Growing government role. The federal government has become
increasingly involved in the financial support of providers as well as
through subsidies for child-care services. Table 2.1 provides a synopsis
of some of the relevant federal programs now in place. Many do not
have provision of OST as the primary focus; however, funds can be
used for these purposes. Perhaps most important is the tax credit for
child-care services that goes directly to families. Other programs tend
to provide funding to provider organizations rather than families. The
Finance Project (Padgette, 2003) estimated that in fiscal year (FY) 2001
the federal government invested $3.6 billion in OST services, not in-
cluding the foregone taxes from the credit. With that investment came
specific accountability that had not been a part of the field before.

In a significant change from the past, the federal government be-
gan to directly support after-school programs with the creation of the
21st CCLC program in 1994. This program provided funds for the op-
erations of centers throughout the country, primarily for children from
low-income families. While the content of the programs is unspecified,
they were expected to increase student academic achievement.

States have also been actively pushing their support and involve-
ment in the provision of after-school services. For example, the state of
California has moved toward significant state funding of after-school
programs. Proposition 49 asked California voters to support more
universal coverage for after-school care programs, asserting that such
programs could reduce crime, improve grades and test scores, reduce
course repetition, reduce school drop-out, and reduce the need for re-
medial education (Attorney General of California, 2002).
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Table 2.1
Federal Programs and Roles

Internal Revenue Service

Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit—Credit for 20 percent to 30 percent of
qualified child-care expenses for children under 13 or with special needs.

Employer-Provided Dependent Care Benefit Tax Deduction—Employees may
exclude up to $5,000 of employer-provided benefits from taxable income and can include
the costs of employer-provided day-care center or other payments for child care.

U.S. Department of Education

Title I—This long-standing compensatory education funding stream goes to schools,
though the states, to support achievement of low-income students. Funds can be used in
a variety of ways, including for after-school programs.

21st CCLC—Funds are provided through the states to schools that might contract with
community-based organizations or private and public organizations to provide after-
school programming to students from schools that serve primarily Title I students. Pro-
grams are to advance academic achievement.

Gear-Up—Grants are provide on a competitive basis to districts and schools to increase
college readiness. After-school programs have been funded.

Department of Health and Human Services

Administration for Children and Families—This agency is responsible for fed-
eral programs that promote the economic and social well-being of families, children,
individuals, and communities. It oversees the Child Care Bureau, which supports
low-income working families through child-care financial assistance. The Child Care
Bureau oversees the Child Care and Development Fund and has contracted for tech-
nical assistance to providers through the Finance Project. It also supports research on
emerging trends in child care.

Child Care and Development Fund—Funds are given to providers of child ser-
vices, including schools, community-based organizations, and public and private orga-
nizations, to help low-income families with children up to age 12. Programs can provide
contracted child-care slots or vouchers to families.

Temporary Assistance to Needy Families—Funds are provided to needy families
with children to promote job preparation and work, reduce out-of-wedlock pregnancies,
and encourage formation of two-parent families. States have flexibility on use of funds
and have used them for child-care services.

National Institute for Child Health and Development—This institute provides
research into child development and has been instrumental in forwarding the knowledge
foundation of the needs of children for healthy growth.
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Table 2.1 (continued)
Department of Labor

Workforce Investment Act (WIA)—The department oversees WIA, which creates
councils to assess local youth-development needs and services and make recommenda-
tions to local workforce boards. The boards received Youth Formula Grants that can be
used to support OST provision.

Joint (Departments of Justice, Health and Human Services,
and Education)

Safe Schools/Healthy Students Initiative—Grants are provided to promote
healthy development and prevent violent behavior through after-school activities.

Department of Housing and Urban Development

Youthbuild—Grants are provided on a competitive basis to nonprofit organizations
to assist high-risk dropouts ages 16-24 to learn housing-construction job skills and to
complete their high-school education.

In November 2002, California voters passed Proposition 49, the
After School Education and Safety Program Act, by a 56.6 percent ap-
proval. The act expands the existing Before and After School Learning
and Safe Neighborhood Partnerships Program by providing grants to el-
ementary and middle schools for after-school programs such that: (1) all
existing programs will be continued, (2) eventually every public school
will be eligible for funding, and (3) increases in funding will be targeted
to schools with a poverty level of 50 percent or greater. Funding for the
programs will be dependent on growth in the state revenues.

Other states have jumped on this bandwagon. In New Jersey, the
After 3 Initiative sponsored by Governor McGreevey was launched in
2004. The program will utilize a $15 million investment to create a
public-private partnership to bring educational and recreational after-
school programs to 20,000 children. It will be administered by a non-
profit organization. In South Dakota, Governor Janklow signed a bill
that provides $1 million in grants to OST programs in the state.

National advocacy groups and intermediaries. With the grow-
ing population of families needing support, the growing research base
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on some of the issues concerning OST, and the growth in Web-based
advocacy and dissemination of research, it is no surprise that a number
of private nonprofit advocacy groups have sprouted up along with lo-
cal intermediaries intending to help support quality service provision.
A growing network of formal organizations that dedicate considerable
resources to improving OST programming now exists. They provide
an array of resources, including research, information, technical assis-
tance, and advocacy focused on improving and expanding the offer-
ings in the market place. The major national organizations are briefly
described in Table 2.2, but include only a small fraction of the many
organizations now functioning.

Table 2.2
National Research and Advocacy Groups

Afterschool Alliance was founded as an outgrowth of the 21st CCLC Initiative of
DOEd and the Mott Foundation. It is dedicated to raising awareness of the importance
of after-school programs and advocating for quality, affordable programs for all children.
It is supported by public, private, and nonprofit organizations that share the vision of
ensuring that all children have access to after-school programs by 2010. (heep://www.
afterschoolalliance.org/)

Fight Crime: Invest in Kids, founded in 1996, is a nonprofit anticrime organiza-
tion of police organizations and crime victims. Its mission is to identify strategies for
youth-crime prevention and interventions, including early care and education programs
and putting that information in the hands of policymakers and the public. (heep://www.
fightcrime.org/)

Finance Project, with support from several foundations and the U.S. Child Care Bu-
reau, developed technical assistance resources to assist state and community leaders to
develop financial resources to support quality programming. (http://www.financepro-

jectinfo.org/OST/default.asp)

Forum for Youth Investment, formed in 1998, provides a platform for discussion of
investments in youth development for those in the allied youth fields. It provides research
and analysis, communication and dissemination of results, technical assistance, network
access, and implementation assistance. (http://www.forumforyouthinvestment.org/)

Harvard Family Research Project, founded in 1983 at the Harvard Graduate School
of Education, strives to increase the effectiveness of public and private organizations and
communities as they promote child development, student achievement, healthy family
functioning, and community development. It collects, analyzes, synthesizes, and dis-
seminates information to guide problem solving and decision making. (http://www.gse.

harvard.edu/hfrp/)
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Table 2.2 (continued)

National Conference of State Legislatures, with the help of the Charles Stewart
Mott Foundation, developed the Afterschool Project of the Learn, Work, and Earn Pro-
gram at the conference. It provides information and technical assistance to state lawmak-
ers on after-school programs. (http://www.ncls.org/programs/cyf/afterdesc.htm)

National Governors Association developed the Center for Best Practices that sup-
ports governors and other state leaders in sharing and creating effective practices in-
tended to expand and enhance extra learning opportunities for youth. In addition, it
is providing 13 states with $10,000 grants to conduct state summits on extra learning
opportunities. (http://www.nga.org/center/topics/1,1188,D_363,00.html)

National Institute on Out-of-School Time, in association with Wellesley Centers
for Women, has a mission to ensure that all children, youth, and families have access
to high-quality programs, activities, and opportunities during nonschool hours. It has
helped develop standards for provision. (http://www.niost.org/)

National League of Cities launched the Institute for Youth, Education, and Families
to recognize and promote the unique roles that city and local leaders play in strengthen-
ing families and improving outcomes for children and youth. Its projects include in-
creasing the availability and improving the quality of expanded learning opportunities
for children and youth and helping municipal leaders view after-school programs as an
essential resource in efforts to raise academic achievement among students in their com-
munities. (http://www.nlc.org/)

National Parent Teachers Association formed a partnership with the Charles
Stewart Mott Foundation to promote after-school programs. It offers resources to help
schools, principals, teachers, and parents develop or assess programs through a program
called Doors Open After School. (http://www.pta.org/parentinvolvement/afterschool/
index.asp)

National School-Age Care Alliance’s (NSACA) mission is to build a profession
that develops, supports, and promotes quality after-school programs for children and
youth. A national membership organization with over 8,000 providers members, it has
helped develop service standards and provides professional development for providers.
(http://www.nsaca.org/)

U.S Conference of Mayors has developed a Best Practices Center. A recent publica-
tion, The Partnership for Working Families: Successful City Initiatives (June 2003), offers
examples of practices currently being used in different cities throughout the country.
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While one might hope that these organizations jointly provide
a clearer agenda for improvements in the field, in fact they often spe-
cialize in certain areas and do not always work together. For example,
NIOST has focused on the development of standards for providers,
while the Afterschool Alliance advocates for universal access to quality
services.

National Foundations. Foundations have been major funders of
OST programs. Initially they underwrote the operations of providers
to assist the poor in gaining access to services. More recently they have
broadened their work. A few examples include funding for

* research on program effectiveness, including the support for the
21st CLCC evaluation by the Charles Stewart Mott foundation, re-
search supported by the W. T. Grant Foundation on program effec-
tiveness and how program characteristics relate to youth outcomes,
and guidelines for creating successful programs developed by fund-
ing from the Wallace Foundation for evaluations of its Making the
Most of Out-of-School Time (MOST) and the Extended-Service
School (ESS) programs

* development of community-wide strategies for provision of services
supported by national foundations in specific locales, such as the Wal-
lace Foundation’s support of efforts in Providence, Rhode Island; sup-
port in Boston by the Barr Foundation and the Boston Foundation;
or support by the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation to five cities

* development and adoption of best business practices supported
by the Edna McConnell Clark Foundation under its Institution
and Field Building Initiative

* development of networks and intermediaries, such as the projects
funded by the Charles Steward Mott Foundation that have sup-
ported the development of the Finance Project, the 21st CCLC,
and the Afterschool Alliance.

The Debate

With the growth in public funding for services and calls by some advo-
cates for more public funding comes a traditional emphasis by govern-
ment for accountability of public funds. But formal accountability had
not been the norm in the OST marketplace.
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Few OST programs were ever evaluated and even fewer evaluated
well. For example, the provision of child-care services requires only that
the provider keep the children in a safe and healthy environment. But
a program whose goal is to increase the number of children who are
in a supervised setting needs to demonstrate that the program does in-
crease the number of children in supervised care over the number that
would have occurred without the program. Remarkably, this impact
has been measured in only one rigorous evaluation, as will be discussed
in Chapter Four. In contrast, the goal of an enriched environment is
usually so vague in practice as to be not readily evaluated. Indeed, for
programs targeted toward disadvantaged youth, prejudice on the part
of the provider might have prevented serious evaluation. They would
naturally assume that the services they provided were better, greater, or
in some other way an improvement over what the youth would have
obtained absent the services.

But now providers are increasingly taking public funds for specific
purposes, such as educational achievement, and not surprisingly are
expected to be able to show that the funds are properly and effectively
used. Because promotion of educational achievement is a required ob-
jective of some of the major funding streams that OST providers tap
into, the field can expect to see more evaluations assessing educational
impacts. In 2003, however, the first large-scale evaluation of a feder-
ally supported OST program with educational objectives did not show
clear positive results.

The 21st CCLC. In 1994, Congtess authorized the 21st CCLC to
open up schools for broader use by their communities (DOEd, 2003).
In 1998 the program was refocused to provide school-based academic
and recreational activities during nonschool hours and quickly grew
in the U.S. budget from $40 million in FY 1998 to $1 billion in FY
2002. Grants made after April 1998 required the after-school programs
to provide an academic component. In 2003 the program operated in
7,500 rural and inner city schools in 1,400 communities.

In cooperation with the Charles Stewart Mott Foundation, DOEd
funded an evaluation of the program carried out by Mathematica Pol-
icy Research. Because it was the first large-scale evaluation of a national
after-school program that used an experimental design, the field turned



Historical Context 29

to it to confirm the important impacts that many assumed other pro-
grams were having.

In 2003, the first-year results were widely released to the national
media, with galvanizing effect. The study indicated that “while 21st
Century after-school centers changed where and with whom students
spent some of their after-school time and increased parental involve-
ment, they had limited influence on academic performance, no influ-
ence on feelings of safety or the number of ‘latchkey’ children and
some negative influences on behavior” (DOEd, 2003, p. xii).

While the study was criticized on many counts and did represent
only first-year data, the findings cast doubt on the legitimacy of the
claims being made about the effectiveness of OST activities and forced
the field into a conversation about the latent issues of reasonable goals,
effectiveness, need, and evidence that had not been adequately addressed
in the past (Dynarski, 2003; Weiss and Little, 2003). The second-year
findings just released showed similar results (Dynarski et al., 2004).

Current discussions. At this point in time the provision of school-
age care and other OST services appears to be expanding. But it is not
a given that any service provision is beneficial or that public funding
should be used to directly support provision.

Some advocacy groups, like the Afterschool Alliance, argue for
more public funding in the existing OST market. Others see much
more fundamental issues that need to be considered. In reflections and
reviews of the youth-development field (a major stakeholder group in
the OST debate), several authors have called for a complete review
of how we promote and serve child- and youth-development in its
entirety, including schooling (Connell, Gambone, and Smith, 2000;
Pittman, Irby, and Ferber, 2000). These authors assert that policymak-
ers and the public have failed to resolve how to better support posi-
tive youth development in the past because those who put forward
arguments for change were poorly prepared. These authors state that
past arguments were too vague, the justifications for change were weak,
the stated purposes for changing were not compelling, and the chosen
means were insufficient (Pittman, Irby, and Ferber, 2000, pp. 30-31).

The major issues under debate in the field that we identified, and
that we seek to explore in this report, are the following:
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* the level of unmet demand

* the state of knowledge about the types of outcomes that participa-
tion in OST programs are expected to impact and the nature of
the impacts observed

* determinants of quality in program offerings, including what can
be controlled by providers and what cannot

* determinants of participation and selection

* effective practices to ensure that adequate quality programming is
available to meet the demand.

Implications

The demand for OST services has increased dramatically over time, and
with the increased demand has come concerns and sometimes calls for
increased quality of services to meet the needs of today’s youth. These
arguments have been evident in the field for some time. They have,
however, grown in intensity and in the public’s awareness. Parents have
been supported by a growing government role in providing services.
Emerging interest groups are arguing for more ambitious goals and
services, and observers are calling for a rethinking of how we as a nation
support families in developing productive journeys to adulthood.

A large part of the growth is based on stakeholder groups persuad-
ing public policymakers that OST programs can meet several impor-
tant needs salient to many Americans: the need for supervised care for
school-age children, the need to promote positive child- and youth-
development outcomes, and the need to improve stud