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Among the earliest grants in this project was 

initial support to help launch Team-Up for

Youth, a region-wide intermediary promot-

ing significantly more opportunities for physical 

activity for young people in the out-of-school hours.

Although the idea was not unprecedented – for 

example, the Sports and Arts in Schools Foundation

in New York City started in 1992 with a similar focus

– concentrating exclusively on physical activity was an

unusual choice for a new, aspiring out-of-school-time

intermediary. At the time, at least one branch of 

conventional wisdom, over-simplified though it was,

argued passionately that after-school services had to

be varied to succeed – that a single branch of work

wouldn’t interest enough young people to matter, 

or would neglect too many developmental needs, 

or would turn off too many constituencies. (Youth 

development expert Robert Halpern, a fellow at the

Erikson Institute in Chicago, punctured that prejudice

in a formative paper in 2004: The trendy fixation on

variety, he wrote in a footnote, “ignores, among many

other things, the exact tendency for after-school 

programs to involve children superficially in a wide

range of short-lived activities, the value of getting 

into activities or projects in depth, children’s frequent

preference for doing so, especially as they get older,

and the importance of thematic or single-focus 

programs to the field … .”)3

At the other extreme, some authorities seemed all too

willing to concentrate out-of-school time activities

solely on one topic - but that topic, most of the time,

was academics. To observers whose main preoccupa-

tion was with test scores, including the authors of the

main federal out-of-school-time program, the 21st

Century Community Learning Centers, the chief goal

of after-school activities should be improving achieve-

ment in school. In that case, the more time spent on

homework, remedial education, and other exercises

directly related to grades and test scores, the better. 

This is a belief shared mainly among people who are

not much involved in the actual practice of out-of-

school-time programs. Unfortunately, those are
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among the most influential people behind
whatever attention the field receives in
public policy circles. (Halpern again:
“Virtually every one of the many new
public initiatives in states and cities
throughout the country is justified by
the need to improve academic achieve-
ment. … [Yet] most of the experiences
children have in most programs, beyond
doing homework, have little or nothing
to do with the narrow, specific, disem-
bedded skills measured on [standard-
ized] tests.”4) 

Enter Team-Up for Youth, bucking 
both these orthodoxies with an all-fronts
effort to promote and enrich athletic
activity in all its forms. The forms
included team sports, individual compe-
tition, martial arts, and non-competitive
forms of exercise and expression such as
yoga, Tai-Chi, or dance. Although the
focus on physical activity was single-
minded, the purposes were multiple: 
not only promoting health and fitness
but also building self-confidence, poise,
and resilience; learning teamwork and
other social skills, developing positive
relationships with caring adults, and
(particularly in the case of girls) over-
coming social barriers to joining in
physical activity as an equal participant
with other kids. Academic performance,

too, might well be improved, at least
indirectly, thanks to the self-assurance,
discipline, and other values derived from
physical activity – though these would
be hard to measure, and in any case
would be only one possible set of out-
comes among many.

Longtime practitioners and observers 
of the youth development field will 
recognize all these objectives, and so
they should. Team-Up for Youth always
saw itself – and has since proven itself –
as a youth development program in the
out-of-school hours, not solely as a
cheerleader for athletics per se. Yet its
assessment of the Bay Area’s youth 
programming environment was that
opportunities for physical activity were
not only scarce but actually declining,
with consequences for young people that
were both harmful to their health and
socially limiting. With major support
from the After School Project, the
Evelyn and Walter Haas, Jr., Fund, and
the San Francisco Foundation, Team-Up
started work in 2001. Six years later,
with some $4.2 million in grants to
community organizations and a network
of training, recruiting, and technical
assistance programs, it has helped Bay
Area nonprofits expand to serve 9,000
more youngsters than before, through 

an expanding roster of programs cover-
ing just about every conceivable form of
physical activity. Of the participants in
the 9,000 new slots, 60 percent are girls.

Where youth development
meets adult development 

The expanding numbers describe only
the surface of the story. What makes a
sports program into a youth develop-
ment program is not only the quality of
the activity itself, but the quality of the
adult guidance behind it, and the kinds
of skills, attitudes, and experiences it
instills in its young participants. Team-
Up, therefore, takes its training and 
staff-development programs at least as
seriously as its grants. In 2005 alone,
Team-Up’s workshops trained more 
than 400 coaches and staff members for
participating community organizations.
It provided direct consulting to 20
groups, held a series of two-day training
camps for coaches, and introduced a
pioneering Girls Sports curriculum that
drew 130 executives and program 
directors to its first session. 

The latest step in the program, at the
time this is written, has been the cre-
ation of a Coaching Corps – a volunteer
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program piloted at two local college
campuses, in which students undergo
Team-Up’s distinctive training curricu-
lum and fan out as coaches in neighbor-
hood programs across the Bay Area. “In
effect,” says Team-Up Executive Director
Tim Johnson, “we’ve added to our reper-
toire: not just brokering funding and
information, but actually brokering 
people.” In the corps’ first semester, 25
students from Mills College and the
University of California at Berkeley took
coaching positions at nine organizations.
The second semester more than doubled
the participation, to 55 coaches. That
new number should more than triple by
the end of 2006, when the number of
campuses is expected to expand to four.
The two additional campuses – Laney
Community College and Cal State-East
Bay – were chosen specifically for their
potential to draw a more diverse, and
possibly more local, group of volunteers.

The impetus behind the Coaching Corps
was primarily to bring able, enthusiastic
young adults into a field desperately
short of personnel. (After a few years of
rapid expansion, community organiza-
tions were increasingly telling Team-Up
that they couldn’t add more slots or 
programs because they couldn’t find
more adults to lead them.) But the 

benefits have turned out to be much
greater than merely easing some of the
coaching shortage. The newly trained
young coaches, it seems, have helped
promote Team-Up’s staff-development
curricula among other employees and
volunteers at the organizations where
they’re working. Welcomed at first as
simply additional hands on deck, the
volunteers’ skills and youth-development
savvy have impressed the organizations’
leaders enough to prompt the question,
“Where can the rest of our coaches get
the same training?” Team-Up has been
more than happy to answer that question.
Meanwhile, as the young volunteers sign

up for second and third tours of duty
(about half of the first cadre returned 
for the next semester, and several have
said they intend to keep coming back),
they are becoming prime candidates to
serve as mentors to other coaches and 
to recruit more of their classmates into
the program. 

There are still more personnel challenges
waiting to be addressed. Two examples,
both of them subjects of new initiatives
now on the drawing board, are a coach-
ing shortage among women of color 
and a need for training specifically 
tailored for employees of public park
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and recreation departments. In both
cases, nonprofit and government agen-
cies have approached Team-Up for help
and leadership – a significant develop-
ment, considering that the organization
has been in full operation for barely
more than four years.

“When we started,” says Deputy
Director Rachel Baker, “the money
[granted to community organizations]
was our main calling card, because we
had no reputation. But that’s changed
over time, and our relationships and
other services are now a much bigger
part of what we offer. We’re expanding
our training staff, developing wider 
relationships with consultants trained in
the Team-Up approach. That expands
our appeal to organizations that may 
not initially come through our door as 
a grant recipient, but might get training 
or technical assistance, and then later
might apply for a grant.”

Forming broader, and bigger,
alliances

Grants are, to be sure, a crucial part of
Team-Up’s program, and remain an
important calling card, not only in its
relationship with neighborhoods but

with foundations and government agen-
cies as well. Its flagship program, the
Neighborhood Sports Initiative, set out
to seed coalitions, organizations, and
programs of youth sports in underserved,
low-income neighborhoods – networks
that could eventually sustain themselves
with support from multiple sources.
Besides providing six years of grant
funding (in amounts that gradually
decline after the third year, as communi-
ties raise money from alternative sources),
Team-Up helps form networks of
providers, volunteers, parents, other 
residents, schools, and public agencies in
each neighborhood to assemble as wide
a mix as possible of physical activities 

for local young people. It provides staff
training, help in fundraising, and nego-
tiation of useful relationships among the
various parties. The goal is not only to
organize and launch programs, but to
make better use of local leadership and
expertise, public facilities, and existing
community organizations in creating
high-quality physical experiences for
kids. Each neighborhood coalition typi-
cally serves 400 to 500 young people
with a broad assortment of activities.

The partnership-building takes place at
a larger, citywide level as well. Soon after
California passed the nation’s first gender-
equity law for out-of-school-time sports,
parks and recreation officials in San
Francisco and Oakland turned to Team-
Up for technical help in meeting the
new law’s requirements. At first, the 
relationship consisted mainly of develop-
ing new programs for girls in the two
cities, with advice and some partial
funding from Team-Up. Since then,
however, Team-Up’s relationship with
the city departments has widened, and
in the process it has helped broker some
direct relationships between community
groups and the city agencies as well.
Team-Up has gone on to develop 
programming with San Francisco’s Parks
Trust and to help the city’s Departments
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of Children, Youth, and Families and
Parks and Recreation collaborate on 
programming in city recreation centers.
Two of the first cadre of Coaching
Corps volunteers were placed directly
with Oakland’s Parks and Recreation
Department. 

Although it’s still a tentative and recent
start, collaboration with these city agen-
cies has constituted what Tim Johnson
calls “a real sea change” in the past year
– both in the agencies’ view of what
Team-Up can offer and in Team-Up’s
ability to understand and address the
departments’ needs. These are categori-
cally different kinds of relationships
from those that Team-Up cultivated in
its first few years, when it concentrated
mainly on solidifying its relationships
with community-based organizations
and independent private funders. But
government departments have become
more and more important to the future
of the program. Among other things,
Team-Up’s latest strategic plan calls for
expanding to serve a wider geographic
area – a challenge that, given tight
resources, will make collaboration with
local government indispensable. The
government bodies “are big institutions
that have the potential to provide both
accessible and affordable programs in

their communities,” Johnson says. “The
scale, affordability, and accessibility of
the [public] programs is considerable.
Admittedly, in some ways it’s more chal-
lenging to work with public agencies,
but it can have a huge impact on many
more young people.”

Voice, stature, and substance

The theme uniting all these various
branches of Team-Up’s work is the 
creation of a cohesive field – and the
establishment of a public priority –
where there had previously been only a
thinly dispersed assortment of activities.

It’s not that the activities weren’t excel-
lent (some were topnotch, though even
those were rarely financially secure or
well staffed, and many others were still
rudimentary and fragile). It’s that they
were few in number, rarely encountered
one another, had little by way of a unify-
ing theory or rationale for their work,
and claimed hardly any consistent 
attention from public authorities – 
some of which controlled resources these
programs critically needed, like park and
school facilities, equipment, transporta-
tion, and program dollars. 

Team-Up’s first important achievement,
which was a good deal more remarkable
four or five years ago than it might seem
today, was the establishment of the prin-
ciple that physical activity is a valuable,
effective form of youth development.
Best of all, it’s a form that genuinely
appeals to kids and can provide them 
an enriching learning experience not
available in the schooltime hours. At 
the same time, the new organization has
managed to engender an esprit-de-corps
among providers, who now form a lively
and growing community of experience,
learning, and good practice. By launch-
ing a process of research and evaluation,
it began to help organizations describe
and demonstrate their value both to
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young people and to their communities.
“There aren’t a lot of funders in sports,”
Rachel Baker points out. “So we’re 
trying to capture in our evaluation work
the spillover benefits for youth develop-
ment, health, community-building, 
safety, and educational performance. 
We need to build a case for what a
sports program means for the fabric of 
a community, for kids, and for schools.”

But providing the field with a definition,
a common purpose, and a megaphone
was in some ways the easy part of the
challenge. What made Team-Up more
than an innovative leader – what made
it a system-building intermediary – was
its attention to the technical, financial,
and logistical impediments to enlarging
the field of activity.

The challenges of recruiting
and placing volunteers

The most recent and telling example of
that kind of system-building has been in
the formation of the Coaching Corps –
an appealingly simple idea, but one
beset with technical problems that in the
past had all but stopped such efforts in
their tracks. Recruiting and placing the
volunteers was hard enough, but the real 
challenge came in screening them –
background checks, fingerprinting, 
questions of legal liability and insurance
– and then in making sure they were
well trained and ready to provide quality
service. When, some years earlier, a Bay
Area sports program had thought about
signing up volunteer coaches from a
local university, the group found the 

liability and logistical issues overwhelm-
ing, partly because it couldn’t afford an
experienced, full-time staff person to
work through them all. Working in
behalf of all the region’s physical activity
programs, Team-Up found a manager
with substantial experience in deploying
and overseeing volunteers, and with the
help of a team of outside professional
specialists, the obstacles were quickly
overcome. “There’s an economy of scale
in our handling this,” Tim Johnson says,
“because once we figure out these
things, we can apply the solutions to
more and more coaches in more and
more neighborhoods – and the commu-
nity organizations don’t have to bear the
burden.” 

In the haphazard environment of the
past, even if some organization had
somehow found its way around all the
various roadblocks, the odds of other
organizations’ benefiting from the same
solution would have been small. The
strongest case we know of for the creation
of central planning and system-building
organizations like Team-Up for Youth is
their ability to pinpoint the constraints
that keep strong activities from growing,
multiplying, and excelling, and then
removing those constraints, for the 
benefit of the whole field.
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Chicago: Ladders of Opportunity

Awidely known but rarely spoken fact about

the after-school field – which consists, by

and large, of relentlessly optimistic, visionary,

and tireless people – is that many practitioners turn

suddenly anxious or despondent at the first mention

of teenagers. “We know we can help younger children,”

one such practitioner told us, speaking confidentially

about her own program. “We can do things we know

will interest them, engage their imaginations, keep

them coming back and bonding with us and the

other kids. For teenagers, we don’t know any of that,

and there are very few people who do.”

If that’s true, then some of those “very few people”

must be working at After School Matters in Chicago

– that rarest of out-of-school-time programs devoted

exclusively to high-school-age youngsters. Our report-

ing on ASM has been more extensive than on any

other organization we’ve supported in the After

School Project, largely because we believe some of this

anxiety about serving teenagers is the result of a near-

void of information on successful models and practices

for older kids. (Fortunately, both the lack of informa-

tion and the resulting anxiety seem to be ending. Not

only have both of the other cities in this report formed

ambitious efforts to serve teens, but the number of

other efforts nationwide is beginning to climb, as is

the level of scholarly and professional discussion of

the topic.)

But another reason for our close attention to this pro-

gram has been its likelihood of accomplishing things

that some experts and practitioners used to think were

improbable at best. In the judgment of Chicago city

and school officials, and of researchers who have stud-

ied the program, ASM does show signs of real success

with teens on several fronts. Some recent research has

shown that when young people participate in After

School Matters programs they attend school more

faithfully and fail fewer courses. More broadly, the

program has demonstrated that high-school-age

young people are interested in certain kinds of after-

school programming, will sign up and keep coming,

and will say, at the end of the experience, that they’ve
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learned something valuable in the course
of an enjoyable experience. In a field still
too young to have much solid evidence
of success in most of its endeavors, these
are at least noteworthy accomplishments,
and may be signs of something truly
groundbreaking.

To be sure, After School Matters is 
categorically unlike any out-of-school-
time program for younger children that
we’re aware of. Most of the program is
designed as a bridge to work, consisting
of a variety of “apprenticeships” in 
various creative or technical disciplines,
under the tutelage of practitioners and
professionals in their respective fields.
Participants are paid a weekly stipend 
of $45, tied to their attendance, and
produce some form of tangible product
– a work of art, a Web page, a perform-
ance, a documentary video, a certificate
of mastery - at the end of each semester
or summer program. Many of the
apprenticeships lead to summer jobs or
internships. (One of them, a program
that trains lifeguards, is a virtual guaran-
tee of summer work in perpetuity, given
the chronic shortage of lifeguards in
beach-rich Chicago.) Teenagers who are
not available for, or inclined toward, the
rigors of a full-scale apprenticeship are
welcome in unpaid, informal “clubs”

where participants can drop in and out
at will and can participate, usually in
some form of sports or games under the
supervision of attentive adults, whenever
they choose to show up.

The intermediary as 
practitioner

Our support for After School Matters
has not been based solely on its pioneer-
ing work in a neglected field. The organ-
ization is also impressive and important
as a model coordinating body – and
specifically, as the builder of a new and
far-reaching system – in many of the
same ways as Boston Beyond and Team-
Up for Youth. With the considerable
benefit of strong mayoral backing, After
School Matters has linked the Chicago
Park District, Public Schools, and Public
Library into a network of support for
the apprenticeships and clubs, in which
the public agencies provide facilities,
equipment, personnel, and logistical
support that would have been prohibi-
tively expensive and complicated to
arrange in any other way. After School
Matters has also built a widening circle
of community-based organizations that
are replicating – or, in many cases, devel-
oping variations on – the apprenticeships

that ASM originally designed and 
implemented. This growing network of
independent collaborators, all working
around a carefully designed program
model, is an impressive achievement 
of system-wide organization, standard-
setting, and partnership. 

Although these things make After School
Matters an exemplary coordinator-inter-
mediary, it is also something more than
that: it is a direct operator of programs
in some three dozen high schools across
the city. (ASM’s staff doesn’t conduct 
the apprenticeships; the instructors are
independent professionals working
under contract with ASM, which
approves curricula and monitors per-
formance.) This blurring of the distinc-
tion between intermediary and direct
provider was, in some ways, inescapable:
For an organization engineering and
testing a fundamentally new kind of
after-school program, it was essential 
for staff to immerse themselves in the
operation of the apprenticeships; hear
the responses of apprentices and instruc-
tors; talk through problems with school,
parks, and library staff; adjust the
model; and then find ways to maintain
its integrity as it expands. At the same
time, ASM also worked with a selection
of community-based partners, especially

        



those with useful expertise, facilities, or
access to potential instructors. But the
expansion to a large universe of commu-
nity-based collaborators – numbering
roughly 50 at the time this is written –
came mainly in later years, once the
model was field-tested and perfected. By
now, ASM is at least as much a planning
and coordinating body as it is a provider,
though it has been careful to keep its
feet planted firmly in both worlds. 

Still, as the coordinating role expands –
in effect, as ASM loses some of the sim-
plicity of operating a program that it
directly controls - the pressures familiar
to other intermediaries begin to mount.
Without radically expanding your staff,

how do you maintain quality over an
ever-widening universe of sites, partners,
and curricula? How do you enforce basic
requirements without seeming heavy-
handed or stifling creativity? How do
you recruit and train more and more
adults with the requisite backgrounds,
and keep them interested and involved
in the program so you don’t have to
keep replacing them?

From ‘our program’ to
‘everyone’s program’

The challenges of coordination, in
ASM’s case, are somewhat more compli-
cated than for most intermediaries. Put

in simplest terms, most coordinating
and planning organizations do not
“own” the activities that they are trying
to support and improve. They are 
influencers, negotiators, monitors, idea-
generators; they raise resources, solve
problems, and eliminate roadblocks that
affect the provider agencies and other
interested players who deliver service.
Their access to dollars, information, and
government and civic leadership makes
them a potent force for quality and
coherence. But their authority is usually
moral (and to some extent fiscal), not
statutory. They can persuade, fund, and
support, but they cannot command; 
nor is it usually helpful for them to try. 

ASM, especially in its early years, 
did “own” its model, and in ways both 
technical and practical, it still does.
Success still depends mightily on the
organization's ability to keep the
strongest elements of that model 
intact, even as more and more people
implement it in more and more places.
Still, as ASM becomes as much an 
intermediary as a provider, and as its
program becomes well established as
part of the repertoire of Chicago’s
schools, parks, libraries, and community
organizations, ASM’s ownership and
control of the model will be tested. 
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The test only grows harder as the
apprenticeships become more popular,
more familiar, and more widely
embraced. As David Sinski, executive
director of After School Matters, puts it,
“Now that we’re coming to be seen less
as something new and innovative, and
more as part of the daily norm, especially
in schools, we find we have to work
harder to maintain [the program’s] 
distinctness and clarity of purpose. 
For example, as you become more and
more embedded in schools, principals
and administrators no longer see the
program as some unfamiliar, outside
phenomenon – which we’re very glad 
to see happening – but that means that
they sometimes tend to see it as an
extension of the school day.” Some 
principals, for example, have sought 
to limit the apprenticeships only to stu-
dents who maintain a given grade-point
average. That is just one small example
of what happens when other organiza-
tions, with somewhat different missions,
become joint implementers of a carefully
designed model. “How do you collabo-
rate and cooperate,” Sinski asks, “with-
out losing your identity?”

One answer to that question, which
ASM started testing in 2004, is to
organize its staff into regional teams

whose members can develop close 
relationships with the subset of schools,
community groups, and other partners
working in a single part of the city. 
The regional teams get to know the
landscape, develop personal relation-
ships, hold regular training sessions,
spend time at apprenticeship sites and 
in the offices of essential collaborators.
Functioning, in a sense, as mini-
intermediaries, the teams still have 
the challenge of keeping the various 
geographic areas in touch with one
another and maintaining the overall
coherence of a single, citywide program.
But that is a comparatively small burden
to bear in exchange for having direct,
personal contact with the schools, parks,
libraries, instructors, and provider agen-
cies that make the program work.

There is no question that a wider sense
of ownership for the program is a sign 
of its success and something to celebrate.
In fact, widening the circle of “co-owners”
is essential if ASM is to meet its goal 
of serving at least half the teenagers in
Chicago who need an after-school 
activity. Still, for the sake of maintaining
quality and for keeping the model 
consistent enough to be studied and
evaluated over time, the organization
will have to maintain a careful, constantly

shifting balance between flexibility and
control, consensus-building and rule-
setting, encouraging innovation and
enforcing common standards.

Adding rungs to the ladder

Meanwhile, After School Matters still
has some innovations ready to roll off
the assembly line. In the summers of
2003 and ‘04, and then during the
school year beginning in the spring 
of 2005, ASM began piloting a new 
introductory experience, called a pre-
apprenticeship, for younger teens of
roughly ninth-grade age. This prelimi-
nary program exposes participants to
possible areas of interest – say, with field
trips to local businesses or artists’ work-
shops or galleries – in which they might
later seek out apprenticeships. But
instead of training them in particular
disciplines, the pre-apprenticeships focus
students on general work-related skills
like punctuality, dressing appropriately,
writing a résumé, and searching and
applying for a job. The sessions therefore
maintain the world-of-work orientation
of the full-scale apprenticeships, but
without the commitment to producing a
product and mastering a set of technical
skills. The program is still a prototype,
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operating only at certain schools, as
ASM irons out the model and begins
recruiting more instructors to expand it.

At the other end of the spectrum, a new
program is under development for older
teens who have completed at least one
apprenticeship and would like to do
something more demanding. The idea 
of “advanced apprenticeships” would
entail performing work on commission
– designing a Web site, creating artwork,
or developing a performance specifically
for a paying customer or sponsor. Or it
might, as with lifeguards, involve getting
a higher-level credential (a “Water Safety
Instructor” certificate allows someone to
teach and supervise as well as perform
normal lifeguarding duties). For
advanced sports apprentices, there may
be opportunities to take responsibility
for certain functions at Park District
facilities, such as handling stadium 
management, or to take a role in 
officiating at games. The point of the
advanced apprenticeships would be that
they would more closely resemble a job,
and would recognize the proficiency 
that a student has acquired in a basic
apprenticeship. 

A further step up the ladder, an intern-
ship in an outside workplace, is likewise

under development. Currently running
just in the summer months, ASM
internships work much as the better 
college-level internships do: students 
are assigned to a workplace outside of
school, where they report to a supervisor,

are responsible for clearly defined tasks
of real value to the employer, and get
relevant training on the job. Building on
earlier summertime apprenticeships in
child care, for example, a new internship
has been developed for advanced work

at Head Start centers around Chicago.
Another example is an internship at the
city of Chicago’s 311 call centers, where
residents can report problems and get
information on just about anything.
After a period of training in how to 
handle calls and search for information
on the city’s computer system, ASM
interns will be fielding calls from their
fellow Chicagoans throughout the 
coming summer.

Together with the pre-apprenticeships
and advanced apprenticeships, the
internships would complete what ASM
calls a “Ladder of Opportunity,” in
which teens would have not only the
adult experiences of acquiring basic skills
and then learning a craft or line of work,
but eventually the opportunity to engage
in some kind of market transaction or
the equivalent of an entry-level job. 
The new rungs of the ladder expand 
and refine the fundamental insight
behind the original apprenticeship
model: that teenagers, much more than
younger children, want and need to feel
like valued participants in the adult
world. Their interest in out-of-school
time is not simply in finding something
to do with otherwise idle hours – they
already have plenty of activities that they
regard as worthy of their time, however
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much adults may dislike some of their
choices. What draws them to out-of-
school-time programs and keeps them
coming back is the affirming and 
challenging experience of exerting them-
selves on something they recognize –
and other people recognize – as valuable. 

Of course, one child’s sense of value 
and affirmation may be quite different
from another’s – hence the need for a
wide variety of apprenticeships. But the
challenge, the exertion, the affirmation,
and the opportunity to prove oneself 
in the wider world seem to be part of a
successful formula for teens. Simplifying
those elements somewhat for younger
students, and notching them up for
older ones, would then seem to com-
plete the continuum.

Between community and 
government: A postscript

In our last report, in 2005, we obliquely
raised the possibility that After School
Matters might soon become part of
Chicago city government. Because of 
the deep involvement of the mayor and
his wife, the heads of major city depart-
ments, and senior City Hall staff, it 
had always seemed possible that, if the

program succeeded, the city would want
to absorb ASM formally into its regular
services to children, youth, and families.
That has not, in fact, occurred; After
School Matters remains a formally 
independent nonprofit organization
with close ties to (and extraordinary 
support from) city government. 

Even so, the ideal relationship between
after-school coordinating bodies and
local government remains a much-
debated question well beyond Chicago.
One reason for that debate is evident 
in the attention we have paid, in the
preceding paragraphs, to partnerships
and collaboration, to the balance
between flexibility and maintaining 
standards, and to innovation and 
experimentation. All these issues call 
for a combination of the authority and
standardization that can come from 
government control plus the versatility
and enterprise typical of independent
nonprofits. 

Some cities have chosen one solution
over the other. San Diego’s nationally
respected “6 to 6” program is entirely
part of the city’s Department of
Community and Economic Develop-
ment, though it operates through a 
network of community-based contractors.

Boston Beyond is entirely independent
of city government, despite a close work-
ing relationship with City Hall. Others,
though, function in more of a gray area,
and derive real benefits from keeping it
that way. Though it continues to be 
formally independent, After School
Matters draws a great deal of strength
from its unusual relationship to the city’s
bureaucracy and top leadership. Some 
of that arrangement is admittedly a side-
effect of Chicago’s particular political
and governmental structure, but a lot 
of it is replicable, and may hold lessons
for other cities contemplating ways of
organizing and coordinating their 
out-of-school-time programs.

One benefit of the close relationship
between the city and After School
Matters has been the recent decision 
by the Wallace Foundation to invest $8
million over three years in the citywide
coordination and improvement of 
out-of-school-time opportunities for
Chicago teens. Wallace was interested
both in building capacity in city govern-
ment to coordinate after-school services
and in ensuring that these services were
of high quality, innovative, easy for 
families and teens to locate and use, 
and sustainable. The unusual kinship
between After School Matters and City
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Hall made it clear that Wallace could,
with a single grant, support all of these
goals, promoting both smarter public
management and a stronger private 
service delivery system. 

The planning process for Chicago’s
application to the Wallace Foundation
was led by the Chapin Hall Center for
Children at the University of Chicago.
Harold Richman, a senior researcher at
Chapin Hall, describes the proposal as
resting on four pillars: (1) developing
more information on the program for
both families and program managers; 
(2) raising the quality of programs and
the skills of the people who run them;
(3) promoting innovation in program
design - including the new tiers of 
After School Matters’ apprenticeships
and internships; and (4) ensuring a

broad enough base of support so that
the program is sustainable beyond the
support of any one foundation. 

All of these, Richman points out, 
are priorities for both the city and 
After School Matters. But in certain
cases – innovation, for instance – the
independent intermediary has a distinct
advantage and a proven track record 
that make it an indispensable part of 
the Wallace endeavor. That is among 
the chief reasons why the Robert Wood
Johnson Foundation’s After School
Project made such an early, strong 
commitment to ASM – long before
there was yet any track record on 
which to bet. “None of this would have
happened without the Robert Wood
Johnson Foundation,” Richman said,
reflecting on the Wallace grant. “There

would have been no After School
Matters without RWJ, and Chicago
would not have been a competitor as
one of the three Wallace cities without
After School Matters and the national
distinction of being a pioneer.” Yet it’s
equally true that there would be much
less opportunity for After School Matters,
or for Chicago’s teens, without the 
dramatic infusion of new resources 
now being provided by the Wallace
Foundation and other recent funders.
Here, as in Boston, the timing and 
staging of foundation support has been 
a part of the city’s success in building 
an ambitious out-of-school-time system
for teens – and now, in enlarging,
improving, and sustaining that system
into the future.

Fencing club, Courtesy of After School Matters

  



We noted, early in this report, that central

coordinating and planning groups in

the after-school field have generally

aimed their efforts in one of two directions: either

seeking to serve as many kids as possible with a wide

variety of programs to suit many needs and tastes, 

or zeroing in on a particular type of programming 

or demographic target and trying to enlarge and

strengthen that segment of the field. We called this

choice, for simplicity’s sake, a matter of breadth vs.

depth. In our sample of three large intermediaries, we

noted that the program in Boston had been taking

the former approach and those in Chicago and the

San Francisco Bay Area the latter.

It may be significant that in the past year, as the 

program in Boston has matured and become a free-

standing organization, it too has begun focusing its

vision more narrowly, attempting to produce a deeper

effect on a relatively small and carefully defined subset

of the school-age population. In fact, what Boston

Beyond’s Steve Pratt calls “After School 2.0” is a 

genuinely dramatic turn in the direction of depth,

considering that Version 1.0 in Boston had been

almost entirely about broadening the field to as 

many kids, with as many kinds of activities, in as

many underserved communities, as possible. 

Boston Beyond’s new vision of reaching a small

cohort of children with the greatest needs and risks is

now every bit as laser-like a focus on one part of the

field as that of Team-Up for Youth or After School

Matters. In fact, more than either of the other pro-

grams, Boston Beyond has taken on the challenge of

reaching a particular, precisely defined group of kids

with services meant to solve an explicit set of prob-

lems. Both of the other programs, despite considerable

specificity about means and ends, have a wider-ranging

set of goals and targets than that. 

The point is not that we consider one or more of

these approaches better than the others. It is almost

certainly too soon to make that sort of judgment. The

point is that the different intermediaries have made
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their different choices with great deliber-
ation, tested them with years of effort,
refined them with wave after wave of
new information, and described their
aims to the rest of the field with uncom-
mon candor and intelligence. They have
set clear enough criteria for their own
success so that, in a few years’ time,
close observers will be able to judge for
themselves whether these models are 
on track. That alone is an excellent sign
that something important and useful is
under way.

But more to the point, for the purposes
of this Project, it is the existence of the
intermediaries that has made all the
deliberation, testing, refinement, and
public accountability possible. All three
cities had plenty of out-of-school-time
activity already under way. All of them
were well supplied with experts and 
supportive public officials. If the goal
had simply been to multiply programs,
the creation of intermediaries and plan-
ning bodies would no doubt have been
helpful, but not necessarily decisive. 

Instead, in all three places – and in 
several other cities that we surveyed over
the years – the role of coordinating or
intermediary groups made a fundamen-
tal, categorical difference in the form

and function of their cities’ after-school
systems. They did this, first of all, by
reaching a community-wide consensus
on a pair of crucial questions: What
does this community want from its
after-school programs, and how do we
propose to get what we want? They then
pursued the answers with all (or nearly
all) of the interested and responsible 
parties working around a single table.
The answers they came up with were
different from place to place, both in
their goals and in their chosen methods.
But they were all carefully arrived at
and, in the end, widely endorsed. And
they carried a more or less consistent
concern for quality, accountability, 
sustainability, and responsible methods
of evaluation.

Sharpening the message

Regardless how particular intermediaries
chose to answer the fundamental ques-
tions, the solutions they arrived at were
not only challenging to achieve, they
were usually hard to explain. More than
most areas of public policy and social
endeavor, the out-of-school-time field
pursues a mind-numbingly long list of
purposes and objectives, with an even
longer list of methods for achieving

them. Even when these lists are win-
nowed somewhat in the goal-setting and
planning process, the final choices still
tend to be complex and multi-layered.
Achieving any particular objective usually
calls for a demanding combination of
intersecting strategies. The simpler an
after-school program’s goal is to describe,
the more reductive and improbable it
tends to seem (as when some public
authorities declare out-of-school 
programs to be simply instruments 
for boosting academic test scores). 
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No branch of the human services is
purely linear and formulaic, of course.
But most have a basic roster of standard
means tied, through tradition or scholar-
ship or both, to well-established ends.
The out-of-school-time field has yet to
hone its self-definition to a comparably
short and well-understood list of purposes
and methods. Given all the things that
parents, schools, communities, and
youngsters hope for from these programs,
it may never be able to do so. 

This may help to explain one of the less
encouraging findings from the evaluation
of the After School Project by Conwal,
Inc., mentioned at the beginning of 
this report. In its preliminary analysis,
Conwal was not able to detect any 
systematic enlargement in the base of
community and political support for the
five after-school intermediaries the con-
sultants studied. It may be that the half
dozen years of this Project were simply
not enough time for the complex and
still-evolving idea of out-of-school-time
systems – as opposed to programs – to
take root in either politics or policy. It’s
worth noting that the three intermedi-
aries in this report spent several years, 
in their work with us, sharpening their
message, focusing their ambitions, and
organizing their efforts around a more

and more precise idea of what their
communities need and how they can
help supply that need. The results, after
some years of work, seem powerful
enough to foment greater organized 
support over time. But that is a challenge
that remains to be addressed.

Yet whatever it may lack in official 
policy support, the field unquestionably
enjoys enormous, steady popular support
from individual families, teachers, and
youngsters. Scholars and policy-makers
may well argue (and we would agree)
that practitioners need many more years
of research and testing to know for sure
what the value of this or that form of
out-of-school-time program might be.
Yet parents, by and large, are less troubled
by such skepticism and are happy to see
more programs proliferate. Between the
grassroots push for more and more 
activity and the expert uncertainties
about which programs are best for what,
the field continues to veer this way and
that, seeking a rationale and a method 
of working efficiently, responsibly, and
creatively. 

In that still-uncertain middle ground,
the value of a broadly representative,
experienced, and publicly accountable
planning group or intermediary becomes

almost self-evident. The process of col-
lectively grappling with the twin questions
What do we want? and How will we
produce it? is the best way we know of,
at least so far, for achieving a clearer
vision of means and ends in the field
and adjusting that vision as more and
more information becomes available. 

That process is mostly local, and in our
view it should remain local. The difference
in approaches among the various cities
where we’ve worked and visited is testa-
ment to the different priorities, needs,
ideas, and opportunities that predomi-
nate in different places. While the added
resources provided by federal programs
like the 21st Century Community
Learning Centers are desperately needed
and welcome, the one-size-fits-all 
philosophy with which that particular
program has been implemented is
regrettable. Supporting and empowering
intermediaries that can rally local actors
around local solutions is the surest way
to produce a system that genuinely
serves each community’s parents,
schools, and youth – and that holds 
the allegiance of the many leaders and
organizations on which all these 
programs depend.
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The After School Project concluded on 

June 30, 2006. Created by the Robert

Wood Johnson Foundation in 1998 as a

five-year, three-city demonstration aimed at connecting

significant numbers of young people in low-income

neighborhoods with responsible adults during out-

of-school time, the Project focused on developing: 

(1) an array of developmental opportunities for

youth, including physical activity and sports, 

educational, social and recreational programs; and, 

(2) strong local organizations with the necessary

resources, credibility, and political clout to bring focus

and visibility to the youth development field.

For more information on the After School Project

and its three sites, please go to: 

www.theafterschoolproject.org.

Contact information:

Carol Glazer: cglazer@nyc.rr.com

JoAnne Vellardita: 

jvellardita@theafterschoolproject.org
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