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Research suggests that the summer learning gap between lower- and upper-
income students makes a significant contribution to the achievement gap amehthgt
summer programs can be important interventions in addressing the diffeesarahd)
over the summer months. Because the quality and effectiveness of summentidas
may be related to their funding, this multi-site case study analyzed thenges of
securing and maintaining funding for four community-based summer interventions
located in Maryland.

| used resource dependence theory in my study to highlight the dependence of
community-based summer interventions on external providers to fund their summer

programs. This theory draws attention to the demands that external providers place on



community-based summer interventions for funding as well as highlights the role of
internal capacity in how organizations respond to those demands.

| focused on community-based summer interventions, and not school-based
summer interventions, because community-based summer interventions may be a
productive means to implement summer programs and address the summer ¢arning
Literature suggests that, in comparison to school-based summer interventions,
community-based summer interventions may face unique challenges in funding their
programs and utilize different internal resources to respond to the demands ofl externa
providers. My four cases were community-based summer interventions thadacus
academic goals, targeted low-income, elementary or middle school stadehtdfered
a minimum of 80 hours of programming. To create a purposeful sample of cases that
reflect potential differences in internal capacity, | selected pragthat varied in the
type of community-based summer intervention (e.g., nationally-affilia¢eslig grass-
roots), whether or not the program received @&ntury Community Learning Center
funding, and location. To provide contrast in the challenges of funding summer
interventions, | allowed several criteria to vary, including funding sowacdsyuality
indicators of the program. To understand the challenges of securing and maintaining
funding for community-based summer interventions, | interviewed admioistystaff
members, and board members in each program. | collected documents from each progra
to provide additional insights into the summer programs and their funding.

This exploratory study answers questions about the challenges of funding
community-based academic summer programs serving low-income students. Four

findings emerged. First, the community-based summer interventions includesl in thi



study relied upon multiple funding sources, but different primary funders to support their
summer programs. Second, the most persuasive challenges in depending upon external
providers for funding were revenue volatility and the pressure for accoutytatilird,

the community-based summer interventions mediated their funding challerayeghtiar
unique combination of their internal capacity and program characteristieshigatights

the role of human and social capital and the importance of program location, type of
community-based organization, program size, and years of operation in the refponse
programs to funding challenges. Fourth, funding challenges were most likely totlaéfec
guality indicators of differentiated or advanced-skills instruction, prior ictiera

between students and teachers, and adequate contact hours through limited teacher
salaries, teacher training, and materials. This study is significeatige it begins to

answer questions about the challenges of funding community-based summer
interventions, the role of internal capacity to mediate the funding chadleaige the
relationship between funding sources and challenges and the quality indicators of

summer interventions.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) is the most recent reauthorization
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. NCLB refocused the natientsogsikt
on the achievement disparities between subgroups of the U.S. public school student
population (e.g., special education students, English language learners, ang minorit
students). With the passing of NCLB, school officials and educators were foregubto r
on the low-performing student groups; this reporting has brought greater attenkien to t
achievement gap that exists for low-income and minority students, particulaebdimg
and math proficiency (Rebell & Wolff, 2008).

Recently, researchers have demonstrated that students’ learning e ofit
school, particularly during the summer, may be tied to their academic achreéwdumeag
the school year (Alexander, Entwisle, & Olson, 2007). Out-of-school learninggime i
particularly important for lower-achieving and lower-income students becans
average, their families often do not have the resources to provide formal educational
opportunities that provide systematic learning opportunities during the summer months
(National Center on Time and Learning, 2010). Several researchers hateslituda
differential learning over the summer months between lower- and higher-intaheats
and termed this differential the summer learning gap (Burkam, Ready& lLegerfo,
2004; Downey, Von Hippel, & Broh, 2004). The evidence suggests that the summer
learning gap affects reading skills (Burkam et al., 2004; Cooper, Nye, Charitdsay,
& Greathouse, 1996; Downey et al., 2004; Heyns, 1978) and math skills (Burkam et al.,
2004; Downey et al., 2004). Through hierarchical linear modeling, researchers have

determined that the differential effect of the summer months on students’ relatling s



contributes up to 67% of the achievement gap by the time students reach high school
(Alexander, Olson, & Entwisle, 2007).

Given the findings that the summer learning gap disadvantages the same student
populations that NCLB identifies for intervention, education policy and programs should
consider the quality and quantity of students’ learning time outside of school, palyicul
during the summer months, to devise strategies for raising the achievemergref low
achieving and lower-income students (Rothstein, 2004). Policymakers and educators
have identified academic summer interventions that target elementaryddid sthool
students from lower-income families as potentially key interventions towdhne
summer learning gap. These summer interventions can be implemented beptitids,
private organizations, and partnerships between public and private organizations.
Typically, summer intervention advocates identify schools and school districts,
community-based organizations, and partnerships between the two as the most common
sectors or governance structures (McLaughlin & Pitcock, 2009) to implemeigtnaica
summer interventions that target lower-income students.

Researchers have identified tigaility summer interventions can raise the
achievement of lower-income and lower-performing students (Borman & Dowling, 2006;
Borman, Dowling, Fairchild, & Libit, 2006; Chaplin & Cappizano, 2006; Cooper,
Charlton, Valentine, & Muhlenbruck, 2000; D’Agostino & Hiestand, 1995; Rodderick,
Engel, & Nagaoka, 2003; Schacter, 2001). However, administrators’ abilities to
implement quality summer interventions are reportedly linked to funding (Cooper et al
2000; Halpern, 2003) with community-based summer interventions facing distinctive

challenges in securing and maintaining funding for their programs (bbeaPaint



Associates, n.d.; Mitchell, Naftzger, Margolin, & Kaufman, 2005; Sandel & Bhat, 2008;
Stewart, 2007). | use a multi-site case study of émmnmunity-based summer
interventiongo begin understanding how these organizations secure and maintain
funding for their summer programs. This exploratory research, guided by mesourc
dependence theory, examines the challenges associated with fundingiacashemer
interventions, the internal capacity that mediates the organizations’eghititaddress
those challenges, and the relationships between funding and the quality isdtator

summer interventions.

An Overview of Out-of-School Time Interventions

Although the educational opportunities offered outside the school day take many
forms, researchers and policymakers tend to lump this diverse set of intergent
together under the label out-of-school time (OST) opportunities (McLaughlitc&dR,

2009; Weiss & Little, 2008). Interventions included in OST range from outdoor
education camps to after school tutoring to Girl Scouts (Learning Point Aespciat .;
McLaughlin & Pitcock, 2009). To differentiate programs within the OST field,
researchers and OST advocates classify programs along four dimensions:

governance; purpose; and target population (Cooper et al., 2000; McLaughlin & Pitcock,
2009; Weiss & Little, 2008).

OST interventions vary based on timing of the program. Although OST
interventions can be offered anytime when school is not in session, they are most
frequently offered after school and during the summer months (Weiss & Little, 2008).

OST interventions vary based on the type of organization that governs them. Most

commonly, they are classified as being governed by public entities (&.gp|sor



libraries), private organizations (e.g., community-based or for-profit orgizonmzs), or
partnerships between two or more organizations (Learning Point Associates, n.d.)

OST interventions vary based on the purpose of the program. Researchers and
OST advocates recognize nine different purposes addressed by OST interyesiicims
range from academic remediation to youth development to outdoor education
(McLaughlin & Pitcock, 2009).

OST interventions vary based on their target population. The target population
can be defined by the students’ age or school level, family income levels, anchiacade
achievement (McLaughlin & Pitcock, 2009). The four dimensions are important to
consider when conducting research on OST funding mechanisms because of the
relationship between different types of OST interventions and the respectianghal
they may face in securing and maintaining funding (Naftzger, Vinson, Bonneghijur
& Kaufman, 2009).

This study focuses on community-based academic summer interventions serving
lower-income students. Community-based summer interventions may be a productive
means to implement summer programs and address the summer learning gajer Howe
research suggests that, in comparison to school-based summer interventions, ggmmuni
based summer interventions face distinct challenges in securing and niagntanding
(Grossman, Lind, Hayes, McMaken, & Gersick, 2009; McCombs et al., 2011).
Community-based summer interventions are non-profit organizations, and, as such, are
self-governing, private, non-compulsory institutionalized organizations teanysand
all surplus revenue to support their programs (Weiss & Little, 2008; Salamon, 2042). It

unclear what percentage of the OST programs are community-based summer



interventions. The available data is focused on interventions that apply'feeiury
Community Learning Centers (CCLCs) funding, the largest federal fundiurgesfor

OST interventions. These data indicate 31% 8fQCLC applicants are non-profit
organizations. Overall, 25% of 2CCLC applicants are grass-roots organizations, while
6% are nationally-affiliated organizations (Learning Point Associates, n.d.)

The non-profit status of community-based summer interventions is important to
consider when studying their funding because administrators and managers of
community-based summer interventions depend upon external providers for funding their
summer programming. To receive funding from external providers, commusigtba
summer interventions must manage the demands of external providers, which are often
imposed through grant applications and reporting requirements and which may mfluenc

the quality indicators of the summer programs.

Quality and Summer Interventions

Through a meta-analytic review, Cooper and his colleagues (2000) reported that
middle-income students realize higher achievement gains than low-inasheatst
However, if programs possessed certain key features, they reported tharsumm
interventions can raise the academic achievement of low-income studentstiidre a
surmised that certain program features, such as small class sizentidted instruction,
and parental involvement, increased the effectiveness of remedial, sumnvemitibes®
Lower-income students demonstrated smaller gains in achievement than middie-inc
students because the interventions the lower-income students attended wied\ldes

have sufficient funding to support these key features. Cooper et al.’s (2000) findings

! Cooper et al.’s (2000) sample of summer schoasded on programs that provided remedial services.



suggest that the effectiveness of summer interventions is related to the fanding
guality of the intervention.

Although Cooper et al. (2000) reported some positive effects of summer
interventions on the achievement of low-income students, other researchers heed repo
mixed findings on the effectiveness of individual programs in raising the math and
reading outcomes for low-income students (Borman & Dowling, 2006; Borman et al.,
2006; Chaplin & Cappizano, 2006; D’Agostino & Hiestand, 1995; Harlow & Baenen,
2001; Kociemba, 1995; LeBoff; 1995; Reed, 2001; Rodderick et al., 2003; Schacter,
2001; Weber, 1996). Researchers have explained the mixed findings by looking at the
guality of programs. Their work demonstrated thigh quality summer interventions can
raise the achievement of low-income students. Researchers have rdpairtegh
guality summer interventions are defined by small class size (Cooper2§iQf)); prior
interaction between students and teachers (Roderick et al., 2003); different@ipdr(C
et al., 2000; Roderick et al., 2003) or advanced-skills classroom instruction (Oifgost
& Hiestand, 1995); adequate contact hours (Borman & Dowling, 2006); and parental
involvement (Cooper et al., 2000). Researchers have reported that programs attended by
low-income students often do not have the same financial resources as protgadesiat
by higher-income students and, therefore, may be of lower quality (Cooper et al., 2000;

Halpern, 2003).

Cost and Funding of Summer Interventions

Researchers have begun to examine the resources needed to implement high
quality summer programs. Cost studies indicate that academic summeentiters that

target low-income students range in annual cost from $189 per participant (Albuquerque



Public Schools, 1985) to $1,527 per participant (Moss, 19B&kearchers who

conducted one of the more comprehensive studies have reported that the full cost of
implementing school-based or community-based summer interventions that target low-
income students averages $1,438 per enrollee (Grossman et al., 2009), and ranges from
$984 to $1,643 (2'5to the 78' percentile range). Grossman et al. (2009) reported that
community-based summer interventions were, on average, more expensive than school-
based summer interventidrisecause of higher salaries and benefits for staff and higher
expenditures for materials and programmatic supplies associated withuodgibased
summer programs.

McCombs et al. (2011) also examined the cost differences between community-
based and school-based summer interventions. They reported that in general community-
based summer interventions were more expensive than district-led and schdol-base
summer interventions. The cost disparities were attributed to differenceseiservices,
specifically central staff and operating costs. The researchebsitd the differences in
costs of central staff to the additional functions (e.g., fundraising, monitoritigyqua
control, and developing curriculum, and recruiting additional sites, teachers and $tudents
performed by the central staff of community-based summer interventions.ohadligi
the operational costs of school-based summer interventions were often “absorbed in
budgets separate from summer school” (p. 46) and, as a result, community-based summ
interventions reported higher spending on office space, informational technology, and

accounting services.

2 All costs are reported in 2013 dollars.
% Grossman et al. (2009) reported that, on ave@amunity-based summer interventions cost $35 per
day compared to school-based summer interventiaisost $30 per day.



To cover the costs of their summer programs, administrators of community-based
summer interventions rely on funding from three broad funding sources: government
funding, private contributions, and grass-roots efforts. Community-based summer
interventions can utilize funding from federal, state, and local governmentsh{fea
McLaughlin, & Costigan, 2007). OST advocates identify ti@@CLC initiative as the
first permanent federal funding source for OST programs. Federal policsgsnake
distribute about $1 billion to state educational agencies that then award grants to
community-based organizations, schools and school districts, and partnershipsli(Mitche
et al., 2005). Although private organizations are eligible to apply, schools and school
districts appear to be disproportionately accessiigCZlL C funds (Naftzger et al.,

2009).

In addition, administrators of community-based summer interventions can utilize
funding from private contributions through national umbrella organizations, grants from
foundations and corporations, and collaborative efforts, such as United Way (Grossman
et al., 2009; McLaughlin, Irby, & Langman, 1994). Finally, they can access funding
through grass-roots efforts, including fundraisers, parent fees, individuabcmioins,
and commercial revenue (Froelich, 1999; Grossman et al., 2009).

Typically, administrators of community-based summer intervention®orely
multiple sources of funding to cover the costs of their summer programs, with public
funding and foundation grants as the most likely funding streams (Grossman et al., 2009).
To receive funding for their community-based summer interventions, adntimistra
report having to comply with funders’ demands, through grant guidelines and reporting

requirements, that pose challenges for program administrators. Ressdrabe reported



that limited funding may have a negative impact on the quality of summer intengent
through larger class sizes and fewer contact hours (Halpern, 2003). Adnorsstrat

abilities to deliver quality summer programs may be compromised by fuodalignges.

Theoretical Framework

To implement summer programs, administrators and staff of community-based
summer interventions rely upon external providers for their funding (Fairchald et
2007; Grossman et al., 2009) and in turn, are subjected to the grant guidelines and
reporting requirements of those funding soufcekus, the funders of community-based
summer interventions may influence how administrators secure and maimding as
well as how they design their summer programs. To study the challengesririgand
maintaining funding for community-based summer interventions, | utilize resourc
dependence theory as my theoretical framework. Researchers haweeektma funding
of non-profit organizations utilizing other frameworks. For example, reseaitiess
examined the funding of non-profit organizations employing the benefits theory. This
theory highlights the relationship between programs offered and funding sources to
demonstrate that the “propensity of a non-profit to collect revenues fronety\ar
sources depends on the public/private nature of the goods it produces” (Wilsker &
Young, 2010, p. 195). In comparison, resource dependence theory draws attention to the
dependence of community-based summer interventions on external providers fog fundin
and the role of the internal capacity of community-based summer intervemtions t

mediate the management of these dependencies. In other words, resource dependence

4 McCombs and her colleagues (2011) reported thataddased summer interventions do rely upon
external providers to fund their summer progranos, in comparison to community-based summer
interventions are more likely to rely upon govermtreinding. They attributed this difference to isswf
access.
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theory recognizes the proactive strategies that organizations canyamptspond to the
demands of external providers (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003).

According to Pfeffer and Salancik (2003), the central thesis of the resource
dependence theory is that all organizations are “inescapably bound up with conditions of
their environment” (p. 1) because they must rely upon and interact with external
providers for necessary resources. This dependency may not be problematic.rtHoweve
problems may surface to the extent that compliance requirements are med &lith the
goals and vision of the organizations’ programs or when organizations have inadequate
internal resources to meet the compliance requirements. When faced with nomplia
requirements, organizations must decide how they will respond to the demands from the
external providers. Organizations can decide to avoid the demands by identifying new
external providers for the resources. They can decide to comply with the requseonent
to alter their dependence on the external provider through actions such as resource
diversification or cooptation (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003).

For non-profit organizations, such as community-based summer interventions, the
external demands are defined by the funding sources through grant guidelines, such a
target population and programmatic focus, as well as through reporting regptisem
such as student evaluations and staff qualifications (Froelich, 1999; Smith, 2008). As
Pfeffer and Salancik (2003) suggest, how non-profit organizations respond to external
demands for funding may be reflective of their internal capacity. Inteapalcdy
encompasses both resources and the productive use of those resources (Malen & Rice,

2004). For this research, administrators rely on resources, including human, social,
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fiscal, and cultural capitabs well as informational resources, to secure and maintain
funding. The productive use of these resources may be hindered by organizational
freneticisim and fragmentation as well as the misalignment betweemzagans’
resources and funders’ demands (Malen & Rice, 2004).

Research suggests that the reliance on external sources for funding produces
challenges for non-profit organizations. Froelich (1999) identified four chaliesfge
dependence for non-profit organizations that receive external funding. First,afin-pr
organizations reporevenue volatilityor unpredictability of funding sources and levels.
Second, non-profit organizations may alter their goals to meet funding requiseine.,
goal displacemeit Next, to meet the application and reporting demands of funding
sources, administrators of non-profit organizations desoebessary adaptations to
their processesind structure¢o secure and maintain funding. For example, non-profit
administrators that rely upon government funding to support their organizations report
adapting more formalized and standardized processes and becoming more bureaucrati
respond to the details in the grant applications and reporting requirements of gawernm
funding. Finally, non-profit organizations identify resource diversificatiooreskey
strategy in stabilizing their funding, but theed forresource diversificatiotbecomes
challenging because administrators are required to juggle the demandsigemult
funding sources.

These challenges vary depending on the type of funding source. That is, whether
the non-profit organizations rely upon government funding, private contributions, and/or

grass-roots efforts dictates the strength of the four challengesenqeti For example,

®> Administrators may rely on cultural capital to sezand maintain funding, but | do not examineuralt
capital in this research because the study’s dataat sufficient.
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non-profit organizations that rely upon private contributions may experience high
revenue volatility and strong goal displacement whereas non-profit organizatbnsly
upon government funding may experience low revenue volatility and moderately stron
goal displacement.

Administrators of community-based summer interventions may also face
challenges o&ccess to funding strearbecause of funding requirements (Stewart, 2007),
governance structure (Learning Point Associates, n.d.; Mitchell et al., 2005), anshlocat
(Sandel & Bhat, 2008). Funding requirements, such as student evaluations, may exclude
smaller community-based summer interventions because of time and statiotsst
(Stewart, 2007). Further, data suggest that community-based summer intervamions
not accessing federal funding, specificallf'ZICLC grants, at the same rate as school-
based summer interventions (Learning Point Associates, n.d.; Mitchell et al., 2885). A
community-based summer interventions located in rural areas report fewablvail
funding streams (Sandel & Bhat, 2008). In light of the importance of resource
diversification for summer interventions (Grossman et al., 2009), limited access t
funding streams may provide additional challenges through fewer viable options to
secure and maintain funding for community-based summer interventions. Harcles
examines these challenges in securing and maintaining funding for comaséty-
summer interventions as well as how these challenges may relate tolityampliaators

of the summer programs.
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Research Questions

Given the challenges associated with resource acquisition and the importance of
adequate funding for quality programs that have the potential to reduce the mamtve
gap, this study examines the following research questions:

Main research question:

How do community-based organizations secure and maintain funding to support

academic summer interventions serving low-income students?
Supporting research question 1:

What are the challenges associated with funding community-basedmacade

summer programs serving low-income students?
Supporting research question 2:

How does internal capacity mediate a community-based organizationtyg tili

address those challenges?
Supporting research question 3:

How do funding sources and funding challenges relate to the quality indicators of

summer programs?
Overall Design of the Study

This research is a multi-site case study of four community-based summe
interventions in Maryland. An exploratory case study methodology is approjondkest
research because of the paucity of knowledge surrounding the challengasgiosand
maintaining funding for community-based summer interventions. | selected four
community-based summer interventions located in Maryland to develop a purposeful
sample along dimensions of governance, location, and funding sources to capture
potential differences in challenges and internal capacity, which weeete=flin the
literature.

| interviewed staff members, administrators, and board members within each

organization about the funding of their organizations during the summer of 2012. The
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interview data are supported by documents, such as annual reports, funders’ oequest f
proposals, grant applications, and news articles. To answer the study’s research
guestions, | gathered data about the challenges of resource dependenceddiertlié
extant literature. Although | focused on the challenges identified by thetliter |
developed open-ended interview questions to allow additional challenges to emerge. |
looked at the interview data for evidence of the five elements of quality iddntifthe
effectiveness literature. | did not evaluate the effectiveness of thedioumenity-based
summer interventions, but rather examined the potential relationship between funding
sources and challenges and the quality indicators of the summer prograautiom, |
looked for evidence in the interviews and documents of both the resource and
productivity dimensions of internal capacity as defined by Malen and Rice (2004) to
identify and understand how community-based summer interventions manage their

funding challenges through their internal capacity.

Limitations of the Study

The multi-site case study design of this dissertation focuses on four coryamunit
based summer interventions located in Maryland and chosen on the basis of convenience
and access. By focusing on one state, | hoped to control for the effects thahtiffe
states’ policies and contexts may have on the funding of community-based summer
interventions. The purposeful sampling of a small number of summer interventiass limi
the generalizability of the findings to other summer interventions (Maxwell, 2005).
However, reflecting the exploratory nature of the research, | developed picsand
analytic generalizabilities to expand our understanding of resource deperitengeas

it applies to community-based summer interventions.



15

The nature of the data collection is a limitation of the study. | relied upon the
willingness of programs to participate and self-reported, retrospectaécdaxamine the
challenges of securing and maintaining funding. The variation between peogasn
dictated by which programs were willing to participate in the study andressilh, my
cases included one program that received federal funding through*teC2C
initiative and one urban program. Additionally, interviewees may have unknowingly
inflated the quality of their summer programs or diminished the effect of funding
challenges on their programs. | tried to minimize this limitation by condyttterviews
with several individuals within each site and by triangulating the datasactesviews
and collected documents.

Because the study relied on the current staff and board members to provide
information on the summer intervention and their funders, high turnover may have
reduced the detail and depth of the interview data. As part of the study design, |
anticipated that my interviewees would have a history with the summer interventat
least knowledge of the program’s history. In some of the sites, | was abtertoaw
administrators, staff, and board members who were very knowledgeable about the
summer intervention. For example, the administrators and board members of Horizons
had been instrumental in the fundraising and program implementation and design of the
summer program for at least six years. In other sites, however, theanteeg were less
knowledgeable because of a limited history with the summer program. For exampl
some of the program staff at the Boys and Girls Club of Harford County — Edgewood
Club (BGCH-E) had worked with the program for about one year. As a result, tHe data

collected varied in the level of detail and depth between interviewees and cases.
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Significance of the Study

As educators and policymakers look to address the achievement of low-
performing students, researchers suggest that interventions may need teaangeg
time both within and outside the school year (Rothstein, 2004). Community-based
academic summer interventions are one type of intervention that caneargetg time
outside of the school year (McLaughlin & Pitcock, 2009). Data indicate that the
effectiveness of summer programs hinges on administrators securing arammgnt
funding that can support quality interventions (Cooper et al., 2000; Halpern, 2003), but
little is known about the challenges of securing and maintaining funding for @oitym
based academic summer interventions.

This exploratory research extends the tenets of the resource dependencetheory t
answer questions about the challenges of funding summer interventions serving low-
income students to narrow the achievement gap. This research begins to develop new
insights into the nature of the challenges of relying upon external providers to fund
summer interventions. This research begins to fill a gap in the literature on hovalinte
capacity enables community-based summer interventions to mediate thesg fundi
challenges. Finally, this research works to uncover the relationship betuwekmgf

sources and funding challenges on the quality indicators of summer interventions.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review

The purpose of this chapter is to provide an overview of community-based
academic summer interventions and the issues related to funding summer prégems
literature review is organized into five broad sections. In section one, lmescr
community-based summer interventions by providing a typology of out-of-school time
interventions and explaining their role as non-profit organizations. In sectioh two,
identify the quality indicators of summer interventions as defined by thetieéiress
literature. These dimensions become important in discussing funding chaletgese
the level and restrictiveness of funding may have the potential to affect itg glia
summer interventions. In section three, | review the literature on theatestsnmer
interventions to demonstrate the level of funding administrators report utilzing
implement their summer programs. In section four, | describe the major fuciams
that administrators of community-based summer interventions rely upon to fund their
programs. Finally, in section five, | outline resource dependence theory, theitda¢ore

framework that guides my research.

Community-Based Summer Interventions

To define community-based summer interventions, | describe how community-
based summer interventions are situated in the larger field of out-of-scheol tim
programs. | also describe how community-based summer interventions are non-profit
organizations and, therefore, rely upon external funding to implement their programs.

Typology of out-of-school time interventionsThe out-of-school time (OST)

field encompasses interventions that differ across dimensions of when thefeerd, of
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how they are governed, what they seek to accomplish, and who they are targeting
(McLaughlin & Pitcock, 2009). Figure 1 outlines the different OST interventions as
garnered from researchers (Cooper, Charlton, Valentine, & Muhlenbruck, 2000),
advocates (McLaughlin & Pitcock, 2009; Weiss & Little, 2008) and funders of OST
interventions (Learning Point Associates, n.d.).

First, OST interventions can be differentiatedaden they areffered(i.e.,
timing). OST interventions are offered before school, after school, on weekend$eover t
summer months, and over other school breaks (e.g., winter break). OST interventions can
be offered during one or a combination of these times. For example, some OST
interventions are implemented year-round to establish programming both hétel @ed
during the summer months (McLaughlin & Pitcock, 2009; Weiss & Little, 2008). The
distinction of when OST interventions are offered is important to make because when
interventions are offered may be influenced by the amount of funding received.
Researchers have reported that when year-round OST programs are fadedding
challenges summer interventions are frequently cut or scaled back (SzeRiggétte,
2006).

Second, OST interventions can be differentiateddasernance structuréds
illustrated in Figure 1, OST advocates and funders identify three main sectors or
categories of governance: public entities, public-private partnerships, iaaté pr
organizations (Learning Point Associates, n.d.; McLaughlin & Pitcock, 2009). Public
entities are differentiated further into public school systems, other gogatr@gencies

(e.q., libraries, and health departments), and universities and colleges. Private



Timing Purpose

» Before school » Academic, remediation

» After school » Academic, promotion

» Weekends » Academic, acceleration

> Summers » Academic, homework help

» Other breaks (e.g., winter, spring) > Athletics
» Cultural activities
» Enrichment
» Youth and social development
» Recreational, outdoor, camps

Target Audience (defined by)
» Participants’ age or school level
» Participants’ family income level
» Participants’ academic achievement

/
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Agencies
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For-Profit

Non-Profit
A
Universities Community- Private
& Colleges Based Schools
Organizations
A
Faith-Based Grass-roots, Nationally-
Organization independent affiliated

Information comes from Cooper et al., 2000; Leagrfoint Associates, n.d.; McLaughlin & Pitcock, 20Weiss & Little, 2008.

Figure 1 Typology of Out-of-School Time Interventions
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organizations can be either for-profit or non-profit. For-profit organizations afipba

a small segment of the field and, in general, offer tutoring services (Wéigsdes

2008). Non-profit organizations are divided into three additional categories: unigersitie
and colleges; community-based organizations (faith-based organizations ogtass-r
independent organizations, and nationally—affiliated organizations); and prikiatdssc
Community-based organizations that are nationally affiliated include iaegems such

as YMCAs, Boys and Girls Clubs, Girl Scouts, and Boy Scouts where “affiliate
communities around the country tailor activities to local clientele but alsoatiemally
developed materials and resources and abide by the national organizatioes atdart
rules” (McLaughlin, Irby, & Langman, 1994, p. 8). Nationally-affiliated, coumity-

based organizations appear to have better access than grass-roots, commuhity-base
organizations to trainings in fundraising and materials for fundraising thatsethe
organizations’ internal capacities for securing and maintaining fundinggivigilin &
Pitcock, 2009).

As indicated by the arrow between public entities and private organizations in
Figure 1, public-private partnerships can be formed between a number of difigbéat
and private entities. For example, public school officials and YMCA administredor
form partnerships to implement a summer intervention where the school provides
morning academics and the YMCA provides afternoon swimming. As | will expand
upon, the governance structure of an OST intervention may have important consequences
for the sustainability and capacity of programs to secure and maintain fyiNdiftgger,

Vinson, Bonney, Murphy, & Kaufman, 2009).
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Third, OST interventions are differentiated fnyrpose Researchers, OST
advocates, and OST funders have identified nine main purposes of OST interventions.
The nine purposes and their definitions are:

* Academic, remediationnterventions that “address deficiencies in student
academic performance” where students are not performing at gratierlave
performing below average (Cooper et al., 2000, p. 4; Learning Point Associates,
n.d.);

* Academic, promotiarinterventions that “help students meet minimum
competency requirements for graduation or grade promotion” (Cooper et al.,
2000, p. 4);

» Academic, accelerationnterventions that provide “advanced instruction that
goes beyond the typical school course of study” (Cooper et al., 2000, p. 6);

» Academic, homework helmterventions that assist students in homework through
dedicated time and/or help from staff (Learning Point Associates, n.d.);

» Athletics interventions that focus exclusively on sports skills, practice, and games
such as after school high school sports or summer sports camps (McLaughlin &
Pitcock, 2009);

» Cultural activities interventions that focus on activities such as dance and the arts
(McLaughlin & Pitcock, 2009);

* Enrichmentinterventions that are interactive and project-focused where agiviti
build upon knowledge and skills taught in school through “real-life experiences”

(Learning Point Associates, n.d.);
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* Youth and social developmeiriterventions that focus on leadership skills and
character education and development (McLaughlin & Pitcock, 2009; YMCA,

n.d.); and,

* Recreational, outdoor, campisiterventions that focus on outdoor education such

as traditional overnight summer camps (McLaughlin & Pitcock, 2009).

An OST intervention can address multiple purposes. Administrators and staff of summe
interventions may offer programming that is designed to target any ofpthgseses;
typically, however, “academics, homework help” is reserved for after sphmgrams

where students are given time and support to complete their homework assigmeid by t
school day teachers (McLaughlin & Pitcock, 2009).

Finally, OST interventions can be defined by thaiget populationThe target
population can be described by the participants’ age or school level (e.g., algnoent
high school students), the participants’ family income levels, and the parti¢ipants
academic achievement (e.g., lower-achieving or gifted and talentetda(iglalin &

Pitcock, 2009).

As indicated by the shading in Figure 1, this dissertation focuses on interventions
that are implemented during the summer months and that are governed by community-
based organizations. | further narrow my focus by examining academic summe
interventions that target lower-income students to minimize the early sueamn@ng
gap.

Non-profit characterization. Community-based summer interventions are non-

profit organizations that secure and maintain funding from external organzatnd
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individuals to run their summer programs (Weiss & Little, 200Rgsearchers identify

five characteristics that define non-profit organizations. First, non-proahaagtions are
“Institutionalized to some extent” (Salamon, 2012, p. 15). In other words, they are not
temporary or ad-hoc gatherings of people, but are more stable organizattohsavd
members overseeing the governance and financing of the organizations. Second, non-
profit organizations are private and institutionally separate from the oeeit. Next,
non-profits can accumulate profits, but those profits cannot be distributed to the staff,
administration, or board members (that is, they are non-profit distributing).
Administrators of non-profits must utilize profits to support their programs assions.
Fourth, non-profit organizations are self-governing, usually by an admirostaid a

board of directors. Finally, non-profit organizations are non-compulsory and, thus,
participation in non-profit organizations “involves some meaningful element of free
choice” (Salamon, 2012, p. 16). One manifestation of this characteristic is theaymesr

of non-profit organizations by a voluntary board of directors (Salamon, 2012). The
recognition that community-based summer interventions are non-profit orgarszation
emphasizes the organizations’ dependencies on external providers to fund their summer
interventions as well as pinpoints potential internal resources, such as boardsnembe

that may aid in mediating the challenges of dependence.

Quiality Indicators of Effective Summer Interventions

Within the OST field, summer interventions have the unique opportunity to

address the summer learning gap between lower- and upper-income studeatrshRese

® Salamon (2012) discusses the difficulty in quaiiij the number of non-profit organizations because
“significant portions of the nonprofit sector asedely informal in character and therefore difftcol
capture in empirical terms” (p. 27). As a restuigyt are not always captured or counted throughRBe
the most common way to identify and count the nmfiporganizations in the U.S.
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on the effectiveness of summer interventions indicates that not all summeenititanrs
are created equally, and that the quality of summer interventions influences activeff
they are in raising the achievement of lower-income students. | orgagidescussion
on the effectiveness literature around quality indicators of summer intervemans t
researchers identified as raising the academic achievement of lmwene students.

In this section, | review the research on the effectiveness of acadenmmesum
interventions that target elementary and middle school students to understand what
constitutes a quality summer intervention. | included studies if reseatdeststudents’
academic achievement as their dependent variable and designed the studyetthisol
effect of the summer intervention. | do not include summer interventions that taylget hi
school students because of the different goals and purposes of these programs. Both
school-based and community-based summer interventions were reviewed becagise of th
limited number of available studies. Overall, | identified 11 effectivenesesttltht fit
my criteria for dependent variable (i.e., academic achievement leeetgt population
(i.e., low-income, elementary and middle school students), and purpose (i.e.,iacadem
achievement).

Studies of the effectiveness of summer interventions designed to increase the
academic achievement of lower-income students report mixed results (B&rma
Dowling, 2006; Borman, Dowling, Fairchild, & Libit, 2006; Chaplin & Capizzano, 2006;
Cooper et al., 2000; D’Agostino & Hiestand, 1995; Harlow & Baenen, 2011; Kociemba,

1995; LeBoff, 1995; Reed, 2001; Roderick, Engel, & Nagaoka, 2003; Schacter, 2001;
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Weber, 1996).Researchers attribute these mixed findings to the differences in quality
between summer interventions that may be related to funding (Cooper et al., 2000).

Although [ identified 11 effectiveness studies, | discuss the five studies that
identify quality indicators for summer interventions. The other six studies dd mepor
the effectiveness of summer programs to raise the academic achiewéiognrtncome
students, but do not identify quality indicators for summer interventions. Resaarcher
identify five indicators of quality that may be important in raising thecéffeness of
summer interventions: small class size (Cooper et al., 2000); prior interactieehet
students and teachers (Roderick et al., 2003); differentiated (Cooper et al., 2000;
Roderick et al., 2003) or advanced-skills classroom instruction (D’Agostino &afis
1995); adequate contact hours (Borman & Dowling, 2006); and parental involvement
(Cooper et al., 2000). Within the five reviewed effectiveness studies, four of the studies
focus on school-based summer interventions, while one study focuses on a school-
community partnership.

The effectiveness literature on the quality indicators of summer intesasns
limited and focused on school-based programs. None of the effectiveness studies focuse
on community-basedcademic summer interventions serving low-income students.
However, for the purpose of this study, | assumed that the quality indicators for-school
based summer interventions are transferable to community-based summentrdas

because of their common focus on academics and target population of low-income

" Researchers reported no effect on the readingaeimient (LeBoff, 1995; Reed, 2001) and math
achievement (Weber, 1996) of participants. Theyprig mixed effects because of student charadtey;ist
such as grade level, gender, and minority statusfudent’s reading achievement (Kociemba, 1998) an
math achievement (Kociemba, 1995; LeBoff, 1995).
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students. Thus, | reviewed effectiveness studies that are narrow in focemmainalsize
the quality indicators of school-based academic summer interventions.

Small class sizeResearchers identify small class size as one indicator of the
guality of summer interventions (Cooper et al., 2000). Through the use of a met&analyt
review, Cooper and his colleagues (2000) reported that the average effectasze a
math and reading was about one-fifth of a standard deviation for students who attended
remedial school-based summer interventions; effects were largerddiermcome
students than for lower-income students. They were careful to note that they did find a
statistically significant impact of remedial summer interventions ondhieement
levels of low-income students, but they reported that remedial summer intergention
serving middle-income students, on average, were higher quality than thoag k@i
income students.

To disaggregate this finding, Cooper et al. (2000) tested seven program features,
including voluntary attendance, class size, differentiated instruction, méaide
programming, parental involvement, amount of instruction, and curriculum content, as
moderators for the effects of summer school on academic achieve®emper and his
colleagues (2000) reported that class size was a program moderator oadtinecetfss
of the summer intervention where more effective summer interventions linatssisize
to 20 students. They also reported that small class sizes were more ligelgresent in
summer interventions that targeted middle-income students. Summer interventions tha
targeted lower-income students were less likely to limit class size to@&nss because

of funding challenges.

8 Class size, differentiated instruction, and parkinivolvement were moderators for the effectsushser
school on academic achievement. Differentiatediicibn and parental involvement will be discussed
later.
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Prior interaction between students and teachersResearchers report that the
relationship between students and teachers may increase the effestofesil@amer
interventions. Rodderick et al. (2003) examined four years of student test ddiaédees
test-score gains attributed to the students’ attendance in Summer Bridgeolabssed
summer intervention with the purpose of academic promdtigsing hierarchical
growth modeling, they reported that across grade levels (third, sixth, and emytiéis)gr
participating students made substantial short-term gains in readingeanki@ test
scores. Rodderick and his colleagues (2003) also analyzed the effect of stadbet-
relationships on student achievement. They reported that in the average eighth grade
classroom students gained almost 5.6 months of reading achievement. However, if the
Summer Bridge teachers knew at least 90% of the students in their atas$rom the
previous school year, students gained an additional 1.6 months of reading achievement.
Teachers explained that they were more likely to adapt the curriculum to teaidke
students when they had prior interaction with the students over the previous school-year.

Type of classroom instruction Both Cooper et al.’s (2000) meta-analytic review
and individual effectiveness studies highlight the potential importance of thetyp
classroom instruction (e.qg., the use of differentiated instruction (Cooper et al., 2000;
Roderick et al., 2003) and high levels of advanced-skills instruction (D’Agostino &
Hiestand, 1995)) delivered during summer interventions.

As noted earlier, Cooper and his colleagues (2000) tested seven program features
as moderators for the effectiveness of summer programs. They reported that

differentiated instructiomn the classroom was statistically significant. This finding was

® Instead of using students’ actual spring testes;dhe researchers calculated the students’ adjtesst
scores through hierarchical growth modeling; adutes are based on students’ adjusted test scores
(Roderick et al., 2003).
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supported by Roderick and his colleagues (2003) in their study on Summer Bridge.
Roderick et al. (2003) reported increases in students’ reading achievemenaielvels
students’ learning rates over the summer due to participation in Summer.Bridge
However if the teacher provided a high level of differentiated instruction, the student
gained an additional 0.9 months of reading achievement.

In their study on the effects of attending a school-based, Ch&bseimmer
intervention, D’Agostino and Hiestand (1995) classified 90 fourth grade classrooms
along levels ohdvanced-skills instructiorbrawing on classroom observations over one
summer, researchers looked for evidence of high levels of advanced-skilttiost
More specifically, they looked for evidence of teachers promoting student chopera
encouraging critical and creative thinking, and developing student problem-sshilisg
Using analyses of covariance to compare classrooms according tooleadisanced-
skills instruction, D’Agostino and Hiestand (1995) reported that students inodassr
with high levels of advanced-skills instruction outperformed students in classkoitm
either low or moderate levels of advanced-skills instruction. Thus, in designing and
implementing summer interventions, classroom instruction may be an important
characteristic to address to increase the effectiveness of raising stadexdemic
achievement levels.

Adequate contact hours Research indicates that the number of contact hours can
increase the effectiveness of academic summer interventions. Contact fpoursschoth

the duration of the program and the attendance levels of the students. To illugrate thi

1% Title | services were renamed Chapter | underdaethorization of ESEA in 1981, titled the Educati
Consolidation and Improvement Act. (Chapter | ssgiwere convert back to Title | in 1989). Title |
funding, “provides financial assistance to localeational agencies and schools with high numbelsgbr
percentages of children from low-income familiehédp ensure that all children meet challengintgsta
academic standards” (U.S. Department of Educatiahb).
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point, Borman and Dowling (2006) examined the effect of attendance in their study on
Teach Baltimore, a school-community partnership that offers progragforniseven-

weeks targeting low-income, elementary students that provides readintesciin the
morning and math, writing, and enrichment activities in the afternoon. Borman and
Dowling (2006) examined longitudinal test scores of kindergarten and first giatknts
through multi-level growth modeling. They reported no effect on students’ achievement
scores in total reading, reading vocabulary, or reading comprehension due tpgientici

in Teach Baltimore. However, across all variables, they reported thatex hadg of
attendance resulted in statistically significant gains for the paatiog students

compared to the control group. For example, a 10% increase in attendance coeespond
to an average increase of five percentile points in letter naming. Bormaroahiadd

(2006) stressed the importance of consistent attendance over one summenashgell
importance of students’ participation in summer interventions over multiple ssmmer
However, in their experience with Teach Baltimore, they concluded that thelésim
assignment of the students to the program is not likely to make a difference. [§imagpura
and sustaining students’ long term participation...was a challenge” éo&Dowling,
2006, p. 45).

Researchers and OST advocates have identified three strategiesdasencr
student attendance. Researchers and advocates stress that year-lohgvitbritec
students, alignment of school-year and summer curriculum, and the pairing @hesad
with enrichment activities may increase the attendance rates of youthppats (Bell &
Carillo, 2007; Borman and Dowling, 2006; Chaplin & Capizzano, 2006; McLaughlin &

Pitcock, 2009; Schacter, 2001). OST advocates specify that the alignment of school-yea
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and summer curriculum can take two forms: either alignment with the previoas-sc
year curriculum to provide remediation of core concepts or alignment with tbenuyr
school-year curriculum to provide a preview of core concepts (McCombs et al., 2011).
Further, OST advocates recommend that quality summer interventions offer aiminim
of 80 hours of programming over one summer to be effective (McLaughin & Pitcock,
2009).

Parental involvement.Cooper and his colleagues (2000) reported that parental
involvement was associated with higher levels of academic achievemenardRese
suggest that parental involvement can increase the effectiveness of qumognams by
boosting parental buy-in for the summer program and, in turn, augmenting students’
attendance levels and learning opportunities in the home (McCombs et al., 2011).
Researchers provided examples of parental involvement that reinforce lestrhorge,
including, but not limited to in-home visits or parent-teacher conferences (Cooper et a
2000; McCombs et al., 2011).

Summary of quality indicators. Research on the effectiveness of academic
summer interventions serving low-income students identifies five indicators laf/gua
small class size (Cooper et al., 2000); prior interaction between students &edsteac
(Roderick et al., 2003); differentiated (Cooper et al., 2000; Roderick et al., 2003) or
advanced-skills classroom instruction (D’Agostino & Hiestand, 1995); adequatetconta
hours (Borman & Dowling, 2006); and parental involvement (Cooper et al., 2000).
Administrators’ abilities to implement summer interventions that integhegtse quality

indicators into their programming may be limited by their ability to seand maintain
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funding (Cooper et al., 2000; Halpern, 2003). As Halpern (2003) observed, typically,
summer interventions targeting low-income youth have received:
Enough revenue to cover two-thirds of costs, forcing them to cope in a
variety of ways that undermined quality. For instance, programs reduced
staff hours to a minimum, refrained from filling staff vacancies, limited
their purchase of supplies and materials, hired fewer specialists than they
needed, and so forth (p. 110).
Thus, the abilities of administrators of community-based summer interventicecute s
and maintain funding may be a crucial determinant in the quality of their summe

programs and, thus, in raising the academic achievement of their participants.

Cost of Summer Interventions

In this section, | discuss the costs of implementing summer interventions. |
reviewed cost studies of academic summer interventions that targetdome students
in elementary and middle school to reflect the target population and purpose of the four
cases included in this study. Researchers have calculated the cost of summer
interventions that target high school students, but OST advocates discourage the cost
comparison between summer interventions that target high school students witlr summe
interventions that target elementary and middle school students because oétkatdiff
goals and short-term outcomes typically addressed by the former intemgent
(Grossman, Lind, Hayes, McMaken, & Gersick, 2009). | have included cost studies of
both community-based and school-based summer interventions because of the limited
research on the cost of community-based summer interventions as well@striatd the

differences in costs between community-based and school-based summer intesyent
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Costs of Summer Interventions
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Program Description

Per Pupil
Cost in 2013
dollars

Costs Include

Citation

Summer intervention
programs
Grades = K-8
N = 45 programs in six cities

$1,438 ($1,243
out-of-pocket +
$162 in-kind)

Average full cost of running summer

program. Included all out-of-pocket
expenditures and in-kind donationsi|i

seven categories: staff salaries, staff

benefits, space and utilities,
administrative, transportation,
student stipends, other. Does not
include start-up or planning costs.

n .
Grossman, Lind,

Hayes, McMaken, &
Gersick (2009)

Academically oriented,

community-based or school;

based programs
Grades = K-8

N = 6 large, urban programs

Community-based
$2,233; $2,818;
$3,039
School-based:
$1,203; $1,679;
$2,843

Included expenditures and in-kind
donations. Expenditures on
transportation, facilities, and food
were standardized.

McCombs et al.
(2011)

Community-school
partnership
Teach Baltimore
Elementary students in urba
district

$977

Reported as monetary costs,
excluded in-kind support,
evaluations, and professional

development.

Borman &
Dowling (2006)

District sponsored promotion

intervention
Summer Bridge
Grades =3, 6,8
N = 21,000 students

$825

(third grade costs
only)

Teachers, materials,
administration and operations,
teacher training, coaches and
monitors, transportation, and

security.

Rodderick, Engel,
& Nagaoka (2003)

School sponsored
Grades = K-12
N = 4,700 students

$189

Elementary students only. Reporte
as budgetary costs.

d Albuquerque Public
Schools (1985)

School sponsored
Grades = K-8
N = 3,925 students

$480-$504

Reported as money
received from grant. No specificatig
of what the costs included.

n Carroll (1987)

School sponsored
Grades = K-12
N = 1,027 students

$1,527

Reported as
budgetary costs. No specification ¢
what budget covered.

f Moss (1988)

School sponsored
Grades=1-4,6, 8
N = 40,191 students

$549

Reported as

budgetary costs and most costs we %

for instructional staff. No other
specifications included.

North Carolina State
epartment of Publig
Instruction (1988)

=
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costs that appear to reflect differences associated with governarmatarst (Grossman et
al., 2009; McCombs et al., 2011).

My search for studies on the costs of implementing summer programs only
yielded eight studies, which are described in Table 1. | only briefly discukssthsix
evaluations because of quality concerns in either the program evaluatectlaad/or
method used to calculate the costs. Then | focus attention on the first two sttedesli
Table 1 because the calculated costs appeared to be more inclusive of alesesourc
utilized, including out-of-pocket expenditures and in-kind donations (Grossman et al.,
2009; McCombs et al., 2011). Both studies provide a more complete and nuanced picture
of the costs of academic summer interventions.

The last six summer interventions that are listed in Table 1 include summer
interventions sponsored by community-school partnerships (Borman & Dowling, 2006),
school districts (i.e., district promotion programs; Rodderick et al., 2003), and schools
(Albugquerque Public Schools, 1985; Carroll, 1987; Moss, 1988; North Carolina State
Department of Public Instruction, 1988). As can be seen, the annual per pupil
expenditures (PPE) ranged from $189 (Albuquerque Public Schools, 1985) to $1,527
(Moss, 1988Y and both the highest and lowest costs were associated with school-based
summer interventions targeting elementary aged students. These costdghaeived
with caution because the PPEs are not inclusive of all resources needed to deliver
programs. For example, in some cases, researchers based costs solely onybudgeta
numbers (Albuguerque Public Schools, 1985; Moss, 1988; North Carolina State
Department of Public Instruction, 1988) or grant awards (Carroll, 1987), or excluded in

kind support (Borman & Dowling, 2006). Although Rodderick et al. (2003) defined how

1 To ease comparison all costs are reported in 2014rs.
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the PPE was calculated, they did not include classrooms and utilities in their cost
calculations. Thus, the reported PPEs appear to be based on underestimations of
resources needed to run the summer interventions. To obtain a more complete picture of
the cost of implementing an academic summer intervention, my attention turnsitstthe f
two studies in Table 1.

Grossman et al. (2009) examined the cost of 111 out-of-school programs in six
cities, including Boston, Charlotte, Chicago, Denver, New York, and Seattle. The
researchers selected programs that had operated for at least twanglethet svere
identified as possessing certain quality indicators, such as low studdmsteatcos and
high student attendance rates. They selected programs that varied alorgea ofum
dimensions: target population (elementary students, middle school students and/or high
school students); location of program (school or community-based); govertramcters
(school or community-based); purpose (academic, enrichment or both); and time period
offered (school year only or year round). To calculate costs, the reseasgwted both
out-of-pocket expenditures and in-kind donations within seven categories: stadfssala
staff benefits, space and utilities, administrative, transportation, stugemtds, and
other. They did not include start-up or planning costs. As the authors noted, the costs for
the summer interventions were costsdrtendinghe after school interventions into the
summer months and, thus, “these costs do not necessarily reflect the cost of running a
summer-only program” (Grossman et al., 2009, p. 19).

All of the OST interventions operated during the after school hours; a majority
(64%) also operated during the summer moftfAserefore, the researchers could

disaggregate the costs of operating a program during the summer. To edloelledsts

12 Forty-five interventions offered summer programgain
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of operating a summer intervention, Grossman and her colleagues (2009) asked
administrators to make a distinction between resources used during treeladielr

portion and resources used during the summer portion of their inventions within each of
the seven cost categories.

Grossman et al. (2009) reported that the average annual operating cost of a
summer intervention for low-income students in elementary and middle schools running
at full capacity® was $1,438 per student. Researchers calculated that out-of-pocket
expenditures averaged $1,243 per student, and in-kind donations, such as donated space
and supplies and volunteer time, averaged $162 per sttfdgtaff salaries as well as
space and utilities encompassed the largest costs at 59% and 9%, respectivesq follow
by administrative costs (798)and staff benefits (6%). (The remaining 17% of the costs
were grouped into “other,” which included items such as food and staff training.) The
authors also disaggregated the daily costs of running elementary and middle school
summer interventions by governance structure, with community-based summer
interventions costing $32 per student and school-based summer interventions costing $28
per student. Grossman and her colleagues attributed the difference in cestnbetw
community-based and school-based summer interventions to specific programmatic
decisions made by administrators. Administrators of community-based summer

interventions hired more certified staff, operated more intensive progragnamd

13 Grossman et al. (2009) report costs as cost peastl cost per enrollee; cost per slot referagocbst of
running a program at full capacity while cost perafiee takes into account average attendance fiates

the program.

Y Full cost: 25-75" percentiles = $910-$1,520; Bpercentile = $1,270. Out-of-pocket expenditurds’-2
75" percentiles = $660-$1,370; Bpercentile = $1,040.

1> Administrative costs include, “the nonlabor exmenassociated with managing program operations, suc
as office equipment and supplies, printing, acdagnpayroll, liability insurance, community outreand
contracted services” (Grossman et al., 2009, p. 21)
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reported higher expenditures on program materials than administrators of scexbl-ba
summer interventions.

McCombs and her colleagues (2011) examined the cost of six large (defined as
providing summer programming to over 1000 students) urban summer intervéhtions.
The programs were academically-oriented and targeted lower-incdrsuglents. To
calculate costs, the researchers included expenditures and in-kind setveges. T
standardized the number of contact hours for each program at 158 lamarshe
programs’ expenditures on transportation, school facilities, and food because they were
most interested in costs associated with instructional staff, curriculum, and
administration. Their sample consisted of three community-based and threelsdembl
summer interventions. McCombs and her colleagues reported that the commurdty-base
summer interventions cost $2,233; $2,818; and $3,039, while the school-based summer
interventions cost $1,203; $1,679; and $2,843. They attributed the generally higher costs
of running community-based summer interventions with differences in ct&ss sentral
office functions, and materials. The three community-based summer intervemsiens
nationally-affiliated, non-profit organizations and, therefore, employediadal staff to
focus on fundraising, quality control of individual programs, curriculum development,
and the recruitment of teachers and students.

In addition to examining the differences in costs due to governance structure,
McCombs et al. (2011) examined how program focus, size, and duration affected the
costs of the summer interventions. First, they examined the differencessalooss

characteristics of program focus. They differentiated programs by acadamhy, non-

8 McCombs et al. (2011) also reported on the costrefad-at-home program, but | do not include tist ¢
here because the summer intervention is not a icsamamer program.
" They assumed that each program ran for six harsgay, five days per week over five weeks.
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academic single focused, and multi-focused. McCombs and colleagues (2011freporte
that summer interventions that were multi-focused were most expensive fblgwe
academics and non-academic single focused programs. Second, McCombs et al. (2011)
found that although larger programs cost more overall, they are less costhripzpant
because fixed costs can be spread out over more students. And, finally, they reported t
the larger fixed costs of programs with more contact hours could be distributed oger mor
time and result in lower costs per participant.

Both Grossman et al. (2009) and McCombs et al. (2011) reported that
administrators of community-based summer interventions spend, on average, more than
school-based summer interventions to implement their summer programs.cResear
suggests that the higher costs are a result of programmatic decisions, ant poogsa
duration, and size as well as governance structure and local conditions (&retsah,

2009; McCombs et al., 2011).

Funding of Summer Interventions

Administrators of community-based summer interventions rely upon external
providers to fund their summer programs. Researchers have identified threelongra
categories of funding for summer interventions; the types of funding steganositlined
in Table 2. The type of funding stream relied upon by administrators may be important
because of challenges associated with each type of funding (Froelich, 1998nd¢.ea
Point Associates, n.d.; Mitchell et al., 2005; Sandel & Bhat, 2008; Stewart, 2007).

First, administrators can utilizgovernment fundinthrough the federal, state, or
local levels. Grossman and her colleagues (2009) reported that 80% of the OST

interventions in their cost study received support through government funding.
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Funding Category

Types of Funding

Funding Examples”®

Government

Federal 21% CCLC; Title I (supplemental educational services,
migrant educational programs); Summer Food Service
Programs

State Kansas’ Endowment for Youth Fund; Tennessee’s
Lottery; Alabama’s 4-H Income Tax Check Off

Local Oakland’'s Measure K; Portland’s Measure 26-33

(Children’s Investment Fund); Maryland’s Local
Management Boards; Parks and Recreation
Departments; School Districts

Private Contributions

Corporate Philanthropy

Corporate Voices for Working Families; Philip Morris;
JC Penney’s After School Fund; CVS; Target; Office
Depot; General Electric; Coca-Cola

Foundations

Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation; Charles Stewart Mott
Foundation; Atlantic Philanthropies; Weinburg
Foundation; Anne E. Casey Foundation

National Umbrella Groups

YMCA; Boys & Girls Club; Boy Scouts; Girl Seput
Horizons Student Enrichment

Collaboration Efforts

Detroit Area Pre-College Engineering Prog&tate
Farm; Maryland Afterschool Partnership; United Way

Grass-Roots Efforts

Fundraisers Auctions; concerts

Local businesses Annual giving campaigns
Individuals Annual giving campaigns
Endowments

Parent or Service Fees

Usually done on a sliding scale based on parent's
income

Commercial revenue

Income from sales of products

18 The list of potential funding streams was devetbfsem McLaughlin, Irby, and Langman (1994), Geargjitterschool Investment Council (2007), Fairchild,
McLaughlin, and Costigan (2007), and Padgette agidhib(2008).
1 The examples given are not exhaustive, but itatstthe potential range of funding sources usetipport summer interventions.
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Administrators can access federal funding through programs such as the ph8nieat

of Agriculture’s Summer Food Program, the Child Care and Development Fund, and the
Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (Fairchild, McLaughlinp&ti@an, 2007);

but, researchers and advocates consider th€&atury Community Learning Centers
(CCLCQC) initiative as the first permanent federal funding stream dedisately to after

school and summer programs (Fairchild et al., 2007). Through théQlCs, the

federal government annually awards roughly $1 billion for out-of-school time pnegra

and provides a significant funding source for summer interventions (U.S. Department
Education, n.d.a). Across grade levels, 60% to 70% of tH€Z1.Cs offer programming
during the summer months (Mitchell, Naftzger, Margolin, & Kaufman, 2005).

The 21st CCLC initiative was first authorized in 1994 under the Improving
America’s Schools Act and was reauthorized in 2001 as part of No Child Left Behind. As
written in its reauthorization, the stated purposes of tfleCZl Cs are to “provide
opportunities for academic enrichment” as well as to “offer a broad areddfonal
services” to students who attend low-performing schools to help meet “state @nd loc
student academic achievement standards in core academic subjects” (haiSnBet of
Education, 2002, p. 7). The federal government does not directly distribute funding to
local programs. Instead, state education agencies (SEAs) receiveramdbké federal
government based on the level of their Title | funding. Then, SEAs distribute money to
21% CCLCs through a competitive grant process. Grant applications are awatded
points if the programs are designed to help students meet “state and feddeldstan

core academic subjects” (U.S. Department of Education, 2003, p. 6). Each state may
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determine the length of its grant awards. Up until 2013, Maryland state education
policymakers awarded grants for three year cycles. They since hawasedrthe length
of the grants to five year cycles (Learning Point Associates, n.d.). Comnbasityg
organizations, schools and school districts, and partnerships are eligible to agafy fo
CCLC grants (U.S. Department of Education, 2003).

In addition to the 2t CCLC initiative, OST advocates also cite Title I's
supplemental educational services and the American Recovery and Reinvesttisent Ac
(ARRA) Race to the Top funds as potential sources of federal funding for summer
interventions (Fairchild et al., 2007; National Summer Learning Association, 2010).
When schools and school districts do not meet adequate yearly progress for three
consecutive years, students can receive supplemental educational serit@ng
outside of school hours (Rebell & Wolff, 2008). However, the program is intended to
“provide tutoring services during the school year rather than the summech(kbat
al., 2007, p. 6), so it is limited as a potential funding source for summer interventions.

OST advocates and administrators have reported that summer interventions have
benefited from the Race to the Top funds because of its focus on areas such as education
reform and the achievement gap (National Summer Learning Association, 2010).
McCombs et al. (2011) described a district-sponsored summer intervention tiedt ser
2000 students over two summers and that was funded through the ARRA. Administrators
utilized the Race to the Top funds to implement academic instruction during the morning
They supplemented the Race to the Top funding with foundation grants to implement

nonacademic programs in the afternoon. Researchers questioned the sustah#imslit
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program because the Race to the Top funding is not a long-term source of federal funding
and will expire after two years (McCombs et al., 2011).

State and local governments also provide support to summer interventions
through state endowments, lotteries, and income tax donations as well as through local
initiatives (Fairchild et al., 2007; Georgia Afterschool Investment Council, 2007,
Grossman et al., 2009; Padgette & Deich, 2008). In Maryland, the counties and Baltimore
City are required to fund local management boards. Local management boaedssser
“the coordinators of collaborations for child and family services.” They aatddan
each county to increase local authority in the planning and implementation of child and
family services, such as after school and summer programming (Governacks fOiff
Children, n.d.).

A second category of funding that administrators of community-based summer
interventions can utilize amivate contributiongrom corporations, foundations,
national umbrella groups or nationally-affiliated organizations, and other colisfeora
efforts to support their summer interventions (Grossman et al., 2009; McLaughlin et a
1994). After government funding, private contributions are reported to be the most
significant funding stream for OST interventions. Grossman et al. (2009) repguted t
administrators of OST interventions relied upon private contributions through foundation
grants (51% of the programs in their study), corporate donations (26%), and callaborat
efforts (e.g., United Way; 20%).

Finally, administrators of community-based summer interventions can access
funding througlgrass-roots effortsAdministrators of summer interventions may raise

money through fundraising events, contributions from local businesses and individuals,
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endowments, parent or service fees (parent fees are typically chargeddimgesshile

based upon income), and commercial revenue (Froelich, 1999; Grossman et al., 2009;
McLaughlin et al., 1994). Administrators reported utilizing grass-rootstefflorough

individual donations (31% of programs), parent fees (20%), and fundraising events (19%)
(Grossman et al., 2009).

Increasingly, administrators of non-profit organizations are utilizing cagiate
revenue as a source of funding for their programs (Kerlin & Pollack, 2011). For this
research, commercial revenue is defined as “income from sales of pro@adtshon,

2012, p. 104). However, not all non-profit organizations are in the position to rely on
commercial revenue. For example, administrators of art museums can rekebisdles

to generate revenue, while administrators of soup kitchens may have a taugher ti
developing commercial revenue to support their programs (Smith, 2008). Researchers on
summer interventions have not reported the wide-spread use of commercial revenue to
fund programs (Grossman et al., 2009), but in studying the challenges of securing and
maintaining funding it may be important to recognize the potential for comaherci

revenue.

In their study on OST interventions, Grossman et al. (2009) report that, on
average, administrators of large urban summer programs utilized three fiorfdimg
sources to support their programs, while roughly one-quarter of administraiexs re
upon five or more funding sources. To sustain their summer interventions, administrators
typically relied upon public support and in-kind donations as well as on one or two of the

other identified funding streams. Through their reliance on multiple funding spurces
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administrators are juggling multiple external providers to implementsheimer

interventions.

Conceptual Framework

| use resource dependence theory to underscore the relationship between
community-based organizations and their funders because of the theory’s emphasis on
the dependency of organizations on external providers for resources and its recognition of
organizations managing these dependencies through their internal capaltérestive
frameworks could be utilized to examine the challenges of securing and maintaining
funding. For example, researchers have used benefits theory to highlighativesip
between the programs offered by non-profit organizations and accessible fsinedargs
(Wilsker & Young, 2010). Additionally, researchers have explored the effect of the
environment on organizations through an institutional framework where “nonprofit
organization’s survival requires it to conform to the environment in which it exists”
(Kerlin & Pollack, 2011, p. 688) and organizations are viewed as passive players in their
broader environment (Kerlin & Pollack, 2011). Both of these theories minimize the role
of the organization in its response to environmental constraints (Kerlin & Pollack, 2011,
Wilsker & Young; 2010). The minimization of the organization’s role may be
problematic because research indicates the importance of an organization& inte
capacity, such as the support from a national umbrella organization, to mediate the
challenges of dependence on external providers (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). Resourc
dependence theory draws attention to the role of organizations in responding to the

demands of external providers.
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In this section, | start with the basic tenets and assumptions of resource
dependence theory by relying upon the work of Pfeffer and Salancik (2003). Then, |
examine the challenges experienced by non-profit organizations and summer
interventions that rely upon external providers for funding. Finally, | discusslthefr
organizations’ internal capacities to respond to external demands from funcesr® s
and maintain funding.

Resource dependence theorpfeffer and Salancik (2003) discuss resource
dependence theory in their bodltie External Control of Organizationwhere they
posit that the actions of organizations can be understood by examining the environment
in which the organizations operate. Organizations do not operate independently, but are
limited or uplifted by their environment as a “consequence of their resource needs”
(Froelich, 1999, p. 247). In other words, resource dependence theory asserts that the
survival of organizations is contingent on securing and maintaining resources from
external providers. Organizations are not self-sufficient and must depend on their
environment for resources.

Organizations’ dependence on external providers for resources is not, in and of
itself, problematic. Their dependence becomes problematic when environmeiges chan
and external providers’ demands for needed resources alter, when there igyamesa
between goals of programs and funding sources, or when access to externagsasour
denied (Froelich, 1999; Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). In Pfeffer and Salancik’s (2003)
words, “new organizations enter and exit, and the supply of resources becomes more or

less scarce. When environments change, organizations face the prospect nbeithe
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surviving or of changing their activities in response to these environmeritasfa¢p.
3).

Organizations can decide upon several different responses to the changing
demands from external providers. First, organizations can decide to comply with and
adapt to external demands. When organizations respond in this way, Pfeffer ank Salanci
(2003) contend that the “compliance is a loss of discretion...and an admission of limited
autonomy” (p. 94). Through this response, organizations may be giving up important
self-sufficiency, particularly in the long-term.

Second, organizations can decide to avoid dependence on an external provider by
altering their relationships with the provider. Pfeffer and Salancik (2003)fidamnd
strategies employed by organizations to decrease resource dependencaiamd,
increase their future stability and sustainability. First, organizatiamgmw to increase
the size of their organization, which may provide greater self-suffigi€dige specific
type of growth is through a merger with or acquisition of the external provideetuaisr
in the organization gaining control of the needed resources as well as increasing t
power of the “surviving organization” (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003, p. 110). Additionally,
organizations can diversify their resource dependence by expanding the number of
external providers they rely upon for resources. Through resource diversification
organizations reduce their dependence on any one external provider.

Third, organizations can manage their dependence on external providers through
organizational coordination; that is, they can develop agreements where organizations
and external providers share power and information to stabilize and coordinate

interdependence. In contrast to mergers, this strategy is more flexibleneatsalt in
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less control over needed resources. Pfeffer and Salancik (2003) identify sgyesaift
organizational coordination used to manage dependence, including (a) joint ventures or
the “creation of a new, separate organizational entity, jointly owned and ¢eufitr(gl.

252) by the organization and external provider; (b) cooptation or the “placing of
representatives from external [providers] on advisory committees or boaradeadc”

(p. 162); and, (c) associations, coalitions or cartels. The key to this strategy is
communication and the sharing of information between organizations and external
providers to increase linkage and commitment between the two entities. Fplexa
organizations may decide to strategically appoint people from external proadieest
boards of directors. As a result, the organization “expects [that] the individuebme

to support the organization, will concern himself with its problems, will favoralelyeoit

it to others, and will try to aid it” (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003, p. 163). In other words, the
board member becomes invested in the interests of the organization. As Pfeffer and
Salancik (2003) describe, “the individual has been coopted. The organization’s interests
become his or her own” (p. 163). Thus, coopted individuals are more likely to divert
resources from their external provider to the organization.

Finally, organizations can manage their dependence on external providers through
the use of courts and the government. They can attempt to change the environment
through regulatory or social sanctions, such as direct cash subsidies, markgibprote
and anti-trust suits. Typically, organizations utilize this strategy whemdepee cannot
be managed through the strategies noted above.

Organizations’ decisions to comply with, manage or avoid the demands of

external providers may be reflective of their internal capacity. AePfend Salancik



47

(2003) state, “perhaps one of the most important influences on an organization’s response
to its environment is the organization itself” (p. 13). Internal resources, such as
personnel’s knowledge of the external provider and the available alternatived as

an organization’s informational system, may affect an organization’s a@ah

responses to external providers.

In determining the level of dependence of one organization on an external
provider, three factors may be critical. First, the resource’s importanice tmganization
determines the dependence on the external provider. In other words, to what extent doe
an organization rely upon the external provider for continued operation? Second, the
level of dependence on the external provider reflects the amount of control the
organization has over the resource’s allocation and use. This takes into accountsvariable
such as possession of or access to the resource, decisions in how to use the resource, and
regulations over the use of the resource. Finally, the level of dependence orrraal exte
provider reflects the extent to which there are few alternatives to obtaie¢hssary
resource from other providers (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003).

The survival of non-profit organizations is contingent upon receiving funding
from external providers. And, as Froelich (1999) discusses in her study on non-profit
organizations:

the continual change in the environments associated with major resource

providers translates into specific threats and emerging opportunities for

non-profit funding. As a result, shifting sources of funds and altered

dependency relationships have been observed (p. 248).
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Organizations’ critical functions become the managements of these degiesde
sustain their programs.

Challenges of dependencén discussing the challenges of dependence on
external providers for funding, | utilize both non-profit and out-of-school time tlitexa
More specifically, | rely upon Froelich’s (1999) discussion on the challenges -of non
profit organizations’ dependencies on external providers, including revenue yolatilit
goal displacement, necessary adaptations to process and structure, and a nerader res
diversification. | also review the literature on out-of-school time and summer
interventions and identify access to funding streams as an additional challeaigend.e
Point Associates, n.d.; Mitchell et al., 2005; Sandel & Bhat, 2008; Stewart, 2007).

Revenue volatility. In her literature review of non-profit organizations, Froelich
(1999) identifies revenue volatility or the unpredictability and instabiliyofling as
one challenge in securing and maintaining funding. She identifies private contritfitions,
specifically foundation and corporate grants, as having high revenue volatility.
Administrators report that funding from foundation grants may be less volatile than
corporate grants when foundation grants are offered for multiple yearsybentiee
volatility is still present in foundation grants. Froelich (1999) describes govatnme
funding as having lower revenue volatility because the government support isgiredict
and sustained.

Grants from the government and private organizations often are awardsstlas s

money to start new programs as opposed to operating support. Both administrators of

2 Froelich (1999) classifies funding streams in ®ohprivate contributions, government funding, or
commercial activity. For purposes of my dissertatiodiscuss her findings in terms of funding sinsa
identified by OST and summer researchers: goverhfoading, private contributions, and grass-roots
efforts.
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non-profits (Froelich, 1999) and summer programs (Mitchell et al., 2005; Szekley &
Padgette, 2006) report that this practice creates challenges in continued fupport
programs funded by seed money once the grant has expired. For example, Mitthell et a
(2005) reported that a majority (54%) of the grant competitions for 21st CCLC money
were awarded for five years. Once the 21st CCLC grants expired, “...margrf2fin

CCLC grantees have not been able to sustain out-of-school time programsaahéhe

level as with their initial grants” (Szekley & Padgette, 2006, p. 5). Administrater

faced with finding new sources of funding to sustain the programs starteceaath s
funding.

Grass-roots efforts may demonstrate either high revenue volatility im$eeot
individual contributions or moderate revenue volatility in the case of comrhercia
revenue. Administrators report that both fundraisers and individual donations were not
steady, consistent sources of funding but fluctuated up to 50% in the amount raised from
one year to the next. Commercial revenue appears to be a more reliable fanulogy
with fewer fluctuations.

Goal displacement. Froelich (1999) identifies goal displacement as an additional
challenge of dependence on external providers for non-profit organizations. Goal
displacement occurs when non-profit organizations modify their goals andiestioi
satisfy the demands of external providers. She identified both individual contributions
and grants from corporations and foundations as having the strongest effect on goal
displacement, followed by government funding (moderately strong), and comimercia

revenue (the weakest).
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Froelich (1999) argues that private contributions, such as grants from corporations
and foundations, can influence the goals of non-profit organizations by tying theg grant
to specific programs or causes. As an example, she states:

...venerable foundations such as Ford and Carnegie can extend their

influence far beyond the selected organizations merely by announcing

programmatic themes and demonstrating approval of particular

organizational characteristics; hopeful applicants imitate recipients in

preparation for competitive proposal review (p. 253).

In other words, large foundations can influence the goals of non-profit organizations
through their grant applications, regardless of whether or not the non-profit orgasizat
receive funding from the large foundations.

For grass-roots funding, Froelich (1999) categorizes individual contributions as
having strong goal displacement effects because of a “few lead donors vdadlyypi
restrict the use of their major gifts” (p. 251). Administrators may #iegoals of the
non-profit organization to ensure a greater match with the interests of the leasl @athor
to increase the continuity of funding. On the other end of the spectrum is commercial
revenue that, typically, is unrestricted funding. With commercial revenue, oénh-pr
managers usually have the discretion to decide how to spend revenue widfféttt on
the goals of the program.

Researchers who study OST interventions also have identified goal dispthceme

as a result of dependence on certain funding streams. For example, a public-private
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partnership, the San Francisco Beacon Initigthwehich provides year-round
interventions to low-income youth and their families, changed the focus of its
programming because of pressure from financial supporters and principaltosthe
schools (Walker & Arbretum, 2004). During a multi-year evaluation of the Beacon
Centers, researchers witnessed a shift in purpose from youth developmentrits'stude
standardized test scores (Walker & Arbretum, 2004). Administrators of summer
interventions may feel pressure to change the goals of their programmiinignéo f
current focus of national policies and funding.

Necessary adaptations to process and structure. Froelich (1999) identified that
non-profit organizations adapt their internal processes and structures in response t
changes in the requirements to secure and maintain funding from external providers.
They may respond to the changing requirements of external funders throughi@aaptat
to their staff, board members, and administration and their funding proceduregfroel
1999).

Administrators of non-profit organizations may have to adapt more formalized
and standardized processes and become more bureaucratic to receive funds from
government sources. Froelich (1999) reported that government agencies requee detai
documentation, evaluations, and accountability from non-profit organizations that they
fund. Non-profit administrators described providing intense details for not justahie g
applications, but also for reporting requirements after the funds have beerdeée a

result, non-profit organizations that relied upon government agencies for fuddipiga

%L The San Francisco Beacon Centers are year-rotemyémtions that are managed by community-based
organizations, but located in public schools. Tadipipating youth live in surrounding neighborhsod
Activities at the Beacon Centers are geared towdaelyouth and their families.
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their internal processes and, ultimately, their structures to respond to theyriégsant
applications and reporting requirements.

Similarly, private contributions, such as foundation grants and corporate giving,
have evolved to become more formalized. Where once private contributions were
characterized as “ad hoc giving,” some now require measures of effi@adc
effectiveness and specify criteria for receiving grants. Non-pra@farozations, in turn,
hired more professionalized staff to respond to the grant requirements and developed
more formalized structure to fulfill grant requirements (Froelich, 1999).

Finally, Froelich (1999) described grass-roots efforts, particulartyneercial
revenue, as increasing the “rational, accountability practices” (p. 25@neprofit
organizations. Through a reliance on commercial revenue, non-profit organizatypns ma
take on characteristics of for-profit businesses. For example, non-profitzagans
may add members to the board of directors who have finance and marketing backgrounds
and may utilize practices often associated with for-profit businesses,sowrgers and
joint ventures. The changing demands from external providers to receive funding can
become problematic when non-profit organizations do not have the internal capacity to
adapt their processes and structures.

Need for resource diversification. Pfeffer and Salancik (2003) identify resource
diversification as one strategy organizations use to decrease dependeneenah ex
providers for resources. Typically, administrators of community-basetheum
interventions utilize resource diversification to increase the sustaigatfititeir funding
and their programs (Carroll & Stater, 2008; Froelich, 1999; Grossman et al., 2009).

Carroll and Stater (2008) suggest that resource diversification does “|le@éterg
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stability in the revenue structure of nonprofit organizations, which potentiakgsn
longevity and sustainability also more likely” (p. 948).

However, the reliance of administrators of community-based summer
interventions on multiple funding streams does not come without challengesdlfroeli
1999; Grossman et al., 2009; McLaughlin, 2000). When relying on several funding
streams, administrators and staff comply with multiple funding criteria, throwgdtiple
grants and reporting requirements, which can lead to increased managkrial a
fundraising responsibilities (Froelich, 1999). Administrators of community-based
summer interventions may be juggling multiple proposals, multiple evaluations, and
multiple reports for every year of programming (Grossman et al., 2009; Mbliau
2000) that potentially increases what Malen and Rice (2004) call organizational
freneticism and fragmentation.

Accessto funding streams. Literature suggests that not all community-based
summer interventions can access each of the three funding streams. Access to funding
streams may vary because of the external provider’s funding requirememsartSt
2007), a program’s governance structure (Learning Point Associates, n.d.;lIMitcthe
2005), and a program'’s location (Sandel & Bhat, 2008). Access to funding becomes an
additional challenge because of the importance of resource diversificatiaute aad
maintain funding for summer interventions.

First, research signals the difficulty that community-based orgamzatnay
have in tapping into funding streams because of funding requirements. Stewart (2007)
suggests that funds from supplemental educational services may be inaed¢essibl

smaller community-based organizations. For example, in a case study of one cigmmuni
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based program that provided year-round comprehensive services to low-income youth,
administrators applied to be a supplemental educational services provider sdhydiver
their funding streams. However, they made the decision to withdraw their Satus a
provider because of new district policies that dramatically increaseitiie t

commitment for student evaluations (one evaluation per student for every eightthours o
services; the program provided 12 hours of service per week). Stewart contends that
current policies on supplemental educational services and district praciikestm

difficult for smaller community-based organizations to tap into certaeney streams.

Second, research suggests that governance structure limits access to funding
streams. For example, researchers reported that community-basetd@viebased
summer interventions do not access federal funding at the same rates. Of@GLEL
grants awarded in 2004, school districts received 69% of the grants while community-
based organizations received 15% of the grants (Mitchell et al., 2006)nmunity-
based summer interventions may be limited in their access to the ladgrsal fanding
source for OST interventions.

Over a three year period (2010-2012), officials in the Maryland State Department
of Education awarded roughly $13 million to 44 of the 175 applicants. Administrators of
community-based organizations, both grass-roots and nationally-affiliated;teoal s
districts submitted the largest number of applications (N=102 and 46, respeciitely)
remaining applications were submitted by for-profit entities (N=9h{laétsed
organizations (N=7), charter schools (N=5), colleges or universities (N+k&)apa

recreation departments (N=2), other units of city or county government (N=1), and

22 The U.S. Department of Education has not releasedthe breakdown of grants received by school
districts versus community-based organizationschasged since 2004.
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private schools (N=1). Of the 44 grants awarded, community-based organizations
received 21 grants (21% of applicants received a grant), followed by schootsl{4i8

grants; 40% of applicants received a grant), charter schools (two gratef40

applicants received a grant), parks and recreation departments (one grant; 50% of
applicants received a grant), colleges and universities (one grant; 20% ofrgpplica
received a grant), and faith-based organizations (one grant; 14% of applicaivsdea

grant). MSDE officials did not award grants to private schools, other units afrcity

county government, or for-profits. Community-based organizations comprised roughly
58% of the applications, but they received 47% of the awarded grants. On the other hand,
school districts made up 24% of the applicant pool and were awarded 41% of the grants.
Thus, both nationally and in Maryland, research suggests that school districtsymay ha
greater access than community-based summer interventions to federal furedingss
particularly 2£' CCLCs grants (Learning Point Associates, n.d.).

Third, administrators who run summer interventions in rural areas are fated wit
additional challenges in sustaining funding for their programs. Researnotlieeged that
administrators in rural areas have limited access to funding because of énalmaber
of potential partnerships with businesses and community organizations as heilleas
eligibility for federal funding (Sandel & Bhat, 2008). Through limited paghigs and
eligibility, administrators in these areas spend less on their summeeitiens that, in
turn, may affect the quality of summer interventions (Sandel & Bhat, 2008).

Role of internal capacity.Resource dependence theory hypothesizes that the
internal capacity of an organization is important in how the organization mathages

stipulations external providers may impose on them (Pfeffer and Salancik, 2003).
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Organizations’ internal capacity, both resources and the productive use of those
resources, may be important factors in how administrators react, adopt, and adapt to
dependence on external providers for key resources.

For this study, | adapted Malen and Rice’s (2004) conceptualization of internal
capacity to identify resources that are utilized by administrators of corty¥based
summer interventions to secure and maintain funding. Specifically, | catedjamzi
defined internal resources in the following ways:

* Human capital the quantity and quality of administrators, staff, and board

members who are responsible for securing and maintaining funding;

» Social capital the quantity and quality of community partnerships, collaborations,
and networks that help with the funding of the summer program;

» Fiscal capital the fiscal allocation for securing and maintaining funding;

» Cultural capital the ways program staff, administrators, and board members can
build relationships with the diverse demographics of the target population, and
community that aids in funding; and,

* Informational resourceghe methods in which the organization learns about new
funding streams.

The responses of the community-based summer interventions to the demands of their
funders may be mediated by their internal resources. For this study, | dinllact data
on the cultural capital of the community-based summer interventions. To meakure
capital, | would need to develop a “demographic-based indicator of cultural knowledge

and sensitivity” (Malen & Rice, 2004, p. 635) that is beyond the scope of this research.
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focused on the four remaining internal resources to study the internal cajfdbgy
community-based summer interventions.

| also explored whether or not the community-based summer interventions put
their resources to productive use through the concepts of resource alignment, and
organizational freneticism and fragmentation. Resource alignment refaes“tteggree of
correspondence between the resources that are available and the resatieces t
required to accomplish organizational goals” (Malen & Rice, 2004, p. 636). For this
study, the organization’s goal was the funding of its summer intervention. Orgamaktat
fragmentation recognizes the “distinct and disjointed tasks” (Malen & RO}, p. 636)
of a community-based summer intervention in response to its dependence on external
providers. For this research, organizational fragmentation refered to threrditiges of
tasks, such as grant writing, student evaluations, and reporting requirengnts (e.
McLaughlin et al., 1994), administrators of community-based summer interventions mus
perform to secure and maintain funding for their programs. Organizationaidremet
captures how the reliance of community-based summer interventions on external
providers “affects the volume, pace, and intensity of the work to be done” (Malen &
Rice, 2004, p. 636). | narrowly defined work as related to securing and maintaining
funding from different funding streams as well as through resource diveisifica
(Froelich, 1999; Grossman et al., 2009; Kotloff & Burd, 2012; McLaughlin et al., 1994).

For community-based summer organizations that are dependent on external
organizations for their funding, their internal capacity may have importatications
for managing the challenges of securing and maintaining funding. Asdtsure

suggests, administrators of community-based organizations can altentidxial
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capacity through their national affiliations, volunteers and local busindsgasdy help
increase internal resources. For example, community-based summer inbeivémdt are
part of a nationally-affiliated organization can utilize resources anerialstdeveloped

by the umbrella organization. Administrators can utilize volunteers, parents, and
partnerships with other local businesses and organizations to increase thaf inte
capacity in order to sustain adequate funding for their programs (Mcliaeg!al.,

1994). As non-profit organizations, board members can be important contributors to
summer interventions’ internal capacity. As Guo (2007) observes, a board of directors
can be a “simple and flexible mechanism to access and influence public funding
agencies” (p. 461) and reflects the use of cooptation identified by Pfeffer andiSala

(2003) as one way that organizations manage their dependencies on external providers

Summary of the Literature Review

Though a multi-site exploratory case study, this research examined tlenghall
of securing and maintaining funding for community-based academic summer
interventions serving low-income students. Our understanding of these funding
challenges is particularly salient given the confluence of four importetaréa (1) the
current policy emphasis on raising the achievement of low-performing ariddowe
students and, thus, narrowing the achievement gap; (2) the contribution of the summer
learning gap to the achievement gap; (3) the growing public funding to support summer
interventions that narrow the summer learning gap; and (4) the pivotal role ofcaratde
resource base to support successful and sustained, quality academic summer

interventions.
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Funding Streams

» Government Funding
 Private Contributions
» Grass-Roots Efforts

Internal Capacity of Community-
Based Summer Interventions

* Human Capital

* Social Capital

* Fiscal Capital

Cultural Capital

Informational Resources

Challenges of Dependence on Externa
Providers

* Revenue Volatility

» Goal Displacement

i » Adaptations to Process and Structure
* Need for Resource Diversification

» Access to Funding Strea

Program Characteristics|

* Location

* Nationally-Affiliated
or Grass-Roots

Y
Quiality Indicators of Summer Interventions

» Small Class Size

 Prior Interaction between Students and Teacher
» Classroom Instruction

» Adequate Contact Hours

» Parental Involvement

UJ

Figure 2.Conceptual Framework: The Relationship Between Resource Dependence
Theory, Internal Capacity, and Out-of-School Time Literature
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Figure 2 depicts my conceptual framework where my research wasl dpyide
resource dependence theory, out-of-school time and non-profit literature, and Malen and
Rice’s (2004) conceptualization of internal capacity. My conceptual frankeyuded
my research, including my research questions, data collection, and datasaAal\psen
in the box at the top of Figure 2, community-based academic summer intervengons rel
upon external providers to fund their programs. Out-of-school time literaturefiekenti
three funding streams, including government funding, private contributions, and grass-
roots efforts, that are relied upon to support summer programs (Fairchild et al., 2007,
Grossman et al., 2009; McLaughlin et al., 1994). Administrators, program staff, and
board members secure and maintain funding through a combination of these streams to
implement academic summer interventions that may possess the dimensionsyof qualit
identified in the effectiveness literature, including small class(§lreper et al., 2000);
prior interaction between students and teachers (Roderick et al., 2003); dédferent
(Cooper et al., 2000; Roderick et al., 2003) or advanced-skills classroom instruction
(D’Agostino & Hiestand, 1995); adequate contact hours (Borman & Dowling, 2006); and
parental involvement (Cooper et al., 2000). The relationship between funding sources and
guality of the summer interventions is depicted through the line connecting the funding
sources with the quality indicators.

The relationship between funding and quality may be complicated by the
dependence of community-based academic summer interventions on external provider
for funding. Non-profit and out-of-school time literature identified five cimgjés,
including revenue volatility, goal displacement, necessary adaptations tospaodes

structure, the need for resource diversification (Froelich, 1999) and access to funding
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streams (Learning Point Associates, n.d.; Mitchell et al., 2005; Sandel & Bhat, 2008;
Stewart, 2007), in relying upon external providers for funding. Internal resoundesea
productive use of those resources may be important mediating factors in how communit
based academic summer interventions respond to the demands from external providers
(Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). Figure 2 identifies internal resources as huataal, fiscal

and cultural capital, and informational resources. Program charactesstbsas

program location and governance structure, may also mediate the responses of
community-based summer interventions to the demands from external providersl, Overal
the demands from external providers, the internal capacities of the comiaséy
organizations, and the characteristics of the community-based summer inters emdiy

be important factors in the types of funding streams utilized to support summer
interventions, the funding challenges experienced by the community-basa atigas,

and the relationship between funding sources and challenges and the qualitgnadicat

summer interventions.
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Chapter 3: Research Design and Methodology

| conducted a multi-site case study to examine the challenges of geandn
maintaining funding for community-based summer interventions. In this disseythe
case study was bounded by time (summer of 2012), place (Maryland), anttspecif
activity (the funding of community-based summer interventions).

| utilized an exploratory, multi-site case study methodology because offitie de
of information required to answer my research questions about how community-based
organizations secure and maintain funding to support academic summer interventions
Literature suggests that the reliance of community-based summer inti@ngeon
external providers for funding may challenge summer programs througsmues
volatility, goal displacement, necessary adaptations to process andrsiraateed for
revenue diversification (Froelich, 1999), and limited access to funding streearsifig
Point Associates, n.d.; Mitchell, Naftzger, Margolin, & Kaufman, 2005; Sandel & Bhat
2008; Stewart, 2007). Resource dependence theory highlights the importance of the
community-based summer intervention’s internal capacity in managing thencfes
associated with funding (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). These issues were adidogSour
research questions:
Main research question:

How do community-based organizations secure and maintain funding to support

academic summer interventions serving low-income students?
Supporting research question 1:

What are the challenges associated with funding community-basedmacade

summer programs serving low-income students?
Supporting research question 2:

How does internal capacity mediate a community-based organizationtyg tili
address those challenges?



63

Supporting research question 3:
How do funding sources and funding challenges relate to the quality indicators of
summer programs?
This chapter has five sections. First, | explain my case selection. Sécond
describe how I collected and analyzed data, including documents, interviewiptsnscr
and interview notes, to answer my research questions. Next, | discuss consent and

confidentiality. Fourth, | describe my data analysis. Finally, | explain haddiessed

validity and reliability issues inherent in my research design.

Case Selection

| selected my four community-based summer interventions in two steps. Within
each step, | applied a separate set of criteria. The first step in lsad®Bavas
constructing a broad sample of summer interventions located in Maryland. | edmoyv
broad sample of programs by proximity, purpose, target population, number of contact
hours, and governance structure or sector. The second step in case selection involved
creating a purposeful sample of programs to reflect potential differencesrnal
capacity that may mediate the challenges of dependence on external proedefied
in the literature. | created a purposeful sample along type of commuasggisummer
intervention (nationally-affiliated versus grass-roots), whether or not tigggm
received 21 CCLC funding, and location. My final case selection also was limited by the
willingness of the summer intervention to participate in the study.

Broad sample of caseslo identify the summer interventions eligible for this
study, | started identifying a broad sample of summer interventions laoatatyland

through an internet search. | focused on summer interventions in Maryland because of
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proximity as well as to control for possible effects that different stateig@imay have
on the funding of summer programs. | identified summer interventions through an
internet search of the following institutions, organizations, and agencies:
* Universities and colleges located in Maryland;
* Nationally-affiliated, community-based organizations, including 4-H clubs,
YMCAs, Girl Scouts, Boy Scouts, and Boys & Girls Clubs;
« U.S. and Maryland State Departments of Education to identthC2htury
Community Learning Centers and approved supplemental educational services
providers;
* Maryland state governmental agencies, including the Maryland Committee for
Children, and the Maryland Association of Resources for Families and Youth;
* Maryland county agencies, including Parks and Recreation Departments, and
Local Management Boards; and,
* Nationally recognized out-of-school time and children advocate organizations,
including the National Summer Learning Association, Safe & Sound Campaign,
National Institute of Out-of-School Time, Afterschool Alliance, Harvarohiia
Research Project, Advocates for Children and Youth, and the Afterschool
Institute.
Within these websites, | searched for either summer programs tleaofiened by the
organization, such as in the case of YMCAs, or for the names of summer interventions,
such as in the case of the National Summer Learning Association.

Within the pool of state programs, | applied three criteria to guide the case

selection. First, I limited consideration to summer interventions that had the @ofpos
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minimizing summer learning loss through activities such as academic tistruc
enrichment activities, and field trips. This criterion eliminated sports-@anyps, child
care centers, “specialty” camps and programs, and treatment programs.

Second, | only considered summer interventions that targeted low-income,
elementary and middle school students. | focused on this target group besaasghre
suggests that thearly summer learning gap is an important contributor to the
achievement gap by the time students reach high school (Alexander, Entwisle, & Olson,
2007). Thus, | eliminated summer interventions that targeted high school students and
those without a focus on low-income students.

Finally, summer interventions were only considered for the study if they ofiered
minimum of 80 contact hours during the summer program. Summer intervention
advocates identity 80 contact hours as the minimum hours of program duration for a
guality summer program (McLaughlin & Pitcock, 2009). | was able to deterimene t
number of contact hours for each summer intervention through their websites or, if the
summer program was a2CCLC grantee, through the 2CCLC website describing
each grantee (Learning Point Associates, n.d.). This criterion elimidedp-in and
shorter summer programs. Through the application of these three criteriajflade28
potential summer interventions for my study.

Once | constructed the original sample of Maryland summer interventions, the
staff for the National Summer Learning Association checked the listeéontiee if | had
identified all the summer interventions. They did not add any additional summer

interventions.
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After further reviewing my list of 28 potential cases, | chose to add a fourth
criterion to guide my case selection. | decided to focus on community-based
organizations because literature suggests that funding of summer prograsHaaed
on governance structure. For example, as seen in the literature review, corirasad
organizations appear to be less likely to receivE@TLC grants than schools or school
districts (Grossman, Lind, Hayes, McMaken, & Gersick, 2009). Further, community
based summer interventions may have different resources to rely upon than scbdol-bas
summer interventions, such as board members and national organizations, which
potentially strengthens their internal capacity (McLaughlin, Irbyatgman, 1994). |
identified 11 community-based academic summer interventions in Marylandrieteth
low-income, elementary and middle school students and provided a minimum of 80
contact hours.

After conducting the internet search, | contacted the directors of eacly’sount
Local Management Boards as well as the director of the Maryland Out-of-Sahoel
Network to obtain additional names of community-based summer interventionsebwant
to make sure | had not overlooked a program, particularly a smaller summesniitan,
because the organization did not have a website on the internet. In addition, | had
anticipated identifying more than 11 community-based summer interventions. Z& the
emails | sent, | received responses from 13 Local Management Boatomdit@ed from
the director of the Maryland Out-of-School Time Network. However, | only veddhe
names of two additional summer programs that fit my criteria for a tof8 of

community-based summer interventions. My initial sample can be found in Table 3.
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Potential Cases for Study
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Summer Program* Nationally-Affiliated or 21* CCLC Funding? Location
Grass-Roots

Building Educated Leaders for Life Nationally-Affiliated Yes Urban
(BELL) Summer in Baltimore
YMCA of Central Maryland Nationally-Affiliated Yes Urban
Boys and Girls Club of Harford Nationally-Affiliated No Suburban
County — Edgewood Club
Boys and Girls Club of Cecil County Nationally-Affiliated No Rural
Horizons at Radcliffe Creek School Nationally-Affiliated No Rural
Horizons at Salisbury Nationally-Affiliated No Rural
Parks and People Foundation’s Grass-Roots Yes Urban
SuperKids Camp
Latino Grass-Roots Yes Urban
Living Classrooms Grass-Roots Yes Urban
Child First Grass-Roots Yes Urban
LINK Summer Grass-Roots Yes Urban
International Medalist Grass-Roots Yes Urban
Project Crossroad’s Activate Grass-Roots No Rural

*Bolded summer programs were included in the study
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My initial sample was restricted by the purpose, the target population, the number
of contact hours, and the governance structure, but | allowed several avitearg,t
including funding sources utilized to support the program, location of the program within
the state, and, excluding the number of contact hours, the quality of the program. | made
the decision to allow these criteria to vary to provide some potential contrast in the
challenges of funding community-based summer interventions. The lieegtggest that
these criteria may affect how administrators fund their programs and, in turn, how
funding might affect their programs, specifically the quality of their semm
interventions.

Creating a purposeful sample After identifying my potential cases, | classified
the community-based summer interventions in Maryland by applying anotherdderies
filters to aid in creating a purposeful sample. Purposeful sampling can be useahjor m
reasons, but for this sample | utilized purposeful sampling to capture the “lesteityg
in the population” (Yin, 2004, p. 89) and to “establish particular comparisons to
illuminate the reasons for differences between settings or individuals, 2804, p. 90).

To create a purposeful sample for this study, I first classified commursgdba
summer interventions by whether they were a nationally-affiliatechargion (N=6
summer programs) or a grass-roots effort (N=7 summer programsjeltima
distinction so | could study the potential difference in internal capacity batthe two
types of community-based organizations. Literature suggests that nat@aifiilyed,
community-based organizations may have higher internal capacity tduagseto
support their programs because of the support, knowledge, and networks provided by the

national organization (McLaughlin et al., 1994).
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Next, | identified the community-based summer interventions that received
federal resources through®2CCLC grants. | included this classification because it is the
largest dedicated federal funding stream for out-of-school time and sumeargentions
(Fairchild, McLaughlin, & Costigan, 2007) and, therefore, an important fundingrstcea
capture in my study. Further, | used this classification to reflect thatiiterthat
community-based organizations appear less likely to rely SICZLC funds than school
districts (Grossman et al., 2009). | identified eight summer interventionseaging
federal funding through the 2CCLC initiative and five summer interventions as not
receiving federal funding through the’2CCLC initiative.

Finally, | classified summer interventions by their location in urban (N=8 srmm
programs), suburban (N=1 summer program), and rural (N=4 summer prograragparea
reflect the unique circumstances and funding challenges faced by summeniidas/e
because of their location (Sandel & Bhat, 2008).

Once these classifications were applied, | identified summer progoacospare
and contrast along the lines of national affiliation, federal funding, and locatigt).INe
emailed the executive director, the program director, or the youth director of the
identified community-based summer intervention to explain the purpose and time
requirements of participation in my study. Not all of the contacted summarenti®ns
were willing to participate in the study; thus, the program’s willingnegatticipate
became another criterion for selection. | was able to secure agstksddllowing
community-based summer interventions:

1. Boys and Girls Club of Harford County — Edgewood Club: nationally-

affiliated; did not receive 21CCLC funding; suburban.
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2. Horizons at Radcliffe Creek School: nationally-affiliated; did not receive
21% CCLC funding; rural;
3. Parks and People Foundation’s SuperKids: grassroots; recef/&2T
funding; urban; and,
4. Project Crossroad’s Activate: grassroots; did not recei¥eCZIC funding;
rural.
As shown in Table 3, within the four cases, two are grassroots and two are nationally-
affiliated organizations; one received federal funding through tH&€Z1 C initiative

and three did not; one is urban, one is suburban, and two are rural programs.

Data Collection

To answer my research questions, | collected and analyzed both documertary dat
and interview data.

Documentary data. Once | secured access to a summer program from an
administrator, | began my data collection with a search for documents on the
organization’s website as well as a search for news articles availalble ionetrnet. If
applicable, | also collected documents available through the national umbrella
organization, which provided relevant information about the resources available to the
affiliate. | used this initial search for documents to gain background iat@mmabout the
summer program and its funding sources before | conducted interviews.

During the interviews, | was able to collect additional documents, such as grant
applications, summer calendars, annual reports, staff manuals, prograatiexwgbrms,
and reports to funders. In addition to providing insights into the summer programs and

their funding, | used the documents to triangulate my interview data.
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Interview data. For each summer intervention in this study, | conducted separate
interviews of stakeholders from each of three groups: board members, thestrdtioni,
and the program staff. Except for the administration of the Boys and GirlsrClub i
Harford County where | interviewed two administrators at the same tauke,of the
interviews was conducted with one person.

The administrators aided in the identification of board members and staff
members who had a history with the summer intervention to increase their knoafedge
the summer program and its funding and were accessible during the time pelada of
collection. I found it more difficult than | anticipated securing interviewh oard
members because of their other time commitments. On average, the intesviadee
worked with the summer interventions for four years, but their experience with the
summer interventions ranged from one to 13 years.

In Table 4, | listed the number of separate people interviewed at each sék as w
as the documents collected. I interviewed between three and six people at each
community-based summer intervention. | corroborated the information between
interviewees and the collected documents.

Each interview lasted approximately one hour. | followed-up the interviews at
each site with email correspondence with at least one interviewee peespnogram to
clarify information gathered during the interviews. With permission grantekeby t
interviewees, | audiotaped all interviews to ensure greater data acandhcode
development through the transcription of the interviews. Further, to supplement the
interviews and serve as back up in case of technical difficulties, | took notes d¢haring t

interviews.
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Data Collection from Summer Interventions
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Summer Intervention

Interviews
(number of people)

Documents

Boys & Girls Club of Harford County —
Edgewood Club

Board Members: 1
Administrators: 2
Staff Members: 3

Annual reports: local and national
Grant applications

Summer calendar

News articles

Websites: local and national

Horizons at Radcliffe Creek School

Board Members: 1
Administrators: 2
Staff Members: 2

Summer calendar

Evaluations

Websites: local and national

Camp Excellence Award information

Parks and People Foundation’s SuperKi
Camp

dBoard Members: 1
Administrators: 1
Staff Members: 1

Camp Excellence Award information
Website

Project Crossroad’s Activate

Board Members: 1
Administrators: 1
Staff Members: 2

Summer calendar

Staff handbook with curriculum
News articles

Americorps’ request for proposal
Website
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| developed three semi-structured interview protocols, one for each group of
stakeholders: board members, the administrators, and the program staffl. d@sgions
about the interviewees’ professional backgrounds (such as, their experieniceiajod t
or role with the summer intervention); about the summer intervention (such as, target
population, day-to-day operations, typical daily activities, and dimensions of progra
quality); and, about more macro issues (such as, the evolution of funding sources
supporting summer interventions over the past five years). | also asked quedtoad t
to each group with respect to funding. For example, | asked board members to explain
their long-term funding plans for their summer interventions, administrators\aer
specific details about funding sources, and staff members to describe how funding
decisions translate into resource use in the classroom to gather additiomaatidn
about the quality indicators of the summer program. My semi-structured imeajvides
are included in the appendix.

To ensure that all research questions were addressed by the datadlatabte
listing the research questions and the sources of data that | used to answer ¢iach ques
As shown in Table 5, | asked interview questions of administrators and board members to
inquire about the challenges of funding academic summer programs (i.e., supporting
research question 1), such as what are your biggest challenges in finding furadike®
interview questions of administrators and board members to identify the intquaaitga
used to mediate the program'’s ability to respond to the challenges of funding (i.e
supporting research question 2), such as how do you find new funding sources? | asked
interview questions of administrators, board members, and staff members to inquire

about the relationship between funding and the quality of the program (i.e., supporting
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Table 5

Research Questions and Data Sources

Main Research Question: How do community-based organizations secure and
maintain funding to support academic summer interventions?

Supporting Research Question 1What are the challenges associated with funding
community-based academic summer programs?

Covers the following topics from literature: revenolatility, goal displacement, necessary adamtatio
process and structure, revenue diversification,amess to funding streams.

Interview questions for board members:

Discuss how you find new funding sources? (Fadadscriteria used?)
Can you describe your primary funding sources?

What are your biggest challenges in finding andntaéning funding?
Can you tell me about your long-term strategy tording your program?
How have funding options evolved? And, how do yee & evolving?

Interview questions for administrators:

Discuss how you find new funding sources, includiegors and criteria used, the role of other
people?

Can you describe your primary funding sources?

What are your biggest challenges in finding andntadning funding?

Can you tell me about your long-term strategy tording your program?

How have funding options evolved? And, how do yee & evolving?

Interview questions for staff members:

None.

Documents:

Grant applications, request for proposals, newslest information from national affiliate.

Supporting Research Question 2How does internal capacity mediate a community-
based organization’s ability to address those challenges?

Covers the following topics from literature: intatrtapacity and program characteristics.

Interview questions for board members:

What are the responsibilities of the board?

Discuss how you find new funding sources? (Fadadscriteria used?)
Can you describe your primary funding sources?

What are your biggest challenges in finding andntaéning funding?
Can you tell me about your long-term strategy tording your program?
How have funding options evolved? And, how do yee & evolving?

Interview questions for administrators:

What are your biggest challenges in finding andnta@ning funding?

Discuss how you find new funding sources, includiegors and criteria used, the role of other
people?

Can you describe your primary funding sources?

Interview questions for staff members:

None.

Documents:

Grant applications, request for proposals, inforomafrom national affiliate.

Supporting Research Question 3:

Covers the following topics from literature: quglibdicators (small class size, prior interaction,
differentiated or advanced-skills instruction, aoletg contact hours, and parental involvement) andifhg
sources.




Interview questions for board members:

Describe the summer program? (probe for indicaibrpiality)

How was funding impacted your program?

What has been the effect of federal and statedlieding on your program?
When funding goals are not reached, how do youzope

How has your program evolved? And, how do you seedlving?

Hypothetically, if you had unlimited resources, whauld your program look like?

Interview questions for administrators:

Describe the summer program? (probe for indicasbrpiality)

What do you think is the quality of your progranperceptions of quality)

How has funding impacted your program?

What has been the effect of federal and stateydlinding on your program?
When funding goals are not reached, how do youzope

How has your program evolved? And, how do you seedlving?

Hypothetically, if you had unlimited resources, whauld your program look like?

Interview questions for staff members:

Describe the summer program? (probe for indicaibrpiality)

What do you think is the quality of your progranp@rceptions of quality)

Do you receive any trainings before or during thegpam?

How do you evaluate your students?

Have you seen any effect of funding received, aotived in the classroom?

How has the program evolved?

Hypothetically, if you had unlimited resources, whauld your program look like?

Documents:

Summer calendars, evaluations, curriculum, wehsites
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research question 3), such as what do you think is the quality of your program?
Documents were utilized to address both supporting research questions. For example,
grant applications and request for proposals were gathered from some of thenttymm

based summer interventions to answer supporting research question 1.

Consent and Confidentiality

All interviewees signed an informed consent form approved by the University of
Maryland Institutional Review Board.

| did not use pseudonyms for the summer interventions because of the small
sample of community-based summer interventions in Maryland. Although some of the
interviewees could be easily identified because of the size of the stagl to protect
the confidentiality of all interviewees. In my interview notes, transcopthe
interviews, and subsequent write-ups, | did not refer to the interviewees by madine a
used general descriptors, such as administrator, board member, or staff meimber. |
thought that the information or quote was sensitive, | referred to the person only as
interviewee. | stripped all documents of any identifiers for the intervieaeg$unding
sources. | will store the interview and documentary data in a locked filingetadsion a
password protected computer until the dissertation and other write-ups are conplete

will destroy the data after all write-ups have been completed.

Data Analysis

| began data analysis with methodical readings of the documents, interview
transcripts, and interview notes. Through the initial readings of the da¢atéditables

describing the four community-based summer interventions to facilitatparmon



Table 6

Framework for Summer Intervention Description and Analysis

Program:

Mission Statement:

Governance Structure

Role of nationally-affiliated
organization (if applicable)

Role of board members

Summer Program

Description
Target Population
Focus
Goals
Long-term
Intermediary
Short-term

Summer program length
(hours/day, days/week,
weeks)

Typical activities
(description, number of hour
per week)

o

Academics

Field trips

Other

Staff members

FTE

PTE

Volunteers

Qualifications

Funding Sources

Who is the person responsible
for securing, applying for,
reporting to funding?

Type of support (e.g., federal,
state, local government,
private, grass-roots, etc.)

Why or why not?

Length of grant cycle
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Restricted or unrestricted
(Used for)

Renewable or non-renewable

Requirements (reporting
staff, student outcomes)

Quality Indicators

Small class size

Prior interaction between

students and teachers

Differentiated or advanced
skills classroom instruction

Adequate contact hou
(Alignment of curricula;
Academics paired with

enrichment; Year-round
contact)

7]

Parental involvement

Funding Challenges

Revenue volatility|

Goal displacement

Necessary adaptations to

process and structuie
Need for resource
diversification

Access to funding

Internal Resources

Fiscal

Human

Social

Cultural

Information

Internal Productivity

—

Resource alignmen

Organizational freneticism

Organizational fragmentatio

=)

Policy Trends
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between the interventions as well as to aid in the creation of codes to develop
propositions. | used Table Bramework for Summer Intervention Description and
Analysisto outline characteristics for each summer intervention in the categories of
governance structure, summer program description, funding sources, qualityonsgicat
funding challenges, internal resources, internal productivity, and policy trendsn Wit
these categories, | developed a picture of the four community-based sprograms
and identified potential holes in the information | gathered during the imteliews
and document collection.
Through my readings of the interview transcripts, documents, and interview
notes, | began the coding process. | was guided by resource dependence theory and the
extant research on non-profits and summer programs to start with the followasy cod
* Quality of summer interventions: including small class size (Cooper,
Charlton, Valentine, & Muhlenbruck, 2000); prior interaction between
students and teachers (Roderick, Engel, & Nagaoka, 2003); differentiated
(Cooper et al., 2000; Roderick et al., 2003) or advanced-skills classroom
instruction (D’Agostino & Hiestand, 1995); adequate contact hours (Borman
& Dowling, 2006); and parental involvement (Cooper et al., 2000);

* Funding sourceincluding government funding, private contributions, and
grass-roots efforts (Fairchild et al., 2007);

* Revenue volatilitythe stability and sustainability of funding sources relied
upon by the summer interventions (Froelich, 1999);

» Goal displacementhe effects of funding sources on the mission, purpose, or

activities of the summer programs (Froelich, 1999);
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Necessary adaptations to process and structinechanges in personnel or
procedures that the summer interventions made in response to funding
applications or requirements (Froelich, 1999);

Need for resource diversificatiothe challenges of juggling multiple funding
sources (Froelich, 1999; Grossman et al., 2009; McLaughlin et al., 1994);
Limited access to funding streardse to funding requirements (Stewart,
2007), governance structure (Learning Point Associates, n.d.; Mitchell et al.,
2005), or location (Sandel & Bhat, 2008);

Other challenges in securing and maintaining fundiogcapture challenges
not addressed in the literature;

Internal resourcesfiscal, human, and social capital, and informational
resources (Malen & Rice, 2004);

Internal productivity resource alignment, organizational freneticism and
fragmentation (Malen & Rice, 2004); and

Policy trends overall fiscal trends, trends within specific funders, No Child

Left Behind, evaluations, and trends within the out-of-school time field.

As | became more familiar with the data for each program and acrosampsdr

developed more precise codes within these eleven larger themes. All codes\antt rel

data were stored in a database.

After the coding process, | compared and contrasted the four cases. As an

exploratory case study, | developed theories and hypotheses about the funding of

community-based summer interventions that reflected the resource depeheenge t

and the non-profit literature. Through the analysis, | developed propositions thmatdeg
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explain the challenges of funding academic summer interventions, the interratycapa
summer interventions to mediate the challenges, and the relationship between funding

and quality indicators of summer interventions.

Validity and Reliability

In designing case study research, researchers should address thearalidity
reliability of their work, issues that are tackled during research desigr;akgetion,
and data analysis. Researchers identify three types of validity as prablEmaase
study research: construct validity, external validity, and internal valiiigrriam, 1997;
Stake, 1995; Yin, 2004). First, to increasmstruct validityand establish the “correct
operational measures for the concepts being studied” (Yin, 2004, p. 34), | collected
multiple sources of evidence through the documentary and interview data. | cettwde
chain of evidence through the use of a table and database. Throdgartteavork for
Summer Intervention Description and Analysidocumented the governance structure,
summer program description, funding sources, program quality, funding challenges,
internal resources, internal productivity, and policy trends for each sumnreeirtten.
Through my database, | recorded all supporting or contradictory evidence grouped under
the themes mentioned above: program quality, funding source, revenue volatility, goal
displacement, necessary adaptations to process and structure, need foe resour
diversification, access to funding streams, other challenges, internal essonternal
productivity, and policy trends. By utilizing a database, | was able to sort andaifgjithr
the evidence by theme to develop findings that related to the exploratory nature of the

case study.
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Second, to increasxternal validityand establish the “domain to which a study’s
findings can be generalized” (Yin, 2004, p. 34), | used the four summer interventions to
test and challenge the analytic generalizations that emerged froeséazah.

| addressed internal validity during data analysis where | addresskd riva
explanations. More specifically, | examined the rival explanations of mgnasthrough
the identification of future research questions and limitations in my dateh weflected
the exploratory nature of the study.

Increasing theeliability of the findings requires “demonstrating that the
operations of a study — such as the data collection procedures - can be repeated, with the
same results” (Yin, 2004, p. 34). Yin identifies two strategies to increaseidi®litglof
the findings in case study research: case study protocol and the use of a database.
increased reliability by trying to minimize biases and errors througtiehelopment of
both a case study protocol to prepare for data collection and a case study database t
organize my interview and documentary data. Through my case study protocol, |
prepared for the interviews by reviewing documents and websites of the community-
based summer interventions. Additionally, | developed semi-structured interview
guestions to provide structure to the interviews. Through my case study database, |
recorded how my codes were developed and how the data from the interviews and
documents fit within each code. | took these steps to help ensure that the “results are

consistent with the data collected” (Merriam, 1997, p. 206).

Summary and Limitations of Research Design and Methodology

Through a multi-site case study, | examined the funding of four community-based

summer interventions serving low-income students to narrow the achievement gap. |
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developed a theoretical framework that guided my case selection, datiaobex data
analysis. | purposeful selected community-based summer interventions alongidimse
of governance, funding sources, and location, characteristics that may bexmhfuort
the internal capacity of the organizations.

| recognize several limitations of this study. First, | could only includgrams
that were willing to participate in this study. As a result, the variationeiptogram
characteristics was not as diverse as | anticipated. For example, omsognam was
located in an urban area. Second, | relied upon interview data that was selfdrepdrte
retrospective, which may have limited the details and depth of the data. Third, the
administrators, program staff, and board members | interviewed had a range of
experience with and knowledge of the summer interventions because of their different
history with the programs. | used triangulation to minimize the second and third
limitations.

These findings are not generalizable to other summer interventions, but this study
is a starting point in producing analytic generalizabilties about the funflic@mmunity-
based academic summer interventions. This study fills a gap in the Q&Tutiéeby
examining the challenges for community-based summer interventions becéhse of
dependencies on external providers for funding. Further, this study fills a void in the
literature on the types of internal resources needed to mediate the clzatiehgeling
community-based summer interventions. This study also begins to examine the
relationship between funding sources and challenges and the quality indicators of

summer interventions.
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Chapter 4: Findings

In this chapter, | discuss the findings of my research on the challengesiohge
and maintaining funding for the four community-based summer interventions. This
chapter has five sections. In the first section, | describe the four coryrhasid
summer interventions, with particular attention to the five indicators of prograityqua
In the second section, | identify the funding streams utilized by the four conymunit
based organizations to fund their summer interventions. Next, | discuss my findings on
the challenges of funding the four community-based summer interventions. In tife four
section, | identify the internal capacity of the community-based summaerantems
that helped or hindered how the organizations managed the demands from their external
funders. Finally, in the fifth section, | explore how funding relates to thetguali
indicators of the summer interventions as well as how it relates to otheamrogtic

decisions.

Summer Programs and Quality Indicators

To describe the four community-based summer interventions, | discuss the
counties in which the interventions are located as well as their national otesiza
(when applicable), governance structure, and the 2012 summer programs. Tadeterm
whether the programs met the quality indicators as discussed in the lgematiew, |
looked for the following evidence in the interviews and documents:

» Class sizeof 20 or fewer students (Cooper et al., 2000);

» Classes taught by school year teachers thaphadinteractionwith the

students (Roderick et al., 2003);
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» Classes thdlifferentiatednstruction(Cooper et al., 2000; Roderick et al.,
2003) or provide@dvanced-skills instructignncluding student cooperation,
teacher encouragement of critical and creative thinking, and the development
of student problem-solving skills (D’Agostino and Hiestand, 1995);

* Interventions that worked to maximize attendance rates@mact hours
through year-long contact with the students, alignment of school-year and
summer curriculum, and the pairing of academics with enrichment activities
(Bell & Carillo, 2007; Borman and Dowling, 2006; Chaplin & Capizzano,
2006; McLaughlin & Pitcock, 2009; Schacter, 2001); and,

* Interventions that implementedparental involvementomponent to their
summer program (Cooper et al., 2000).

Table 7 lists the characteristics and quality indicators of the four comnhasgd
summer interventions.

Boys and Girls Club of Harford County — Edgewood Club.The Boys and
Girls Club of Harford County (BGCH) has branches located in Aberdeen, Bel Air
Edgewood, and Havre de Grace as well as a family swim center located deéefor
purposes of this study, | focus on one branch, the Boys and Girls Club of Harford County
— Edgewood Club (BGCH-E), because the branch managers fundraised foutheir cl
Their fundraising efforts supplemented any funds received from the BGCH.

Harford County, a suburban county, has a population of 245,000 residents of

which 38,222 are students. Overall, the county has a Federal Free and Reduced-Price

Lunch (FRPL) rate of 28% The four schools located in Edgewood and surrounding the

2 The state average for FRPL was 42% (Maryland Sefertment of Education, n.d.a).
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Program Description and Quality Indicators
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Boys & Girls Club of
Harford County — Edgewood
Club

Horizons Student
Enrichment Program at
Radcliffe Creek School

Parks and People’s
SuperKids

Project Crossroad’s Activate

National Umbrella

9 clubs in MD

Membership fees

Provides training,
development, curriculum,
pass-through federal funding

23 affiliates

Provides training; financial
support (grants); evaluation
materials, support, analysis

N/A

N/A

Governance Structure

34 board members

4 executive administrators
Branch managers

Branch staff

16 board members

2 part-time, year round staff
Administrative help from host
school

28 board members

2 full-time staff (50% )
Administrative help from
foundation staff

6 board members

2 full-time (15%; 10%)
Administrative help from othe
staff

Summer Program

General description

Brain central, art room,
computer lab, robotic, game
room, gym, field trips,
swimming
Breakfast, lunch provided

Reading, math, clubs,
swimming, field trips
Theme-based (body systems
hands on

Breakfast, lunch,
transportation provided

Reading, math, enrichment
clubs
, Breakfast, lunch,
transportation provided

11 camp sites

11 enrichment partners

Science (body systems), math
sports, culminating field trip
Lunch provided

2 camp sites

Contact hours

10 weeks, 5 days/week, 10.
hours/day (525 total hours)

b 6 weeks, 5 days/week, 6
hours/day (180 total hours)

6 weeks, 5 days/week, 6
hours/day (180 total hours)

5 weeks, 5 days/week, 6
hours/day (150 total hours)

Student Description

K-6; Majority low-income

Exiting K-6; Low-income

Exiting 2-4; Low-income

Exiting 3-5; Low-income

Enrollment 205 students enrolled 77 students enrolled Around 850 enrolled About 52 enrolled
Attendance 68% average attendance 80% average attendance 80-85% attendance rate 61% or 75% attendance rate
Evaluation Parent surveys DIBELS or STAR DIBELS Science, math developed by

If part of curriculum from
National

staff; Presidential fithness
challenge, life skills

Cost

$650 per student (parent fee)

$1800 per student

0Gbpdr student

$1000 per student

Quality Indicators

Small Class Size
(Cooper et al., 2000)

Depends on activity.
Computers and STEM are
under 20 students, while othe

Each class is capped at 12
students with 3 staff members
r

Each class is capped at 12
.students and one college
intern. Two classes are

Each site is capped at 30

students with 5 staff members
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programs over 20 (gym, brain
central, game room).

monitored by one mentor
teacher.

Prior interaction
between students andg
teachers

(Roderick et al.,
2003)

None.

None.

None.

None.

Differentiated or
advanced-skills
classroom instruction
(D’'Agostino &
Hiestand, 1995;
Cooper et al., 2000)

No differentiation.

Advanced-skills instruction
through STEM and robotics
program.

Differentiation in reading and
math.

Advanced-skills instruction

Differentiation through use of
100-Book challenge.

No advanced-skills instruction.

through hands-on, theme basgd

projects.

Differentiation in math and
science

Advanced-skills instruction in
math, science, sports, team
building.

Adequate contact
hours:

Alignment of
curriculum

Pairing of academic
instruction with
enrichment activities

Year-long contact
(Bell & Carillo, 2007;
Borman and Dowling,
2006; Chaplin &
Capizzano, 2006;
McLaughlin &
Pitcock, 2009;
Schacter, 2001)

No alignment of curriculum.

STEM/Robotics, art,
computers, brain central,
swimming, gym. Minimum of
one field trip per student.

No year-long contact.

Alignment of curriculum is
disputed.

Academics, swimming, and
clubs. Minimum of one field
trip per class.

Year-long contact through twg
Saturday programs.

Alignment through modified
Open-Court curriculum, 100-
book challenge

Academics in the morning;
enrichment in the afternoon.

No year-long contact.

Alignment with MSAs and
Common Core Curriculum.

Math, science, sports, and
team-building. One
culminating field trip.

No year-long contact.

Parental involvement

(Cooper et al., 2000)

None.

None.

None.

None.
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BGCH-E reported rates of students qualifying for the FRPL programnahged from
43% to 65%.

The BGCH is a nationally-affiliated, community-based organization.
Administrators pay a membership fee to the Boys and Girls Club of AmeiR@ARB
and, in turn, receive pass-through federal funding. The BGCA provides trainings for th
board members and personnel, including administrators, branch managers, and support
staff, as well as development and program support. Worldwide, the BGCA includes
almost 4000 clubs. Maryland hosts nine Boys and Girls Clubs that run 22 branches.

In 2012, the BGCH was governed by a volunteer board of 34 directors who were
responsible for governance, fundraising, and risk-management and monitored finances
pay, and performance. The executive administration managed the overallomseaati
fundraising for the BGCH and consisted of four positions: Executive Direct@gtDi
of Development, Director of Operations, and an assistant. The branch managers
supervised all operations for their branch, including, but not limited to the staff, budget,
programming, and fundraising. The branch staff varied in size depending on the season,
with more people working during the summer than during the school year.

According to a staff member, the mission of the BGCH-E was “to enable all
young people, especially those who need us most, to reach their full potential as
productive, caring, responsible citizens.” Staff of the BGCH-E offered pregbath
after school and during the summer months. Administrators described the ladt@r sc
programs as the main focus of the BGCH-E with the summer programming
supplementing the after school programs. Only 10-20% of students participated in both

after school and summer programs. Staff offered summer programming foelk§, we
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five days per week for 10.5 hours per day for a total of 525 contact hours. The summer
program was located at the BGCH-E club, which contained a gym, a game room, a
computer lab, several classrooms, and outdoor fields.

During the summer program at the BGCH-E, staff and branch managersdarget
students in kindergarten through sixth grade, but older middle school students and teens
participated in programs that focused on job readiness and development of leadership
skills. Parents or guardians enrolled their children in the summer program. In 2012, 205
students enrolled in the summer program at the BGCH-E, about 55% of the students were
from lower-income families and qualified for the FRPL program.

During the 2012 summer program, the younger students rotated through activities,
including brain central, the art room, the computer lab, robotics as part of the Science
Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics (STEM) programming, the gameandm
the gym. In brain central, students participated in academic and youth development
activities. They played scrabble, completed a power page of math problems dnaatche
documentary on the history channel, or learned about the dangers of smoking. The staff a
the BGCH-E implemented programs that were sponsored by the BGCA, stiRtA&ST
Moves(Skills Mastery and Resistance Trainifigdndl am healthy, | am successfdl
Programs adopted from the BGCA typically required pre- and post-testingge gau
student learning. The staff surveyed the parents and students on their attituds tbevar
summer program and on the areas they needed to improve. Students participated in

academic activities for 12-15 hours per week.

2 SMART Moves focuses on drug and alcohol prevergimmell as education on premature sexual
activity.

5| am healthy, | am successful is a program suppdsy the Phelps Foundation. Students learn about
healthy eating and goal setting.
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Breakfast and lunch were provided through the USDA’s Summer Food
Programt® Transportation was not provided. Parents were charged a maximum of $65
per week, which varied depending on income levels (the smallest amount they could pay
was $10 per week). Thus, over the 10-week program, parents paid between $100 and
$650.

In 2012, activities were taught by staff that had training and experience a@h soci
work or education, but were not year-round teachers in the local school district. Thus,
according to the interview data, the BGCH-E did not meet the quality indicataoof pr
interaction between students and teachers.

The class size for the BGCH-E’s activities was dependent on the actixltyirO
the computer lab and STEM program were the class sizes less than 20 studeats. In th
other activities, the class size was larger than 20 students where tlabseart room
and brain central ranged from 20 to 30 students and classes in the gym and game room
were over 30 students. To balance the larger class sizes, the adminisicagasad the
number of staff to create student to staff ratios that ranged from 3:1 to 20:1 depending
the activity.

Staff members of the BGCH-E reported that attendance rates during the 2012
summer program were about 70%. To increase attendance, staff members ocCHEBG
paired the academics with numerous enrichment and athletic activities, mgcarts and

crafts, gym and game time, baseball, and swimming. Students were guaranteed t

% Through the U.S. Department of Agriculture, adwstirsitors for summer programs can access the
Summer Food Program to help provide meals and srtadkeir students. As an entitlement program, all
eligible students can receive meals and there npetition for funds. To be eligible, summer peogs
must either serve a student population of whideadt 50% are eligible for free or reduced-pricalner
operate in a geographic area where at least h#tiieachildren are eligible (Fairchild, McLaughlifa,
Costigan, 2007).
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participate in at least one field trip over the 10-week program. Prograndlistat
provide year-long contact with the students or align the summer curriculum with-school
year curriculum.

The staff of the BGCH-E reported that the academic instruction was not
differentiated, but advanced-skills instruction was provided during the STEM and
robotics program. More specifically, the branch manager indicated that stuststed
advanced-skills instruction through the STEM and robotics programming where the
students worked on their cooperative and problem-solving skills, two of the three
characteristics of advanced-skills instruction described by D’Agostinélestand
(1995).

The staff of the BGCH-E did not discuss any parental involvement during the
summer program, but they had implemented some parent programs during the school-
year to supplement the after school programming. They offered pareratsylitand
internet safety programs and were hopeful that parent programming wouldekpang
the Fall of 2012. Administrators attributed their inability to implement a paregtgm
during the summer months to the financial situation of their parents: “Gettinggparent
involved when they’re working two jobs is hard.”

The interviewees of the BGCH-E discussed how their summer program was more
than just the students “getting off the street.” The summer program, wartédsas an
athletically focused program, had evolved into a program that pairs acadethics w
athletics, field trips, and other enrichment activities. In the words of amaxdrator,

“We’re actually academic now!” and “Athletics is just a hook.” One adnmatist saw

this transformation as an indicator of the quality of the program.
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According to interviews and documents, the BGCH-E addressed two of the
dimensions of quality in its summer intervention, specifically advanced-sisligiction
through the development of student problem-solving skills, and adequate contact hours
through its pairing of academics and enrichment activities. Small ckaswa/as met
depending on the activity. Although the BGCH-E did have some parental programming,
parental involvement was associated with the after school program and not the summe
intervention. Interviewees indicated that they did not meet the quality indicataoof pr
interaction between students and teachers.

Horizons at Radcliffe Creek Schoal The Horizons Student Enrichment Program
at Radcliffe Creek School (Horizons) is located in a rural county, Kent County.
According to the 2010 census data, Kent County is the smallest county in Maryland with
a total population of 20,197 residents and an elementary and secondary school population
of 2,178 students. About 52% of students qualify for the FRPL program. During data
collection, one 21 CCLC program was funded in the county. The public school district
was awarded the grant in 2010 and received just over $380,000 for the first two years and
received roughly $329,000 for the last year of the grant (Learning Point Associat
n.d.)?" Horizons received $10,000 per year for transportation costs from $H@c1IC
grant received by the school district.

Horizons is part of a nationally-affiliated organization with 23 affissaeound
the county. Horizons was one of the first affiliates when it began in 1995. According to
the interviewees, the hallmark and premise of Horizons are the combination of mcadem
instruction in math and reading with a learn-to-swim program. The national orgamizat

provides trainings for administrators and board members, financial support for

2" Kent County Public Schools’ 2ICCLC grant was renewed in July 2013, a five-yeangfor $693,000.
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programmatic elements through competitive grants, and the materials and technica
support for the student evaluations used during the summer programs.

Horizons is a local community-based organization that is hosted by a private
school. Both the summer program and administrative offices are located avéte pr
school. The Horizons program falls under the private school’s 501(c)(3) and p#yes for
administrative assistance of its staff, for example, the business. ¢fbicezons also
receives in-kind donations of all classroom space and offices from the private school.

During data collection, Horizons was run by two administrators and a volunteer
board of 16 members. Within the year of data collection, the Executive Directoopositi
was split into two positions: Executive Director and Program Coordinator. Tdwiive
Director was responsible for all fundraising, board management, and outreactthehile
Program Coordinator was responsible for all aspects of the summer program. Both
positions were part-time, year-round positions.

Administrators described the mission of Horizons to increase student’s
confidence, to help reduce summer learning loss, and to minimize the summer learning
gap. The 2012 summer program ran for six weeks, five days per week, and six hours per
day for a total of 180 contact hours. The public school guidance counselors identified and
recommended potential, low-income students for the program. Once enrolled in
Horizons, the students and their siblings were invited back each year theyigible e
according to grade level. In the 2012 summer program, 77 students were enrolled in
Horizons and were exiting kindergarteners through sixth gradlers.

Staff of Horizons used STEM themes to provide instruction in reading and math.

For the 2012 summer program, each class focused on a different body systemixor the s

28 |n other words, the students had just completadddgarten through sixth grade.
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week period. Administrators characterized the learning activities as hanwdseoe

teachers moved the academics beyond skill and drill. Depending on their grade level,
students received between seven and 15 hours of academic instruction per week. One
staff member noted:

| think the mission of Horizons is to bring in kids that struggle during the

year and they come in and learn without knowing that they're learning,

with experiments and hands-on and puzzles and language arts activities

that they don't even know they're doing because they're games, puzzles,

their own creations.

However, another interviewee questioned whether or not the hands-on learning activities
were occurring in every classroom. She observed that the level of rigor and immovat
varied between teachers. As will be discussed later in the chapter, int@wvigedethis
variation between classrooms to funding challenges on teacher salaridsaistafis,

and classroom materials.

During three mornings per week, all students traveled by bus to a local pool for
swimming instruction. The staff, administrators, and board members described the
swimming program as vital to the intervention because of the motivation it provides to
the students. As one staff member described,

One of my students was scared of the water. He didn’t want to go in. He

wanted nothing to do with it. He sat on the side and dug his heels into the

ground. Now, he’s in the water, floating, putting his whole head in,

blowing bubbles. It's all those little things that build confidence.
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In addition to the academics and swimming, all students participated in clubs
during two afternoons a week. In 2012, afternoon clubs included activities such as board
games, cooking, arts and crafts, drama, and karate. Each class went oroatl&akt
trip. Transportation to and from the program was provided. Breakfast and lunch were
provided through the USDA’s Summer Food Program. Administrators and board
members estimated that the program cost about $1,800 per student.

Students were grouped by grade level where class size was capped at 18;student
thus, the program met the quality indictor for small class size. Each classughtby
one certified teacher, one classroom assistant who was a college student,iatefrone
who was a high school student. In addition to the classroom teachers and assistants, t
staff consisted of a reading specialist, a volunteer music teacher, and aerciwite
instructor. During the 2012 program, the head teachers were not year-round teachers i
the local school district, but were teachers in the two local private schools.crbeteé
program did not meet the quality indicator of prior interaction between students and
teachers. Teachers focused on academics between 1.5 and 2 hours per day.

One staff member and one administrator described the classroom instruction as
both differentiated and advanced-skills instruction. To provide differentiated itstruc
to the students, the reading specialist identified students who might benefit from
additional reading instruction through the student evaluations, either DIBELS orr$TAR
depending on the student’s grade level. Horizons’ students received differentiated

instruction from either the reading specialist through pull-out work withlggralps or

29 DIBELS refers to the Dynamic Indicators of Basarl Literacy Skills test, while STAR refers to
Student Achievement Levels with Renaissance.
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through reading activities with small groups and pairings within the classrdsone
of the administrators noted:

There is a lot of focus on the students who are weakest in their skills and

the other children get help from the teacher in the classroom or the teacher

assistant who can do activities with them that relates to the curriculum that

the state wants the children to do.

Through this added attention on students with below grade-level reading and math skills,
the staff and administrators worked to raise the students’ academicemoigs and
minimize their summer learning loss.

Staff members described advanced-skills instruction in the classrooms.
Specifically, they described hands-on instruction through project-based letrating
developed students’ problem-solving skills as well as provided opportunities faalcritic
and creative thinking. For example, one staff member described activitiesssuch a
making books and creating their own stories, making lungs out of bottles and balloons,
cooking to learn math, and science experiments.

In describing Horizons’ parental involvement, one administrator stated, f&Ve a
seriously, sadly lacking in the parental department. We are working on it, butaly a
major flaw.” The administrator did not tie her inability to address parentahiement to
funding challenges, but to the amount of work she was responsible for in program
implementation and funding.

Interviewees reported that student attendance rates were in the 80-90% range. To
increase attendance, the staff and administration highlighted the afternbsntké

morning swimming program, and the field trips as important enrichment actifatie
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Horizons’ students. To maintain year-long contact, administrators set-u@mtwa &y
programs, one in the Fall and one in the Spring, at the local college.

Interviewees differed in their beliefs about whether the summer curmowis
aligned with the school-year curriculum. When asked if the summer curriculartiesla
to the school-year curriculum, one administrator stated:

Each teacher knows or should know, they've been told to know, what the

requirements of the Maryland standards of the Department of Education

are for the grade level they are teaching and for the subject they are

teaching.
However, the administrator’s statement was disputed by one staff membezpohted
that there was no connection with the school year curriculum: “We basia#kyour
own curriculum which consists of reading, math and our science.” Part of this
discrepancy may be a result of the minimal teacher training provided toffite sta
develop the summer curriculum and align it with the school year curriculum. The
administrator blamed lack of funding to pay the teachers for their time in poofalss
development as the reason for limited training.

Compared to the interviewees from other programs, interviewees of Horizons
were less positive of their program’s quality. They thought the summerapnogas a
good option for their students, but cited disparate quality of instruction between
classrooms and insufficient classroom materials because of funding ghalEn
problematic. For example, in describing Horizons, one interviewee statedK'itthi
good. | think it's an excellent option for these children who won'’t get much else during

the summer. As always it [classroom instruction] could be better, it could ab&ays
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better.” Another interviewee tied the weaker quality of the program to tketac

funding: “I think if we had more resources — back to funding — if you used that money,
used some money. | don’t know how the budget is, but I just feel like we don’t get
anything — materials — | can’t even have my kids partner read because wealen’t

books to do that...” Interviewees linked both disparate quality between classrooms and
funding challenges to classroom instruction and materials.

Interviewees suggested that Horizons met three of the five quality indicators,
including small class size, differentiated and advanced-skills instructidrgdequate
contact hours. The program did not meet two of the quality indicators, specificafly pr
interaction between students and teachers, and parental involvement. Interviewees
indicated that funding challenges were related to the quality indicators of theesum
intervention. As | will expand upon in the final section of this chapter, intervievtees c
funding challenges resulting in lower teacher salaries and minimal teeahengs that
may have affected some of the quality indicators for Horizons.

Parks and People Foundation’s SuperKidsThe Parks and People Foundation
is located in Baltimore City, the largest city in Maryland with just over 620,00fergs.
The student population is about 85,000 students of which 83% qualify for the FRPL
program. Of the forty-six ZICCLC grants awarded, MSDE awarded 23 of the grants to
applicants from Baltimore City. Parks and People Foundation’s summer program,
SuperKids, is the only program in my sample that received'€21.C grant®

According to documents, the Parks and People Foundation was founded in 1984

and is “dedicated to creating a positive urban environment through educational,

% Horizons did not receive a direct grant froni'ZICLC, but received money through an agreement with
the local school district.
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recreational, and environmental programs and partnerships.” During datai@o)ldce
Parks and People Foundation employed 22 people and was governed by a volunteer
board of 28 directors.

The founder of the Parks and People Foundation started the summer program in
1997 because of the lack of summer programs and enrichment activities avaithble
students living in Baltimore. SuperKids takes place at campsites locatedaund a
Baltimore, mostly at nontraditional or private schools. Of the year-round tstaff
employees directly worked with SuperKids. One administrator spent about 50% of her
time on SuperKids and 50% of her time on other after school programs. In addition to
being responsible for all aspects of funding for the summer program, she wasge of
implementing the summer program, including hiring staff, contracting eneichm
partners, and securing sites for the program. The other staff member an@and
during the summer worked as a site coordinator for SuperKids. Since one person was
responsible for securing and maintaining funding for SuperKids and separatéesamps
did not supplement funding with their own fundraising methods, | decided to treat
SuperKids as one program and not focus on one campsite.

One staff member described the focus of the program as providing enrichment
and academic activities to minimize the summer slide: “Overall, we wardke sure
the kids don’t have that slide, the summer slide, that they have when they aren’tlengage
in a program, or aren’t reading.” SuperKids ran for six weeks, five days per oresk f
hours per day for a total of 180 contact hours. All second, third, and fourth grade students

who attended a Baltimore City Public school were eligible to attend the campeasnd w
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accepted on a first come, first served basis. In 2012, the total enroliment waly 85
students across the 11 campsites.

During a typical day, students spent 90 minutes on reading instruction based on
the Open-Court curriculum used in the Baltimore City schools. The curriculum for
SuperKids was scripted and modified to fit into the six week program. In addition to
doing lessons from the Open-Court curriculum, students read stories and worked on their
spelling skills. The students received 30 minutes of math instruction that bepariefit
drills and ended with math games selected by the content specialist in hopesidrasst
were learning new skills or reviewing skills they should know.

In the afternoons, students attended enrichment clubs or activities either on site or
at another location. Partnerships with local organizations seemed to be the here of t
enrichment program. To become an enrichment partner, organizations responded to a
“request for proposal” issued by SuperKids where they demonstrated how their gropose
activities were linked to the goals of SuperKids as well as to the Common Core
Standards. Each enrichment partner developed an evaluation to measure the students’
growth in reading. In 2012, enrichment partners were Baltimore City Padks a
Recreation, Baltimore City Museum of Industry, Baltimore City Offic€ aimotion and
Arts, Baltimore School of the Arts, Center Stage, Heritage Walk, Hislarnestown,

Historic Ships in Baltimore, Maryland Institute College of Art, Maryl&os, Music
Workshop, Project B.L.U.E., Port Discovery, and the Y of Central Maryland.

For the 2012 summer program, SuperKids was located at 11 campsites, including

Goucher College, Boy's Latin School, Roland Park Country School, Baltimore City

Community College, Baltimore School for the Arts, Bryn Mawr School, Calvapyifia
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School, Friends School, Gilman School, Reginald F. Lewis Museum, and the Stadium
School. Transportation was provided from the students’ neighborhood schools to one of
the campsites. Through the USDA’s Summer Food Program, students received both
breakfast and lunch. Administrators reported that the cost per student was $1,400.

Staff members reported that class size was limited to 12 students so the program
met the small class size quality indicator. The summer staff consisteddihg
counselor interns, mentor teachers, academic advisors, a content specialist, and sit
coordinators. The reading counselor interns were local college students hehitertor
teachers were Baltimore City or County public school teachers. The geaminselor
interns ran the classroom and used a scripted curriculum under the guidance of a mentor
teacher who was in charge of three interns. Academic advisors supported the reading
counselor interns and mentor teachers during the program. The content specialist
developed the curriculum, oversaw the implementation of the curriculum, and supervised
two academic advisors. Data suggest that the program had lots of hievalechyhe
program staff, but that the extra staff was not tied to direct classroonctigstru
Students had no prior interaction with their primary classroom teachers, divegrea
counselor interns.

Interviewees reported that the students’ attendance rates were mid-ta%ow 80
To increase attendance rates, SuperKids paired academics with enriabtiveties and
aligned the summer and school-year curriculum, but the program did not maintain year-
long contact with its students. Staff described the pairing of the enrichmergrpaxith
the morning academics as critical in the continued success of the progp@studients

“are getting experiences they might not be able to during the school year” that
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interviewees believed were increasing students’ attendance ratesenfiemad
previously, the staff utilized the same Open-Court Curriculum, which had been modified
to fit within the six-week program, as the surrounding public school district. Teey al
adopted the school districts’ 100-book challenge, a reading incentive program that
encouraged students to read 15 minutes a day, to level stéfdents.

Staff and administrators suggested that their instruction was not diféeeehti
but addressed one characteristic of advanced-skills instruction. Through the ma#) ga
students were encouraged to develop their problem-solving skills, one charaatéristi
advanced-skills instruction as defined by D’Agostino and Hiestand (1995).

Administrators of SuperKids did not provide any programming for parents, but
provided periodic communication with the parents through an open house, newsletters,
and weekly academic reports. One interviewee of SuperKids describedfithetgin
addressing parental involvement during the summer program: “That’'s a natstii’'r
trying to crack. The challenge for us is we recruit from over 100 schools so we can’t
build relationships during the school-year...What happens to a six-week program with
parents you don’t know until they walk through the door?” Interviewees attributied the
inability to attend to parental involvement to the large number of schools that their
students attended during the school-year.

When asked about the quality of SuperKids, one staff member responded, “I think
it is fantastic. | wish I'd been able to be in this program....It is just phendmesiathe
level of participation of the kids, the experiences that they see and do arergxtelle

don’t think there is any program that rivals us.” The administration of SuperKidseepor

31 |In SuperKids, the children were encouraged toiveck00 credits of reading. For each 15 minutey the
read during the camp, they received one credadutition to motivating students to read, the 106kbo
challenge was a way to level the students accoitdimgading ability.
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that the high-quality of the program was a result of changes that occurrats dveyear
history. They have discovered that partnerships in the classroom betweesdcereifitor
teachers and college students worked well for the program, especially with thenaoldit

a content specialist to monitor the implementation of the scripted curricuhay. T
discovered the importance of providing breakfast, lunch, and transportation to increase
students’ attendance rates. The students’ experiences in the classroomhaaoee by
their afternoon activities with enrichment providers because the enrichmerdrpar
designed activities that were aligned with the academic goals of thepro

Administrators and staff believed they have used their past experienceskdhee
program, which has resulted in a higher quality summer intervention.

SuperKids met three of the five quality indicators, including small class size
advanced-skills instruction, and adequate contact hours, but not prior interaction between
students and teachers or parental involvement. Budgetary concerns aigscit
instrumental in not meeting the quality indicator of prior interaction betweeersts and
teachers. In its first year, SuperKids staffed its summer programAmericorps
volunteers and then, in the second year, with teachers from the local schodl distyc
discontinued the use of teachers from the local school district because of drydget
implications.” The number of schools that SuperKids served was cited as the hedison t
they could not implement parental involvement.

Project Crossroad’s Activate.Project Crossroad is located in Cecil County, a
rural county, with a population of roughly 101,000 residents and a school population of

15,890 students. About 41% of the students qualify for the FRPL program.
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Project Crossroad began in 2010 when the founder and the Executive Director
received three state grants totaling $248,000 to run the at-risk youth progradhes for
county®? According to documents, the mission statement of Project Crossroad is
“Knowledge is power...education is key.” The summer program, called Actigategi
of six programs run by Project Crossroad. The other programs target youth uptrl y
old and provide programming in areas such as teen pregnancy, alcohol and drug
resistance, GED classes, and after school tutoring. Project Crossraadss-aoots,
community-based organization that in 2012 was run by a voluntary board of six directors.
The year-round staff was comprised of the founder of the program as well asudeven f
time employees. The Executive Director of Project Crossroad was respdosibl
securing and maintaining funding for Activate. She also helped with some program
implementation, including analyzing the student evaluations and securintpstatih
an Americorps grant.

Activate completed its second year in 2012. During the summer, one of the full-
time employees worked with two part-time employees to run the program. Thertwo pa
time employees were responsible for the design of the summer curriculum and student
evaluations, the day-to-day summer operations of Activate, and teaching the group
lessons. One staff member floated between the two sites to assist when needed.
AmeriCorps coaches who had some background in education were responsible for small
group work, science experiments, and the sports activities. Students had no prior

interaction with the classroom teachers.

32 Grants were received from the Governor's Offic&bfldren and from the Governor's Office of Crime
Control and Prevention.
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Activate ran for five days per week for six hours per day for five weeks tiala t
of 150 contact hours. The students were third through fifth graders who all qualified for
the FRPL program and were recommended to the program by their guidancdarsunse

The focus of the program was science, math, and sports. According to interviews,
the goal was to “provid[e] a place for kids to exercise their body and minds.” The sta
worked to minimize the summer learning loss as well as introduce the yowndgamtst
to more advanced math. Each week the students focused on a different body system
through science experiments because “it's something that can be gross aaadfun”
learned about a new sport through drills and scrimmage. The students also played math
games. The students received about 10 hours per week of academics, roughly 45 minutes
per day of science, and about one hour per day of math. Students spent the rest of their
time on sports and team-building activities. In addition, over 10 days, students received
45 minutes of life skills training. Students participated in limited readidgiaiting
activities.

At the end of the five weeks, the students went on a field trip to the Franklin
Institute where the body systems were prominently featured as one of thitsesd
served as a culminating activity for their five weeks of study on the human Dailly
transportation to and from the program was not provided because the students attended
the program in their neighborhood schools. Students received lunch through the USDA'’s
Summer Food Program. In 2012, Activate was located at two local elementary schools,
which had been provided at no charge to Project Crossroad. Administrators estintated tha

the program cost about $30,000 or $500 per student to run.
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The students were all evaluated (both pre- and post-) in math and science. The
math evaluation measured the students’ math skills in topics included on the Maryland
State Assessments and covered in the Common Core Curriculum. The scienceoavaluati
measured students’ attitudes towards the topic as well as what the stualeretd &oout
the body systems. In addition, students’ physical skills were evaluated husing t
Presidential Fitness Challenge.

Each site capped attendance at 30 students with a staff of 5 (one site supervisor
and four Americorps coaches). All students at one site were in one classroom. Thus,
Activate did not meet the quality indicator for small class size.

The staff of Activate reported that attendance was roughly 70%. To increase
attendance, administrators and staff members contended that their curriaguahgned
with the school-year curriculum and the academics were paired with eenthm
activities. They did not maintain year-long contact with the students. Tlheetaloped
the math curriculum based upon the MSAs and Core Curriculum Standards used by the
public schools for the third through fifth grades. One staff member remarked on the
importance of using the same curriculum as the schools:

Because we have exiting third through exiting fifth, we do have a lot of

stuff that is covered. We try to take the things that they may be losing or

may need a little more help on...They've seen it once so at least they tried

to do it and it's not a big deal if they don't get it. It just means that next

time they have been shown the material, they'll say, “I've seen this before,

| think | can do it.” So, it's one of those things that we're presenting the

material. If they don't 100% or 50% get it - that's okay.
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The staff of Activate used the school year curriculum to help students reviewaihas
well as preview material they may be taught in the future.

Staff and administrators of Activate provided enrichment opportunities through
their sports program and the field trip. Students that attended Activate did nappgeti
in year-round programming, despite the year-round programs run by the ornganizat

Staff of Activate suggested that students received some differentiateattiost
in math, but not in science. They reported students received advanced-skillsiamstruct
both math and science. All students received the same lessons, regardless gfsde-
level, but the staff utilized the student evaluations to help determine the stindénts t
would benefit from additional instruction in math. As one staff member noted:

We pre- and post-tested them for their math and picked up on the things

that they needed help on, are behind in, but also practice what they may

have learned this past year into the next year so they won't lose it over the

summer as well as teaching them new things that they’ll get this year or

the year after even.

After the site coordinators delivered the same lesson to the students, theofpseric
coaches differentiated the math activities by working in small groupssivitients that
needed additional help in math or that needed more challenging math problems.

Staff indicated that students received some advanced-skills instruction thneugh t
hand-on science activities, math games, team building exercises, and spoughThr
these activities, students were encouraged to cooperate with each other intthe spor
activities and team building exercises, think creatively during the scieticities, and

develop their problem-solving skills during the math games and team buildingiegtivit
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An administrator stated that parental involvement was “just what goes home wit
the kids. And so it's something | hope to see improvement on, over the next couple of
years, but it's a challenge for us.” The interviewees did not link funding challemges
programs’ inability to implement parental programming.

In describing the quality of Activate, one interviewee focused on the type of
instruction provided to the students and reported that “the quality is the best Fve eve

seen because it addresses the academics of students in ways I've nevénase

n
students are moving and doing and their hands are into something at all times.” The
administrator believed that the students were receiving quality instriettause the
academics were hands-on activities and, through the science experimeesshieest

were providing ways for the students to learn through movement and tactilgesctivi

According to the interviewees, Activate met two of the five dimensions of gualit
including differentiated and advanced-skills instruction, and adequate contact hours.
They did not meet the remaining three dimensions of quality. Funding challenges may
have been the reason why Activate could not address adequate class size or prior
interaction between students and teachers. Parental involvement seemedttiheeflec
newness of the program.

Summary. In describing the four community-based summer interventions, |
highlighted whether they met the dimensions of quality as described in thevefiess
literature. My discussion on the quality indicators should be viewed with somercauti
given the limited nature of the data. My discussion assumes the transfecdtihiese
quality indicators from school settings to community-based programs. In seg® ca

guality indicators were present but to a limited extent and required some judgment
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decide whether the quality indicator was met. Further, | relied upon theéutees’
perceptions of and experiences with the programs to inform my understanding of the
guality indicators for their summer interventions.

As can be seen in Table 7, interviewees from the four summer interventions
suggested that their programs met two of the five indicators of quality, spégifi
adequate contact hours and differentiated or advanced-skills classroomiorstAltof
the programs providealdequate contact houfsecause of the design of the study, but
differed in their approaches to maximize attendance rates. OST advoeatdy ttiree
strategies that summer interventions can utilize to increase attemdses;ancluding
year-long contact with students, alignment of school-year and summeukunrj@nd
the pairing of academics with enrichment activities. The community-lsasecher
interventions were most likely to implement the alignment of school-year and summe
curriculum, and to pair academic instruction with enrichment activities. dtwiwas the
only intervention to extend programming into the school-year for its students and to
establish year-long contact. Although the other three programs ranchivet programs,
administrators implemented their summer interventions separately fromaftee school
programs.

All of the programs appeared to implement eitthéerentiated or advanced-
skills instructionand, thus, met the quality indicator for classroom instruction.
Interviewees of Activate and Horizons reported that they implemented bothofypes
classroom instruction, while interviewees of the BGCH-E and SuperKidsedpbat
they implemented one of the classroom instructions, specifically diffatedtand

advanced-skills, respectively. For the BGCH-E, its program’s history otiathéand its
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use of staff without an education background may have limited the amount of
differentiated instruction in the classrooms. In the case of SuperKids, the use of a
prescribed curriculum and college student interns may have limited thefevel
advanced-skills instruction in the classrooms.

None of the programs met the quality indicators of prior interaction between
students and teachers or parental involvement. Interviewees of HorizonsiA@ne
SuperKids indicated that funding challenges were behind some of its inability to
implementprior interaction between students and teach&ss| will discuss in more
detail, the quality indicator of prior interaction between students and teachenotrize
a quality indicator that can be generalized from school-based academic summer
interventions to community-based academic summer interventions.

Interviewees of the summer interventions did not link funding challenges to
parental involvemeniThey attributed their lack of parental involvement to other factors,
including the number of schools served and the amount of work related to program
implementation and funding.

Only Horizons and SuperKids implementadall class sizen their summer
programs. The inability of Activate to implement smaller class size appehe a
reflection of staffing decisions where one site supervisor taught the pnmadh and
science lessons to 30 students. The BGCH-E implemented a range of elaslsatiz
seemed to reflect the nature of the activity and not funding challengesci@ie ddether
or not the BGCH-E met the quality indicator of class size, | made the judgmteali thfa
the classrooms and activities needed to fit the criteria of less than 20 stodeets the

guality indicator.
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Based upon the interviews, Horizons seemed to implement the highest number of
guality indicators; additionally, Horizons was the only intervention to addresoé#te
three strategies identified to increase attendance of its studemgaelnees of Horizons
indicated that funding challenges were related to the quality of classrobmistee
additional funding might have strengthened the quality of teachers and classroom
instruction. Despite the finding that Horizons appears to be the program that addressed
the most quality indicators, interviewees had the lowest perception of quality for
Horizons in comparison to the perceptions of quality from the other summer
interventions. The key in resolving this difference between perception ofycaraditthe
presence of quality indicators may be linked to the areas in which funding clkealleng
were identified by the interviewees, specifically teacher salagashér trainings, and
classroom materials. The funding challenges targeted areas thatgbdetin the
experiences of the teachers and administrators and may have produced log@ropesrc
of quality.

The program with the fewest quality indicators seemed to be the BGCIHtie O
five dimensions of quality, interviewees indicated the program met two of them,
including advanced-skills classroom instruction and adequate contact hours. Farther, t
increase attendance, administrators and staff members of the BGCHelenped one
strategy: the pairing of academics with enrichment activities. Thanab®f other
guality indicators in the BGCH-E may reflect the program’s historynli@eees of the
BGCH-E discussed the evolution of programming from athletics to athletics with
academics where any academic programming was perceivedragietreng the quality

of the summer program.
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The limited data on the dimensions of quality for summer interventions
underscores the challenges of relying on interview data to answer questionstyf qual
Observation data, which was outside the scope of this study, would have provided more
concrete and nuanced information on the quality indicators for the four community-base
summer interventions. In addition, the difficulty in examining the indicators oftguali
may signal the limited research on the quality of community-based sumereeintions
and my adaptation of school-based indicators to community-based programs. The
implications for the limited data on the effectiveness of summer interventions
particularly community-based summer interventions, is an important findinki$or t

exploratory study and will be discussed further in the final chapter.

Funding the Summer Interventions

In this section, | discuss the funding of community-based summer interventions
by focusing on the types of funding relied upon, and the primary funders for each
program. | also begin to highlight the program characteristics andahtesources of
the program that may explain the differences in funding patterns between thersumm
interventions. Across the four cases, interviewees described their ealipoo some
combination of government funding, private contributions, and grass-roots efforts. The
data suggest that the different patterns of primary funders across the comvaseity-
summer interventions reflected different characteristics of the comyrhased summer
interventions, including program location, governance structure, program sizeaad y
in operation, and different internal resources, specifically in human capitabeiat s
capital. In Table 8, | list the funding streams utilized by the commumaisgdb

organizations to support their 2012 summer programs. The table demonstrates the
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Summer Programs, Funding Sources, and Percentages of each Funding Source
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Summer Characteristics Government Private Contributions Grass-Roots Efforts
Program
BGCH®* Medium USDA summer food prograih| Large and small foundations | Individual donations (4%)
Urban County funding (8%) (10%) Fundraising events (13%)
Nationally- National corporations (15%) | Pool memberships (7%)
Affiliated National organization pass- | Parent fees (3%)
through money (32%) Other (6%)
United Way (2%)
Horizons | Small USDA summer food program| Smaller, family foundation Individual donations (12%)
Rural 21°' CCLC grant (indirect; grants (20%) Fundraising events (33%)
Nationally- 10%) National organization grants | Parent fees (2%)
Affiliated (10%)
Local businesses (5%)
United Way (8%)
Project Small USDA summer food program| United Way (27%) Individual donations (5%)
Crossroad® | Rural State-level grants Local businesses and churches
Grassroots Americorps grant (60%) (5%)
SuperKids | Large USDA summer food program| Large foundation grants (24%)Parent fees (3%)
Urban 21% CCLC grant (direct; 49%)| Large corporations (24%)
Grassroots

3 percentages for BGCH are for the funding streamghie whole organization and for all programmiSbaded text highlights primary funding sourcesttier
BGCH-E’s summer program.
3 USDA’s Summer Food Program were not included éndhlculated percentages of the funding streameflect the data gathered in the interviews.

% percentages for Project Crossroad are for therigretreams for Activate only. | list the statedégrants because this funding supports year-retatffland

office space.
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diversification of resources used for funding; highlights the organizatiomsapyi
funding streams, which are identified by the shaded text; and lists the persesftageh
funding stream.

Reliance on multiple funding sourcesAdministrators and board members of
each summer intervention reported that they reliegosernment fundingp support
their programs. The most common government funding utilized was the USDA'’s
Summer Food Program that provides breakfast and/or lunch to the participants of summer
programs. For each of the programs, the interviewees stressed that ther Howane
Program was a valuable source of support that enabled them to provide meals for their
participants’®

Two of the four programs included in this research reported utiliziflCZ1.C
funds. Administrators of Horizons and SuperKids receivétd&ILC funding either
through a partnership with the local school district or as a direct grant recipient
respectively. Interviewees of Horizons reported that they received $10,008aper y
(about 10% of its funds) from the 2CCLC grants awarded to their local school district.
The funds were earmarked for transportation of students to and from the program and to
the morning swimming. As | will discuss in more detail later, admin@tsadnd board
members utilized their human and social capital to leverage federal funds threugh t
school district’s 21 CCLC grant. Community and board members may have been
important resources in receiving this funding.

For the past 10 years, SuperKids has received grant money througfi et

program, which covers almost 50% of its funding. As noted by one of the interviewees,

% It should be noted that none of the summer intgioas included the funding received from the USBA'’
Summer Food Program in their revenue streams;ftirerd have not included this government
contribution in the calculated percentages.
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“SuperKids Camp is still one of the few summer-only programs in their [lsizis]

portfolio. Most are after school with a summer component. We position ourselves as
unique and we have this really great summer camp.” According to documents, SuperKids
was in its last year of a three-year grant. They have received avi&2B00000 for each

of the first two years and $297,500 for the last year (Learning Point Assooiatds

They anticipate renewal of their grant when this three-year cyclemplete.

Interviewees identified the expertise and skills of the administrator ag&eyrces in

securing and maintaining theS2CCLC grant.

Although community-based summer interventions could, in theory, use
supplemental educational service allocations to fund the programs, none of the four
community-based summer interventions used supplemental educational service funding
to support 2012 summer programming. At one time, SuperKids was approved as a
supplemental educational services provider, but the program never provided
supplemental educational services to eligible students and did not receive funttigrom
source. One official of SuperKids explained the potential reasons behind summer
interventions’ limited use of supplemental educational service funding:

It was a very rigorous process to become a SES provider, but what

happened is SES is set-up to change spring test scores and SuperKids

happens after the spring test scores. So we just basically faded out of that.

| don't think we got any money out of the pot because it didn't meet the

objectives of the program and it was a bit cumbersome | heard to even

draw out the money.
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In 2010, the USDE approved Maryland’s flexibility plan for how they would implement
NCLB. Within this plan, Maryland policymakers proposed that supplemental edutationa
services would no longer be required. Therefore, administrators will be evehkédgsdi
access funds through the supplemental educational services (Maryland epaftm
Education, n.d.).

Project Crossroad relied on state grants to fund its year-round administrative and
staff positions who worked on fundraising and programming for Activate and to cover
the rent for its office space. Project Crossroad received state gantther Governor’s
Office of Children and the Governor’s Office of Crime Control and Prevention.
Interviewees described these larger government grants as essetiialylear-round
management of their organization. The data suggest that the state-level fuasling w
secured in part because of the Executive Director’s grant writing kngeuled

Administrators and program staff also described the importance of their
Americorps grant in funding their staff for Activate. The Americorpsighanded about
60% of the programs’ expenses. As highlighted earlier, the Americorps gnalef
eight coaches, the bulk of the instructional personnel and a huge portion of the expenses
for the five-week program.

The BGCH-E received government funding to support its program. More
specifically, the club received funding from the county government and fromaketer
the towns located in the county, which totaled about 8% of furiding.

The four community-based summer interventions also utijizeete

contributions including funding from national foundations and local, family foundations;

" The percentages of each funding stream for BGGitieEpercentages for the entire organization.
Interviewees did not break down the percentagdiseofunding streams for the summer program.
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nationally-based businesses and corporations; and, national umbrella orgasizati
Interviewees of SuperKids reported that they accessed funding from larigaahahd
corporate foundations, such as the Abell Foundation and the Walmart Foundation.
Administrators of SuperKids estimated that about 50% of their funds come from
foundations (almost 25%) and corporations (almost 25%). The reliance of SuperKids on
larger foundation and corporate funding seemed to reflect the match betweeftiba loc

of the foundation and the community-based summer intervention, and the size of the
summer program.

The BGCH-E received funding from foundations, national corporations, and its
national organization, the BGCA. The 2012 annual report for the BGCH showed that
foundations and corporations, such as the Cal Ripken, Sr. Foundation and Best Buy,
provided roughly 25% of funding for its year-round operations and administrative costs.
The BGCH received funding from the BGCA based on its program size and number of
children served and, in 2012, pass-through funding from the BGCA contributed about
32% to the funding of the BGCH.The BGCH, in turn, used the funding to support year-
round staff (e.g., the branch manager of the BGCH-E) and programs. Adminisarators
program staff identified the value of their national organization and their community
relationships in leveraging funding from private contributions.

Interviewees of Horizons reported that they relied on private contributions
through grants from smaller, family foundations and the national organization, and
through contributions from local businesses. Administrators and board members of

Horizons stated that a significant portion of its funding was from family foundations

% Administrators from BGCA secured this pass-throfigitding from federal grants as well as grants from
large national businesses.
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(20% of its funding) of which the board members have a personal connection.
Administrators and board members of Horizons also received funding from thenahati
umbrella organization. Instead of pass-through dollars, administratorge@¢ending
through competitive grants. In 2012, Horizons received grants from the National
Horizons to support its reading specialist, STEM programming, and Program
Coordinator. Board members and administrators reported that grants ranged in support
from $5,000 to $10,000, depending on the year, which accounts for 5% to 10% of
funding. Horizons’ private contributions stemmed from community networks and board
members, and governance structure as a nationally-affiliated commuratyzatpon.

Interviewees of Activate received funding from private contributions through a
grant from the local United Way and through contributions from local businesses and
churches. Administrators reported that they received $8,000 (27% of its funding) from
United Way, half of what they requested. Local businesses and churches provided in-kind
donations of space for the staff training, materials (e.g., water bottlgsefetudents),
transportation and museum tickets for the end of the year field trip, and monetary
donations, about 5% of Activate’s funding. Community networks and the staff's passion
for their work were crucial resources in supporting Activate

Finally, all four programs indicated that they received funding thrguas$s-
roots efforts such as parent fees, fundraisers, individual and local business contributions,
and commercial revenue. Administrators of Horizons, SuperKids, and the BGCH-E
charged parent fees for students to attend their programs. For Horizons andd@&uperK

interviewees described the parent fees as symbolic and were impldnteimerease
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parents’ buy-in of the program and maximize the participants’ attendatese Parent
fees contributed 2% and 5% to funding, respectively.

Administrators of the BGCH-E viewed the parent fees as helping to control the
cost of the summer program. The annual report estimated that the funding gemenated f
its commercial revenue, in this case parent fees and pool memberships, totaled about
$200,000 or 10% of the funding for the organization. Staff of the BGCH-E described
these two funding sources as covering a majority of the costs of the summanprog
itself. (It should be noted that these funds were not used to cover the administ@tive a
facility costs). The BGCH-E also received grass-roots funding through duodivi
donations from community members (4% of its funding) and fundraising events (13% of
its funding) that were sponsored by the BGCH. Unlike the other programs, the-BGCH
was uniquely positioned to rely upon commercial revenue to fund its summer program,
which, as will be discussed again, seemed to reflect its history of focusirtigietica
programming and its ability to manage pool memberships.

Although Project Crossroad did not charge parent fees or raise funds through
commercial revenue, the administrator talked about the importance of idemnafyi
income generator in the future. She described the importance of an income generator
because it would “give us some sustainability. Everyone told us from the vemyinegi
that was something we were going to need to have...” In 2012, Activate received funding
from grass-roots efforts through individual donations from community members (5% of
its funding).

Administrators, staff members, and board members of Horizons discussed their

reliance on funding from grass-roots efforts, including individual contributionel, loc
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business donations, and program-sponsored fundraising events. In particular,
administrators and board members of Horizons credited their annual fundraiser, Danc
with the Stars, as raising almost one-third of their annual budget and incrémesing
visibility of Horizons among community members. Social networks and the relationship
with board members were vital in raising the necessary funds to implemenbri$oriz
Administrators, program staff, and board members of the four community-based
summer interventions identified resource diversification as a key stratégyd their
academic summer interventions. Further, data highlight the importance of both huma
and social capital in the funding of the community-based summer interventions. Although
all organizations utilized human and social capital to fund their programs, tleslyael
different types of human and social capital. Horizons relied upon community support,
board member connections, and its national affiliation. Activate relied upon théisxper
of its administrator, community support, and the passion and hard work of its personnel.
The BGCH-E relied upon its national affiliation and community relationships. Kiaser
seemed to access funding through th2 @CLC initiative and large foundation and
corporate grants because of the combination of the expertise and knowledge of its
primary fundraiser, the number of students served, and the urban location of its program.
Primary funding. Although resource diversification was utilized by the four
programs, their reliance on each source varied. As indicated in Table 8 by the shaded
text, the community-based summer interventions differed in their primary funding
sources. The different patterns of reliance seemed to reflect the ditfeeeatteristics

and internal resources of the programs.
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The administrator of SuperKids cited government funding through theeLc
grant as their primary source, with the grant providing 50% of the funding for the
summer program. The ability of SuperKids to access funding from the@ILC
initiative may be a reflection of the program’s large number of student parttsiand
urban location, and of the expertise of its administrator to write grants antsrepor

The administrators of Horizons reported that their primary funding stre@nes
both private contributions (specifically, grants from family foundations and tienah
umbrella organization) and grass-roots efforts (specifically, one annukbis@r event).
Horizons’ primary funding reflected its governance structure as a nagtaifliated
community organization, social capital, and human capital. As a smaller sized
organization in a rural community, interviewees stressed the role of comnunity i
funding and supporting its program, and of board members in accessing grants from
smaller, family foundations.

The administrator of Project Crossroads reported that its primary funding source
were private contributions through a United Way grant, and government fundinghthroug
a Americorps grant. The Americorps grant was an important source ofdubecause it
provided classroom teachers at no cost to the program and, given the infancy of the
program, staff and administrators cited this as vital. Community and sociarketwere
responsible for funding the rest of the summer intervention.

Although the BGCH received grants from the government, foundations and
corporations to support year-round efforts, the branch manager of the BGCH-E relied
heavily upon grass-roots efforts, particularly parent fees and pool membershijs] to f

the summer program. One administrator described the organization’s heéangeen
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commercial revenue as a budget control operation. The program’s history amatioaput
as an athletic operation and size may have given them access to commezoiat re
through pool memberships.

The data on the primary funding sources for each program begins to illuminate
the role of program characteristics and internal resources. Prograawtehiatics, such
as program location, governance structure, program size, and years in opeagtion
explain why community-based summer interventions access different fundicgsour
However, program characteristics appear to be only part of the story becausa int
resources may also be driving the patterns of reliance on different primarysiuirde
example, SuperKids may have access€tXtLC funding because of the combination
of urban location, target population, and human capital. Horizons may have accessed
grass-roots funding because of the combination of its rural location, board members’
connections, and social capital. Through the remaining sections, | will continuedo buil
upon the role of program characteristics and internal resources in securing and

maintaining funding.

Challenges of Funding

This section discusses the challenges of funding experienced by the four
community-based summer interventions. | have divided this section into the gkallen
that were identified in the non-profit and out-of-school time literature: revenaglip|
goal displacement, pressure for accountability because of necessaryiauaspba
process and structure, a need for revenue diversification (Froelich, 1999), éed lim
access to funding streams (Learning Point Associates, n.d.; Mitchell et al., 2008] S

& Bhat, 2008; Stewart, 2007). The data suggest that these programs experiencee the sa
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challenges as the literature; however, the data highlighted nuancedraifferbetween
the challenges identified in the literature and challenges identified iret@arch.
Interviewees within the programs identified revenue volatility and neceadapgations
to process and structure (or “pressure for accountability”) as the mostipervas
challenges in their dependence on external providers for funding.

Revenue volatility. Data suggest that revenue volatility was a very real challenge
for these four community-based summer interventions. The interviewees atktiiree
different types of revenue volatility: the loss of a funding source, the reductionding
from a source, and the changes in rules to receive funding. These fluctuatitex$ crea
uncertainty in the funding available for community-based summer inteonsnths one
board member remarked,

There is very little stability in funding sources with the exception of what

we charge for membership and for our summer program because that is in

our control. The stuff of what we control is very stable, but those funds are

10% of operating costs.

The community-based summer interventions coped with revenue volatility through thei
human and social capital.

SuperKids, Activate, and Horizons described revenue volatility in the loss or
potential loss of a funding source. More specifically, administrators of SuperKids
discussed the loss of funding from one source that implemented a summer intervention of
its own. To cope with the loss of funding, she stated that she identified new funding

through “...prospect research and having established relationships over the years.”
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Human capital and social capital were the central internal resourcesite sew
funding.
Administrators and program staff of Activate were unclear if they wouldragnt
to receive support from Americorps to fill their teaching positions. | taedarify how
they planned to cope with the potential loss of staffing. One staff memlsst gtat,
We actually had to start thinking about that this year just because we
didn’t find out if we were having a team until very late. It was one of those
things that when it comes up we’ll figure it out...At this point we can’t
really hire on all of those staff — we don’t have the funds for that — but it'll
happen.
Another staff member remarked on the strategy to replace the Americofp¥Cat#f
there is funding, to actually pay people. The reason why they [Activatéego t
Americorps route is they are free.” The interviewees did not indicate tlyahaldea clear
strategy to replace the Americorps staff, but only that it was not a longatesngement.
When | asked about the stability of funds from the national organization,
Horizons’ personnel commented, “I don’'t know. | don't know. They say it won't last
forever, but they aren't saying it will be cut off.” Interviewees anttegbghat funding
from the national organization would end, but they did not know when they would need
to replace the funds.
Interviewees of the BGCH-E and Horizons described revenue volatility in the
reduction of funding from a source. Administrators of the BGCH-E mentioned that over a
three-year period grants awarded from one family foundation fluctuated from $66,000 t

$20,000 to $50,000. They also have witnessed decreases in their federal funding (i.e.,
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pass-through dollars from BGCA) from $400,000 to $200,000 because of smaller federal
grants received by BGCA. To cope with these fluctuations, administratorsietent
“ratcheting up the level of responsibility” for the board members. Board membe

reported soliciting funding from community members. Interviewees alsvatst the

stability of commercial revenue in supporting their summer program.

Horizons’ board members and administrators withessed similar volatilitgin t
revenue from family foundations, where funding received from one foundation sietrea
by $12,000 (about 10% of the funding) over a one-year period, in part because family
foundations award grants based on their investment portfolios and the value of these
portfolios change. Board members and administrators identified theirceslnsmall
donations from community members through personal contacts as their copemgystrat
One board member described the importance of small donations,

Most of them [individual contributions] are small - $25 to $100. $100 is

the most popular. The $100 to $500 is less...then anything up to $1000,

there are very few. Over $1000, not even a handful.

Community donations have been a stable source of funding for Horizons to counteract
the instability of its other funding sources.

Finally, interviewees identified revenue volatility through changes in fhestgf
costs that grants would support. One administrator of Horizons identified that@m@ants
more likely to be restricted funding for program costs as opposed to operatirgy grant
Operating grants are grants that fund costs not directly tied to a progrese. ddsts are
associated with administrative positions and materials, fundraising eventsatardls,

and office space. Program grants, on the other hand, are grants that support ctgts dire
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tied to the program. These costs are associated with program staff andisyditdda

trips, transportation, and meals. The Executive Director of Horizons explasiteoie
funding challenge was the change of government and foundation grants from operating
grants to program grants. Now, he observed,

[foundations] don’t want to fund computers or lights or copy machines or

[administrative] personnel. They want to fund a sexy program, something

new or innovative. That tends to be restricted funding, restricted to a

program....Asking for operating funds is very difficult.

To cope with the restrictive nature of some grants, Horizons secures andmaainta
funding from community members, fundraising events, and smaller family foundations
that have a personal connection with Horizons to provide unrestricted funding.

Grant officials award funds to start projects and are less likely to suppeatiglr
existing programs. Administrators of both the BGCH-E and SuperKids discussed this
struggle. The SuperKids’ administrator commented, “I don't think most funders want to
be your seed funding for the duration of the program. They want to give yowfh idt-
go look for some other funding.” The administrators of the BGCH-E discussed the
relationship between seed funding and the importance of securing new funding: “We
received two or three years of seed money. It is good money when it is there, but do y
have enough money to sustain your club?” After the seed funding ends, organizations,
therefore, have to identify new funding sources to maintain their prograntheror
BGCH-E, the administrators identified commercial revenue:

Another source of funding that we started about three years ago...to make

up the difference in our summer camp is the Aberdeen Swim Center. We
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run it, it is a business for us...we make sure it is a budget control

operation.

The changing focus of grants to program costs and seed funding underscore the
challenges of finding sustainable funding and the importance of finding new funding to
fill in the gaps.

Goal displacement.Three of the community-based organizations in this research
described goal displacement as a challenge in their dependence on @xtasidals for
funding. Interviewees of Horizons, the BGCH-E, and Activate described the
implementation of STEM programming to attract new funders or to reflect tidstne
education. Interviewees of the BGCH-E also reported some changes in tios b
goals of their summer program where their mission became more educational.

An administrator of SuperKids identified the importance of being aware of goal
displacement in her discussion on mission drift. She was very mindful of avoiding
mission drift:

Our president/CEO is very mindful of mission drift and whatever is out

there, staying with what makes sense and that is really a challengsy for a

non-profit. If there is something that is similar, how much do you change

to make it similar? In doing that, are you evolving in a way that goes away

from your core mission? We agree that we have to be mindful of staying

true to what we do. And to sell that product and not to sell whatever is the

latest trend or interest.

The one exception to the negative attitude toward mission drift was in the BGCH-

E. Board members and administrators of the BGCH-E talked about the club’s evolution
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because of funding trends. One administrator mentioned the importance of evolving so
they stay viable in the field: “We're not just athletics; we're also educaithletics is

just a hook. We've changed trends. Clubs that don't change are the ones that fail.” For
these interviewees, being viable in the field translated into adapting thawmissm
athletics to athletics and education, to continue their ability to secure amima

funding for their programs. Goal expansion was a coping strategy in response to the
volatility of funding sources.

Administrators and board members of the other three organizations seemed to be
resistant to mission drift, but interviewees did discuss how funds changed theespécif
their programming. The increase in and availability of STEM funding virerenbst
frequently cited drivers for changes in programming. Administrators affdnstao of
the summer interventions mentioned the role of funding in their decisions to implement
STEM programming. For Horizons, the administrator’s decision was influencid by
availability of grants from the national organization, which they have receivéaefor
past two summers and may receive for an additional summer. One board member
described the role of the national organization in the implementation of STEM, “I think
that they helped introduce it...They gave us money.” When asked if Horizons’ theme had
always been a science topic, one staff member stated, “No, the past tsvbareabeen
science...The science is really difficult but it's from the STEM prograthwe get
funding through that.” Before the availability of STEM funding from the national
umbrella group, staff members reported that the academic themes weréeelass sc

focused, and their academics were more reading and math driven.



129

Administrators of the BGCH-E implemented STEM activities because they
recognized the potential for attracting new funding to the club and the increased
popularity of STEM programming in the schools. As one administrator stated, we “added
STEM to attract new money and it's huge because it's not people who usually fund a
regular summer program. You're eventually going to attract them [nedefsjito your
club...new money.” They are hoping to attract new funding through locally-based,
national engineering firms and, therefore, increase their accessatemontributions.

The staff of Activate implemented STEM programming because of this staf
recognition of its increasing emergence in the schools. They hoped that theyapould t
into STEM funding in the future. Both administrators of Activate and the BGCH-E
identified trends in education and preemptively implemented STEM programming for
potential funding.

Pressure for accountability.Data suggest that the community-based summer
interventions have changed how they apply for grants, how they report to funders, and the
personnel required to write grants and reports in response to the pressure for
accountability from their funders and from the broader climate of accoutytabil
education. As a result of this pressure for accountability, intervieweddigtbadapting
how they secure and maintain funding through the inclusion of research-based outcomes
and justifications in grant applications; the evaluation of student’s acaddmev@ment;
and the increased professionalization of their staff with the skills and knowledgéeto
the grant applications and reporting requirements. This shift towards ncoengability

in summer interventions was summed up by the administrator of SuperKids:
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A joke a friend of mine and | have about summer programs is that there

was a time when a kid showed up that was great, get some money. It

became the kid showed up and they have to be doing something

specifically, get a snack. And there was a real push back from providers in
the city on the accountability and standardization process and average

daily attendance is tracked. And people will be dinged if kids aren't

showing up for a specific amount of time...So, | think the shift has really

been about accountability and then really expecting a different level of

rigor from providers in terms of why do you do what you do. You can't

just say because it feels good, because it worked in the past. You have to

have research. A key to any program's ability to raise money is the

evaluation piece...

The pressure for accountability from external providers and the broadeoffietiucation
becomes problematic if the organizations do not possess the necessary inteunedses
to respond to the changes in grants, reporting, and personnel. In addition, community-
based summer interventions may not be able to adapt to the increased pressure for
accountability if their internal resources are misaligned with the resoueeded to
respond.

Data suggest that community-based summer interventions have adapted the way
they apply for funding in response to the information necessary for grant sippkca
The increased rigor of grant applications has been limited to larger foumsland
government grants; grants from corporations and smaller family foundat@nstdi

appear to require the same level of detail in their applications. Administeatdrboard
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members reported that grant applications have become more cumbersome and
bureaucratic. According to one administrator, grant applications are recauifinggvel

of accountability, the need to be evaluated, the research, the need to have la researc
component...” One administrator attributed part of this increase in accougtabditant
applications as a trickle-down effect from the federal government. In respootise
increased level of detail in grant applications, staff and administratorscarieed to
become more savvy writers and fundraisers, potentially changing the humaih capit
needed to write grants and reports.

Community-based summer interventions made necessary adaptations to their
summer programs by implementing evaluations of their students’ academic
achievements. Interviewees stressed the link between funding and studentansluati
both in justification for continued funding through grant applications as well as in
reporting requirements for grants. They also indicated that the implerardéstudent
evaluations was a reflection of the larger climate of accountability iedheation field.

In SuperKids, interviewees discussed that they originally implemented
evaluations because they recognized the growing trend in summer prograsaisiatireg
their students’ academic achievements. When | asked about the timing of thé@valua
implementation, the administrator answered:

It came before [the accountability movement]...it was part of our

evolution. We identified it in-house and then we identified it was

something that was happening nationally.
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Although evaluations were not originally connected to grants or reporting regaitem
for funders, the administrator discussed how the student evaluations have since become
vital for the 2£' CCLC grant:

A key to any program'’s ability to raise money is the evaluation piece and

the really great thing about the larger pots of money from the federal

government [2% CCLC grants] is that they will allow for, they mandate

that you have at least 10% of your budget...allocated for evaluations

specifically.

Through her history with the program, the administrator of SuperKids has wirtesse
growing importance of student evaluations to fund summer interventions. The
implementation of student evaluations started as a reflection of the O&arfakis now
mandated by some of the larger funders.

For Horizons, the national organization served as the impetus for administrators to
implement the student evaluations through funding and technical support. Administrators
utilized the evaluations to support the effectiveness of their program in graictapps
as well as to aid the reading specialist and teachers in differentiatingtims during
the academic portion of the program. The national organization, in turn, utilized the
evaluation data to secure grants from larger foundations by “show[ing] alllthee
whistles of how this program makes a difference.” Through the influence of its national
organization, Horizons has “become more sophisticated and more structured, but not in a
bad way. It is structured enough to give you information for your funding. You can say
our children improved two months [in reading achievement].” Horizons was able to

respond to the pressure for accountability through student evaluations because of its
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social capital in the form of the national organization. The national Horizons orgamiza
recognized the national trends for student evaluations and provided the support to its
affiliates to respond to the pressure for accountability from funding sources.

Administrators of Activate indicated that part of the importance of their
evaluations was to demonstrate the effectiveness of their program tatitsrd; the
student evaluations could “drive home the value of the program.” However, the
implementation of their evaluation was not a response to any demands from funders;
instead, it was the administration’s recognition of the accountability movement i
education because “when you write grants, you have to have good data and you have to
be able to back it up.” The administrator discussed using the results of the evatuation t
demonstrate the value of Activate to its primary funder, United Way, and the
Superintendent of the Cecil County school district.

The BGCH-E was the only summer intervention that did not evaluate its students’
progress in academic achievement, perhaps because of its heavier melianoemercial
revenue. Administrators and staff indicated that students were evaluatedtitipre-
packaged programs from BGCA and the parents were surveyed about their egperienc
with the summer program. The branch manager of the BGCH-E also tracked attendance
as an additional measure of program quality. Administrators touted the imgootanc
consistent attendance:

As long as attendance keeps going up and it is consistent, then we’re doing

something right because kids won’t come back if it's not something that

interests them, or is a benefit, and parents won't keep sending them.
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Their reliance on commercial revenue to support the summer intervention may have
shielded or buffered the BGCH-E from the pressure of accountability experientiee
other programs.

Through more sophisticated grant applications and reporting requirements,
funders may be increasing the professionalization of the fundraising stafhafiunity-
based summer interventions. This was most apparent in the case of Horizons where the
board members recognized their need for an Executive Director with fundrais
experience. As indicated by their stagnation of new funders, the board mentbers fe
was no longer adequate to rely upon one person to implement the summer program and to
secure and maintain funding. They recognized the importance of staff tieat we
knowledgeable in fundraising and did not have to split their time between program
implementation and funding.

Need for resource diversification. As was demonstrated in Table 8 and
discussed earlier in the chapter, the community-based summer interventeshsmel
multiple sources of funding to support their summer programs. As one administrator
commented, “With any successful program, you need to have diversified sources,
including government, corporations, and foundations.” This reliance on multiple funding
streams may become even more important in light of the volatility of the fundingesourc
relied upon by the community-based summer interventions. However, interviewees
suggested that the efforts to stabilize funding through resource diversificatatac
additional challenges because of the increased amount of work and time spent on grant

applications and reporting requirements.
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Administrators of each of the community-based summer interventions remarked
on the challenges of balancing multiple sources of funding. The administrator of
SuperKids discussed this balance:

In having a diverse portfolio, it is great because if one shifts, then you

have other things to back you up, but with more pieces there are more

responsibilities with reporting and there may be more specifications for

each grant. If you have 10 different grants, then you have 10 different

reporting requirements. It kind of, it gets more complicated. It's a good

challenge to have, but it also requires a different level of sophistication of

project director to manage all that because funding is about relationships

and people who will trust that you will spend the money the way you say

you will.

In other words, resource diversification is important, but it takes a lot of workatindutec
mediated through human capital to strengthen the program’s social capital and
relationship with funders.

Administrators and board members of Horizons and the BGCH-E discussed the
relationship between internal resources and resource diversification. Inwoese
programs, they missed funding opportunities because they did not possess enough
internal resources and/or the correct internal resources. One adronistithe BGCH-E
described the following challenge in revenue diversification, “We fall short ohavitg
enough personnel where we miss stewardship opportunities. When someone gives us a

donation, we don’t get back to them for another year.” One board member of Horizons
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reiterated the importance of adequate internal resources in light of revenue
diversification:

The communication and keeping people involved. The biggest challenge

we have is it [funding] takes a lot of follow-up...that’s a really big,

important part and we haven't taken the time to do it. Or we haven't been

able to afford to do it...

These interviewees signal that not all summer interventions have the neaaesaal
resources to maintain resource diversification. Resource diversificatioberay
important coping strategy in response to revenue volatility, but data suggest that i
requires the necessary personnel to foster the programs’ relationships wviinithers.

Access to all funding streamsAccess to funding was identified as a challenge
because of location and limited human capital. Further, as discussed earlrer, whe
possible, interviewees made programmatic decisions to increase acttesling.

First, interviewees of both Activate and Horizons identified location as figniti
their access to the amount of funding available and limiting their accesdamc
funding streams. Administrators of Activate, a program located in a lang@lycounty,
reported that the ability of its funders’ grants to grow and increase wasdibecause of
the county’s smaller giving base. In a conversation with United Way, the adationsif
Activate was told, “I don’t know if our funding is going to be able to increase. We're a
small county.”

In addition, both administrators and board members of Horizons talked about the
effect of location on their ability to target larger foundations as well as on theenwa

businesses and corporations in the community that could fund its summer intervention.
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One board member compared the situation in her Horizons to other Horizons located in
larger locales:

We don't have the corporations and businesses that they do around larger

places like the ones [other Horizons' affiliates] that are in Brooklyn or

Denver or larger locales that have a bigger base to pull from.

Horizons’ access to grants from larger foundations is also constraineddmatisn

because the larger foundations in Maryland are located in Baltimore and, as a
consequence, tend to target community-based summer interventions that serve @&altimor
students. Activate and Horizons coped with this challenge of limited access to funders
because of location by increasing their reliance on their social netvpartgularly their
community members and businesses, to support their summer interventions.

Second, interviewees linked the pressure for accountability with limiticgsado
funding. Interviewees discussed that the increased sophistication of the grant
applications, particularly for government funding and private contributions, can narrow
the pool of potential grantees. Thus, community-based summer interventions without the
expertise or time to fill out more sophisticated grant applications cannosdhedsinds
that require more research-oriented justifications.

External providers are also limiting access to funds through their requiefoent
student evaluations. The administrator of Activate discussed the need for student
evaluations to secure and maintain funding, “When you write grants, you have to have
good data and you have to be able to back it up.” Community-based summer
interventions can lose access to the funding streams that require studentasaluati

because they lack the internal capacity to implement them. The administrator
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SuperKids discussed the importance and the struggle of implementing student
evaluations:

The thing that they [Z1CCLC] are going to ask is where is your

evaluation? Where is the proof of what you’re doing actually works? And

you say, well, we haven’t gotten money in the past and they say, we’re not

going to give it to you until we can see the investment...you have to start
to build an informal evaluation component and figure out ways to cobble
together an evaluation to be able to sell it to a larger funder.
Although programs identified the lack of student evaluations as limiting attcess
funders, Horizons, Activate, and SuperKids did not appear to be faced with this
challenge. They each implemented student evaluations because of their national
affiliations, or identification of the importance of student evaluations.

As discussed eatrlier, interviewees of Activate and the BGCH-E madiegst
decisions in program design to increase access to funding. In both cases, atorgistr
stated that they implemented STEM curriculum into their summer programseasac
access to funders. Administrators of the BGCH-E anticipated that in the tiugyre
would access funding to new private contributions.

Summary of the challenges of fundingThe community-based organizations
included in this study reported that they experienced challenges in fundingutheles
programs as reflected in the literature. Interviewees identiéeehue volatilityin
government funding and private contributiogeal displacemernan the activities of the
summer programsiecessary adaptations to the process and structisecuring and

maintaining funding through research-based outcomes, evaluations, and more
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professionalized staff in response to the pressure for accountability fromdamdkethe
education field; challenges in balancing the multiple needs of funders becaus@eéd
for resource diversificationand, challenges @iccess to fundingecause of location and
limited human capital.

Data suggest that the most pervasive challenges for the communityshasaer
interventions were revenue volatility and the pressure for accountabilitgnRe
volatility was experienced in three different ways: the loss of a fundingesdabec
reduction in funding, and the changes in rules to receive funding. The community-based
summer interventions relied upon their human capital and social networks to mediate the
challenges of revenue volatility. More specifically, intervieweddaizons identified
the role of community members through monetary donations and the connections of
board members to foundations as key coping strategies. Interviewees of theBBGC
identified the stability of commercial revenue as their coping stratelgle interviewees
of SuperKids identified its long-standing relationships with funders, which were
maintained by the administrator, as important safety nets to cope witluesvelatility.

Throughout the cases, resource diversification seemed to be an importagy strate
to respond to revenue volatility. However, to gain the advantages of resource
diversification, community-based summer interventions reported an increasedmeed f
human capital that can balance the requirements of different funding sources and f
human capital that can develop relationships with funders, including community
members, foundations, and businesses.

Data suggest that pressure for accountability was also a pervasieaghdibr

community-based summer interventions. Again, interviewees identified humaal capit
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and social capital as coping strategies. Horizons’ national organizationwitak a

resource in its ability to implement a student evaluation. In the cases of botKi@aper
and Activate, human capital, in the form of their personnel’s knowledge, recognized the
trends in summer interventions and the broader field of education and implemented
student evaluations. The BGCH-E seemed to be less affected by this chadleagsebof

its reliance on commercial revenue, which may have shielded the prograninéom t

necessary adaptations to its processes and structures to fund its summer. program

Internal Capacity

Through the previous three sections, | have highlighted some of the programs’
internal resources that helped mediate their dependencies on external providers f
funding and that are coping strategies to address the challenges of funding. In this
section, | examine the internal capacity of the summer interventions and expand upon the
information presented earlier. | discuss how resources as well as thetimedse of
those resources are valuable tools in funding summer programs.

Internal resources.| looked for evidence of human, fiscal, and social capital as
well as informational resources in the interviews and documents to identifyehsaint
resources utilized by community-based summer interventions to secure ataimmai
funding. For purposes of my research, | included the internal resources of the
community-based summer interventions in this section only if those resourcesl $eeme
be instrumental in helping the interviewees secure and maintain funding forutnenes
programs or, conversely, if the lack of internal resources hindered the organizations

abilities to access funding.
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Human capital. | defined human capital as the number of personnel working on
funding and their fundraising knowledge and skills. The interviewees stressed that the
challenges of funding, specifically revenue volatility, pressure fayateability, and the
need for resource diversification, were mediated through human capital. The revenue
volatility experienced by the community-based summer intervention®draateed for
resource diversification where the expertise and knowledge of the personneliand the
connections to the community and foundations could mediate this challenge. The
pressure for accountability could be mediated by human capital through expearel
knowledge.

Staff and administrator$Staff and administrators were key resources in
mediating funding challenges because they filled out grant applicatispsned to
reporting requirements, implemented student evaluations, and developed relationships
with potential donors. One administrator highlighted the importance of staff and
administrators in securing and maintaining funds: “That’s [fundraising] thet m
important role you can play...because if you don't raise the money you can’t have the
program.” Although personnel often focused on the implementation of the summer
interventions, staff and administrators recognized that fundraising was arsttstep in
making the program a reality.

At the BGCH-E, both staff and administrators took an active role in fundraising.
The executive management team consisted of an Executive Director who worked with the
board members and all sponsors; a Director of Operations who oversaw day-to-day
operations and public outreach; and support staff for the administrative office. The

Executive Director had worked within the Boys and Girls Club organization for 18, yea
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the last six as the Executive Director of the BGCH. The Director of Gpesehad

worked for 10 years in youth development and three years in his current role. Tdéte bran
manager of the BGCH-E had been in his current role for five years. The solators

and branch managers have participated in training provided by the BGCA through its
Advanced Leadership University on topics such as program implementation and report
writing for funders. The branch manager was expected to attend fundraisirtg ®
describe the day-to-day operations of the clubs to potential donors. He gave thars of
Edgewood club and formed relationships with local businesses and other community
members. The human capital, and the structure, of the BGCH-E helped address the
challenges of revenue volatility and the need for resource diversificdihe executive
administration used their experience and knowledge to secure and maintaigranger

and pass-through funding from the BGCA, while the branch manager used his
connections to the community to leverage funding from local businesses and
organizations.

Interviewees of SuperKids reported a smaller number of personnel dedicated to
fundraising and writing grants for the summer program than at the BGCHeEprimary
fundraiser was an administrator who spent 50% of her time on SuperKids. Although she
received assistance from other staff members in compiling informatokesaor
potential donors and foundations, assessing the evaluations, and identifying new potential
sources of funding, she was responsible for ensuring that all reports wereteoamol
that all grant applications were accurately written. As she stated,diiiis is primarily
on me to get the proposals out the door, to send out the packages.” The administrator has

worked with SuperKids for 12 years, six of which were in her current job. Previously, she
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was a site coordinator for SuperKids and Director of Operations for Park and’'®eople
youth programs. Through her tenure at SuperKids, she has learned how to write grant
applications and reports, and has developed relationships with social networks to secure
and maintain funding.

For SuperKids, the knowledge and experience of the administrator was a critical
resource for the program. She reported that she completed grant appligatekhsand
understood the nuances of the grant process because of previous experience. She also had
a history with many of the funding organizations. Her description of her expertise i
fundraising is backed up by her ability to maintaifi ZCLC funding over the past
decade. The continued support received through th€21.C signals her ability to
respond to the changes in grant applications and reporting requirements because of the
pressure for accountability described above. She appears to be able to négotigte
the changing landscape of funding for summer interventions. Human capital m¢dete
challenges of pressure for accountability and revenue volatility througkpkeise and
knowledge of the administrator and in her ability to leverage social networkaite sec
and maintain funding from larger funding streams.

Up until the fall of 2012, Horizons was led by one part-time, year-round
Executive Director who had been responsible for all aspects of programming and
fundraising. The Executive Director admitted that she was unaware of whare to f
information on new funding and that fundraising was not her strength. As a result,
Horizons’ administrator and board members had relied on the same grants, family
foundations, and individuals to support their summer program for the past ten years,

except for the addition of one fundraising event that grossed almost one-third of their
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budget. In the fall of 2012, in recognition of the limits of relying on one position to run
both the summer program and all fundraising efforts and compensating for the aifsence
fundraising expertise, the board members decided to split the responsitiilties
Executive Director. The Program Coordinator would run all aspects of the summe
program and would be filled by the current Executive Director. The ExecutieetBiy a
new person with a fundraising background, would be responsible for all aspects of
fundraising and board management. One board member anticipated that Horizons is
“going to be able to find funds we couldn’t find before.” Horizons’ ability to secure
funding seemed to be limited by the expertise of its personnel and resouregnmeat.
Horizons recognized its need for (new) revenue diversification to addressieeve
volatility.

One administrator was responsible for securing funding for Activate. The
administrator’'s background was in education and administration. She had worked as
Project Crossroad’s Executive Director since its inception in 2010. She descriled som
experience in grant writing and fundraising prior to her job at Project Crdssroa
However, the administrator seemed to be knowledgeable in grant writing sing rai
funding for youth programs as suggested by her success in securing tieréevsta
grants to start Project Crossroad. Through her interview, she conveyed undegstdndin
the importance of evaluations and data to demonstrate the value of the program. Her
knowledge of the trends in education, summer interventions, and non-profits seemed to
be an important resource in mediating the challenge of pressure for acdayntabi

Board membersBoard members are important sources of human capital for

community-based summer programs because of their role in fiscal management,
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fundraiser development, and fiscal responsibilities (i.e., individual contributicorsthé-

four cases, however, data suggest that the real resource was in the connectmasdhat
members have with their community and with foundations. Board members’ connections
were important resources in leveraging new funders; thus, they mediated revenue
volatility and the need for resource diversification, and increased aodessling

streams. The opposite was also reported. Certain funding streams, partiaudgy |
foundations, were inaccessible because of the lack of connections between board
members and the funding source.

Administrators of the BGCH-E discussed the importance of having board
members from different industries to create access to new funding stiideays.
commented that one of their strategies in board development was to “add the district
manager [of a local company] to your board and that's how you get in-kind support.”
Board members may learn about foundation money or new opportunities for funding and,
thus, they become another resource used to secure new funding streams.

Similarly, Horizons’ administrators discussed how board members were pbtenti
connections to foundations and other grant money. As one board member stressed, “The
grants have been found by board members because it is usually [a] board member’s
foundation or someone the board member knows.” For example, the Horizons’ program
was supported by 21CCLC money, roughly $10,000 per year. One board member
described how they received®2CCLC funding, “We have gotten it through the school
system and it has been good that the superintendent has been on our board.” Horizons
was able to indirectly receive 2CCLC funding in part because of strategically included

the superintendent of the local school district on its board.
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In discussing a prominent Baltimore-based foundation, one Horizons'’ interviewee
talked about the importance of having connections because “unless we can find someone
who knows someone then I'm wasting my breath even talking about it [applying for a
grant].” Another administrator supported this sentiment:

The disadvantages to foundations are — especially the larger ones — there

are so many other people who apply to them. You need an in, you need

someone. Otherwise you send an application in and it just gets put in a

stack. You need to know someone on the board. Your board members

need to know someone in the organization or else you’'re wasting your

time.

Board members are important sources of social connections to private contributions

Overall, data suggest that human capital provided the necessary time and
expertise to write grants and reports, and balance multiple funders; exjefiticenew
funders and adapt to the changing landscape of funding because of pressure for
accountability; and connections to funding sources. Human capital seems to be an
important resource in coping with the need for new funding because of revenue ylatilit
and in coping with the pressures for accountability.

Social capital. Interviewees recognized the importance of social capital to secure
and maintain funds. Interviewees identified social resources as natiolmati@ffs, social
networks, and community members and businesses. Many of these relationships
developed through the human capital of the community-based summer interventions.
Data suggest that social capital functioned to share information, expertisearuid

support, and to create potential partnerships.
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National affiliations.As already mentioned, for Horizons and the BGCH-E,
interviewees identified their national affiliations as important sourcasaing either
through grant opportunities or pass-through dollars, respectively. One board member of
Horizons described the support of the national organization:

They fund part of us. What they do — they wanted everyone to have a

reading specialist so they’'ve funded $5000 for the past two years and

$5000 for the next year for a reading specialist... They also fund other

things that we may need to have. If we're starting a new grade, they’ll

often fund part of that. If we’re doing something outside of [the box], they

will fund that.

In addition to providing funds for program components, board members and
administrators credited Horizons’ national organization in “doing very well imgeei

what we need.” In other words, the national Horizons organization was an important
source of social capital in identifying trends in funding (e.g., the importaince
evaluations) and areas for internal development (e.g., training for the repdiriglist,

and funds for the position of Program Coordinator). The national affiliation, an important
source of social capital, provided funding for the summer program, but perhaps just as
importantly helped Horizons mediate the pressure for accountability through support of
its student evaluation.

Administrators, board members, and staff of the BGCH-E recognized the
importance of their national affiliation in providing pass-through dollars anccalumn,
such asSmartGirlsandl am healthy, | am successfak well as providing training for

staff and board members in running the organization and raising funds for the
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organization. In addition, the BGCH-E leveraged partnerships with local biesness
because of the BGCA'’s national business partnerships. One administratdredete
relationship,

B&G Clubs have national partnerships to help run programs, but that is

also a segue-way for us to partner with local stores. All [national]

companies have local giving committees to give money locally. For

Macy’s, we just happen to have a parent that is on the committee. We go

after those local corporations in addition to the national money.

For example, Best Buy is a national business partner with the BGCA. Adnionstoé

the BCGH-E were able to take that leverage to receive roughly $100,000 worth of
computers, software and technical support from their local Best Buy. As oneewese

noted, “So national partnerships are really key in keeping our costs down so we're not out
there raising more money for things that companies are more than willingetaggfor

free.” The BGCH-E created additional social capital because of relaifiedeveloped

by its national affiliation that could help mediate the volatility of revenue thrdwegh t

creation of additional funding.

Social networksAlthough not part of a national organization, administrators of
SuperKids recognized the importance of networks, specifically city- atehstde
networks, in learning about new funding opportunities. One interviewee commented,
“Because we are part of networks, they may forward grant opportunitieskofolr
others to join applications or if there are citywide initiatives, like livel grade level
reading campaign, they’re bringing together providers to discuss the isalibstigh

not part of a formal network, the interviewees of SuperKids had developed relationships
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with other networks to increase their social capital and increase their patestaure
new funding through partners.

Communities and businessé#erviewees cited connections to the community
and to businesses as important social resources in securing funds for thempragga
in providing in-kind materials and building space to lower their budgetary needs. For
example, one Horizons’ board member discussed how they received use of the local
community pool at no cost because a community member “went to bat for us and told
them [Parks and Recreation] the pool was built for reasons like this.” Community
members who are connected to Horizons are important resources for public awareness
that may lead to funding in the future.

In Activate’s short existence, social resources have been instrumental in
implementing its summer program. Administrators’ remarks pinpointed sodialrces
in the form of in-kind donations of space and materials as well as monetary donations
that were used to purchase sports equipment and classroom materials. The atbministr
of Activate described the funding, “So, part of it [funding] is community relationstip a
just really building a network of support for the program.” Administrators and staff
members of SuperKids remarked on the importance of the relationships they have
developed with the campsites and the enrichment partners. Their relationshigegrovi
unique experiences for the participants.

For both Activate and Horizons, community connections and networks were vital
in funding the summer programs, particularly when the organizations werebfngato

fund the summer programs in the months leading up to the starting date. Community
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members and businesses became their funding “angels” that swooped in sttrthiedte
to ensure continuity in programming. The administrator of Activate stated that,

We ran camp on a wing and a prayer and it was very stressful for me.

There were things we wanted to do that | didn’t know until the last second

that we could do because of the financial situation.
As one staff member described, “We started talking to local people, are wetgaoio
it? How are we going to do it?...And more than anything we got material donatiens. W
didn’t get a lot of money, but we got material donations.” Community businesses
answered the program’s needs through material donations and financial camtsibut

Similarly, board members and administrators of Horizons cited examples of how
community members contributed to the program when they needed it most. When asked
about funding goals and how they were reached, one board member, who served on the
board for almost 13 years, discussed the people who made the program viable, “I don’t
know how we reached them [funding goals]. Money would come. We had a lot of private
people [community members] just to keep this going. We had dedicated people.” In the
case of Activate and Horizons, funding seemed to be a combination of hard work by the
administration, staff, and board members as well as strong community conaeltit
were called upon to fill in funding gaps.

In the case of the BGCH-E, administrators and the branch manager discussed the
relationships developed with local businesses that were instrumental in prouialdiggf
and volunteers to the program. One staff member described his strategy in dewvlepi

club’s social network with local businesses:



151

We just talk like that with certain individuals about what we need and it

works out. At the end of the day it works out. We form a partnership. It

fills in the gap. We have so many kids that come in here to be able to pay

for them all to do a lot of those things [e.g., field trips]. It becomes very

expensive to do things.

Thus, partnerships with local businesses were able to contribute finanwiddéy t
summer programs as well as donate materials to lower the amount of funding that
programs needed to secure and maintain.

Social capital was evident through the national affiliations of the BG@HeE
Horizons, through the networks of SuperKids, and through community connections of the
BGCH-E, Horizons, and Activate. Organization’s social capital seemed to beampor
in the sharing of information, and the connecting of partners to identify new funders.
Further, for smaller community-based summer interventions, such as Horizons and
Activate, social capital could be called upon when funding levels were not reached.
Social capital had the potential to mediate the challenges of revenue volatdity, a
pressure for accountability.

Fiscal capital. For this study, | defined fiscal capital as the fiscal allocations for
raising additional funds. For the four community-based summer interventionk, fisca
capital did not appear to be a prevalent resource utilized to secure and maintain funding
or to mediate their dependence on external providers. Interviewees reteteac
importance of fiscal capital in their ability to strengthen their human tapitbto host
fundraising events. Board members and administrators of Horizons recognized the

importance of spending fiscal resources to strengthen the human capitalréowrie
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grants and reports, communicate with funders, research prospective new foundations
organize fundraisers. In shifting from one part-time position to two part-timequssi

the board members made the decision to spend more fiscal resources on personnel to
increase their potential to secure and maintain funds. The board membergmyere v
cognizant of the additional fiscal resources needed to split the position, bhbitesy

the result would be additional funds for Horizons. The board members recognized the
misalignment of its resources, particularly the inadequacy of the humaal ¢api

respond to revenue volatility and the need for resource diversification. Inteese
described leveraging the organizations’ fiscal capital to strengthexpleetise of the
human capital.

Both the BGCH-E and Horizons utilized their fiscal capital to host fundraising
events. Horizons credited its main fundraiser with raising one-third of itsebhubigey
grossed roughly $60,000 to net $30,000. Board members and administrators of Horizons
had a range of views on the value of their fundraising events. One board member
believed that the fundraising event was not worth the fiscal capital it required.
Conversely, one interviewee thought the earned money as well as the expanded pool of
donors was invaluable: “Everyone started knowing about Horizons. They heard the name
and it's something that helps kids. It gets bigger and bigger.” The differing opmmons
the value of the fundraising event seemed to stem from the source. The board member
who valued the fundraising event as important for community members had worked with
Horizons for 13 years. During her tenure with Horizons, she served as board president
and repeatedly witnessed the value and importance of social networks in funding

Horizons. On the other hand, the administrator who thought the fundraiser event was a
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waste of time and resources had a background in raising funds through large foundations
and large individual contributions. In discussing funding and the fundraiser event, he
stated,

The nice thing with event fundraising is it gets your name out there.

People recognize us because of Dancing with the Stars. So it does have

some benefit, but I think non-profits spend way too much time on them.

But, everyone is doing them. To me, of course, foundations are key.

His strategy in fundraising was to nurture and develop relationships with large
foundations. For him, the key strategy in fundraising was cultivating relatiortbiaips
would translate into large donations and provide on-going support.

Informational resources. The last type of internal resource, informational
resources, refers to the way in which organizations learn about new funding
opportunities. In three cases, interviewees cited the roles of social eayitAliman
capital in discovering new funding streams. For example, the administratopefksds
was made aware of new funding streams through its city-wide networks andgtapser
Interviewees of the BGCH-E leveraged its social capital, spetyfitainational
organization’s partnerships, to identify new local businesses to target fondundi
Horizons’ inability to secure new funding streams was a result of personnel nahgnow
where to look. However, interviewees of Horizons cited the importance of its nationa
organization in passing on information about new areas of funding. The community-
based summer intervention’s informational resources were contingent on huntal capi
specifically on the personnel’s knowledge and skill of understanding where to find ne

funding sources, and social capital to leverage new funders.
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Summary of internal resources. Data on internal resources highlight the value of
human capital and social capital in the funding of community-based summer
interventions. The expertise and knowledge of the SuperKids’ human capital were
important resources in coping with the challenges of revenue volatilithharméssure
for accountability as well as increasing the program’s resource diwvatisin. Activate’s
human capital was an important resource in connecting to the community members and
businesses to cope with revenue volatility, and in implementing a student evaluation to
address the pressure for accountability. Board members strengthenedaheagitzil of
Horizons where social capital was relied upon to find new funding sources and fill in the
funding gaps because of revenue volatility. In addition, Horizons’ national organizati
strengthened its social capital through support and materials for the studeatievdo
cope with the pressure for accountability. Finally, the BGCH-E'’s reti@m commercial
revenue for the summer intervention shielded it from revenue volatility and tiseiges
for accountability. However, to fund the organization and all programming, the egpertis
and knowledge of both the executive administration and the branch managers were relie
upon to secure funding through larger grants and more local grants, respectisxtélr, F
the branch manager of the BGCH-E relied upon his social networks to leverage funds
from local foundations and businesses.

Productivity. As illustrated by Malen and Rice (2004), internal capacity is a dual
dimensional construct that captures the availability of resources anddlaeiCpvity of
those resources” (p. 633). In this section, | discuss the data on the productivity of
resources with a focus on resource alignment and organizational freneticism and

fragmentation, forces that can undermine the productive use of existing resource
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Resource alignment. Malen and Rice (2004) describe alignment as the “degree of
correspondence between the resources that are available and the resatieces t
required to accomplish organizational goals” (p. 636). Given the importance of human
and social capital, the alignment of these two internal resources to the dermands fr
external providers may be an important indicator of the productivity of the community
based summer interventions to accomplish the goal of funding their summer
interventions.

First, as mentioned above, administrators and board members of Horizons
recognized their need for additional internal resources, specifically anisgtator with
fundraising expertise, to find new funding and follow-up with existing funders. The
interviewees discussed the misalignment between the expertise and knowvlige o
human capital to meet their funding goals, specifically their goal ofnfighdew funding
sources to increase their resource diversification to mediate revenukty.obdard
members reconfigured the administration for better alignment betweeroHsirhuman
capital and funding challenges.

Despite this resource misalignment, interviewees of Horizons highlighted the
alignment between their social capital and funding needs. The smaller siagzufrtd
aligned with its social capital. They could be nimble fundraisers and reach beirto t
community when funding goals were not reached.

Interviewees of the BGCH-E suggested that the structure of the orgamizéh
the executive administration and branch managers targeting different fundmgstr
was a productive use of human capital because the resources were aligned teeallow t

human capital of the organization to target larger funding streams and smaller
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community contributions. Through this balance of larger and smaller funds, the EGCH-
could diversify and, hopefully, stabilize its funding. Although the BGCH-E relied upon
commercial revenue to fund its summer intervention, this strategy was important
coping with revenue volatility and the need for resource diversification for the whole
organization.

SuperKids seemed to possess the necessary combination of internal resources, in
the form of expertise of its administrator and social networks, to fund the summer
intervention. SuperKids’ characteristics as a large, urban-based pragdatine expertise
and knowledge of its human capital were a productive use of resources to access
government grants and larger grants from foundations and businesses.

Organizational freneticism and fragmentation. Organizational freneticism was
experienced by each of the community-based summer interventions. Int&viewe
referenced the volume, pace, and intensity of securing and maintaining fundimgjrfor t
summer programs. Administrators and board members described the connection betwee
the uncertainty of funding and the stress they felt in having to secure funding.

Throughout the interviews, they made comments such as,

“I'm tired of waking up at 2 in the morning worrying about it [funding];”

*  “Well, as time went on, things started unraveling...How are we going to pay for
this program?”

» “So 30 or 40 people [board members] have to be able to reach out and raise
$15,000 a piece and to supplement and get some core funding. It is hard.”

*  “We ran camp on a wing and a prayer and it was very stressful for me. There we

things we wanted to do that I didn't know until the last second that we could do
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because of the financial situation...we try to stretch our resources wheesawe ¢

but it's a challenge.”

Regardless of program size, program location, or primary funding source, wessie
experienced the pressure and stress of having to raise funds for their sungramgro
The stress of fundraising because of revenue volatility seemed to entnegsace and

intensity of the work to secure and maintain funding.

Data suggest that the running of the day-to-day operations compounded the
organizational freneticism associated with fundraising. When asked about heitlole w
the community-based organization, one administrator commented, “Everything is my
role...I oversee all the funding. | write for additional funding. | work on program
development. | work on multiple committees in the community.” With other
responsibilities, “it [fundraising] is very easy for that not to be a prioritigg reality of
balancing fundraising responsibilities and program implementation heightenpdde,
intensity, and volume of work experienced by the interviewees of the commusédg-ba
summer interventions.

This frenzy of activity, however, seemed to result in the productive use of
resources. As the start of the summer intervention approached and funding levels had not
been reached, interviewees described mobilizing their funding base to bridgetime
funding. This was most apparent in the cases of Horizons and Activate, both smaller,
rural programs, which had strong community support. Their size and location weige ass
in their flexibility to secure and maintain funding. Administrators and boardbaes

could be nimble fundraisers who drew on their passion for their summer programs to
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secure additional support and funding from their social networks and surrounding
communities.

An important component of organizational freneticism may be the ability of the
administrators, staff, and board members to think strategically about a tangtss and
then implementing that plan. When organizations can achieve viable, long-termgistrate
plans for funding their programs, the organizational freneticism experiegcadrimer
programs may be decreased (Bell & Carillo, 2007). Instead of worrying abotiotite s
term, day-to-day funding and funding for the next summer, administrators, and board
members can focus on funding for the future.

Interviewees of Horizons and the BGCH-E indicated that they did not have a
long-term strategic plan. When asked about long-term planning, one board member
laughed and commented, “I can make one up!” but then discussed the need for finding
larger funders. Board members of the BGCH-E stated, “We don’t really have erso W
have an annual plan that we set-up for this fiscal year that might be a plan that i
implemented going forward, especially if we have success in what wefrg.doi
Interviewees from SuperKids indicated that they had a strategic long-tannbplt had
not implemented it. Their strategy was to find and secure larger feddrabtional
grants to fund the program on a longer-term basis. Interviewees recodr@zeskt for a
long-term strategic plan and even pinpointed what a long-term plan might enthagif
summer programs, but none of the organizations seemed to have implemented one.
However, interviewees discussed the additional work of implementing a long-term
strategic plan, “The other strategy we were trying to work on, and it takésfime

and effort, is getting, somehow funneling, finding foundations or organizations thdt coul
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give us larger grants.” The programs’ inabilities to implement long-fending plans
may stem from insufficient time and expertise in the form of human capitairortifre
organizational frenetecism’s impact on the productivity of time. Without a long-ter
strategic plan, programs may not have the necessary resources to prodsetust and
maintain new funding sources to increase the sustainability of their funding.

Overall, the four community-based summer interventions experienced
organizational freneticism as they worked on securing and maintaining funditheifor
programs. The pace and intensity of the work to secure and maintain funding seemed to
be a result of insufficient human capital to address the challenge of resoatdéyvol
because of the uncertainty of funding, the balance between program implemmeantd
securing funding, and the inability to develop and implement a long-term strpltagi
for funding. Despite these challenges, the organizational freneticismenqast by the
smaller community-based summer interventions resulted in heightened pragwdtien
funding goals were not reached.

Organizational fragmentation refers to the different tasks that need to be
completed as a result of securing and maintaining funding to support the summer
intervention. For the four community-based summer interventions, both resource
diversification and the pressure for accountability increased organiZdteg@mentation.
Administrators, staff, and board members reported balancing differentédestes! to
securing and maintaining funding, including, but not limited to reports, grant
applications, student evaluations, prospect research, annual giving letters, andifvndrai
events. Community-based summer interventions relied on resource diversification to

maintain funding with each funder requiring different grant applications andsepatt
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added to the complexity and time commitment of the different tasks. For example,
administrators remarked that reports for funders may be required on algearter

United Way) or annual (e.g., 2CCLC) basis. Reports required information such as
budgets, narratives, photographs, student evaluations, student attendance rates, student
demographics, and curriculum. Administrators estimated that they spent aeyvaner

20 hours on reporting, as in the case of Project Crossroad with more grass-rocas or |
funders, to a couple of months preparing and writing reports, as in the case of SuperKids
with larger government and foundation funders.

Interviewees indicated that the intensity of reporting was related to thentuof
funding received. Reports for larger foundations and federal grants, such a$ the 21
CCLC, are more labor intensive and require more information than smaligér fam
foundations or the United Way. When asked about reporting on the federal grants
received as pass-through funds from national, one BGCH-E administratokeshthat
the person in charge of reporting was “always trying to give the money backiseenia
the time required to meet all the different reporting requirements, estirrtabe about
10 days per month.

Community-based summer interventions can make strategic decisiores thalt
organizational freneticism and fragmentation experienced by the staffiattation,
and board members and to increase the productivity of their internal resources. As
discussed earlier, Horizons’ board members addressed their resource mesatignch
organizational freneticism and fragmentation by recognizing their need for an
administrator experienced in securing and maintaining funds. According to tierssle

since implementing the two-position strategy, Horizons has been able to expand its
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program by two grades and add an additional year-round position to aid in student’s
transition to high school and college. Thus, in making a fiscal investment in staffing two
administrators, the board members increased their human capital and prodiactivity
address the organizational fragmentation of funding because of revenue volaglity
pressure of accountability and the need for resource diversification.

Summary of productivity. Productivity refers to the ability of community-based
summer interventions to translate resources into expected outcomes. Datatbat)tjes
productivity of the community-based summer interventions is dependent upon the match
between the human capital and the characteristics of the summer programsidSupe
was able to access larger private contributions and government grants lmé¢hase
expertise of the administrator and the size, location, and history of the programondor
was able to access the support of the community because of the connections ofithe boar
members and the smaller size of the program. However, Horizons could not access new
private contributions or government funding because of the misalignment between its
human capital and knowledge of where to find new funding. Activate accessed support
from the community because of its smaller size and the connections of the personnel to
the community. Finally, the BGCH-E relied upon local and national private conbisuti
and government funding because of the program’s structure with an executive
administration and branch managers and its human capital. Opportunities to secure and
maintain funding can be missed when community-based summer interventions have
inadequate human capital to maintain communications with their funding sources. More
importantly, data suggest that the productive use of human capital mediates revenue

volatility, the pressure for accountability, and the need for resource divatisif.
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The Relationship between Funding and Summer Programs

Ultimately, for community-based academic summer interventions, thesgal i
fund quality programs that increases the academic achievements of their students and
minimizes the summer learning gap. In this section, | discuss how fundelgtesdrto
four of the five indicators of quality, specifically smaller class sizey pmteraction
between students and teachers, differentiated or advanced-skills instruction, ardeadequ
contacthours. Data on the relationship between funding and quality are limitedebettaus
the difficulty in capturing the dimensions of quality through interview data. eps
limitation, interviewees identified examples of funding sources and chaiertating to
the quality indicators of summer interventions. | limit my discussion to thengdiones of
quality that the interviewees specifically linked to funding sources and challenge

Although none of the programs addressed parental involvement, the interviewees
expressed that the lack of parental programming was not funding related, butprogra
related. They stated that parental involvement was difficult to achieve @usikgor ten-
week summer program. | will return to the discussion between funding and parental
involvement in the next chapter.

| also discuss how funding sources and challenges are related to othes akpect
the summer program, including the prevalence of STEM curriculum and student
evaluations as well as the decrease in number of students served.

Relationship between funding and quality The interviewees described three
ways in which funding sources and challenges related to the quality indicatorsnoéisum

programs through staffing, staff training and salaries, and contact hours.
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Staffing. Interviewees of Activate and SuperKids indicated that funding
challenges influenced staffing decisions and, in turn, the hiring of teaghersad prior
interaction with participants. In the case of Activate, administratbesiren staffing
their summer program with Americorps volunteers because “at this point, weezly
hire on all of those staff. We don’t have the funds for that.” Because of thegdimit
classroom experience, four Americorps staff members were paired withiene s
supervisor to teach and coach 30 students. The site supervisor was responsible for
teaching the main lesson of the day in math and science, while the Americorpsefsiunt
worked with the students during the math games, science experiments, and other smal
group activities. The site supervisors and Americorps volunteers were nobyad
teachers. Activate did not meet this quality indicator because of fundingngeslas
reflected by the definition of prior interaction between students and teachers.

In the second year of operation, SuperKids utilized local teachers to staff the
summer program and could meet the quality indicator of prior interaction betwee
students and teachers. According to interviews, this arrangement lasted romedy@as
discontinued because of funding challenges. In 2012, they utilized college intertif to sta
their classrooms — a cheaper strategy, but one that influences the qualitprofitaen —
and no longer meet the quality indicator of prior interaction between students and
teachers.

The discussion on prior interaction between students and teachers highlights the
difficulty in generalizing this indicator from school-based summervetgions to
community-based summer interventions. The effectiveness literaturesrépirthe prior

interaction was between students and the classroom teachers. Howesemdounity-



164

based summer interventions would prior interaction between students and other
personnel, such as site supervisors or administrators, result in similasexia

academic achievement. Further, could prior interaction occur over multiple ssirznaer

not just from the previous school year? For example, students who attend Horizons can
attend for multiple summers and could have prior interaction with several stafiene

and administrators.

Funding sources were also related to the quality indicators for summer
interventions. Interviewees of Horizons identified grant funding from theiometi
organization as instrumental in their ability to hire and train a reading Bgiekdiatheir
summer program. In turn, the reading specialist evaluated the students oaathieig
and math achievement and, according to interviewees, provided differentiatedtiostr
to the students. She also aided the classroom teachers in differentiatingiamstruct
through the afternoon academics. Staff and administrators of Horizons adtfinodéng
from the national affiliate in helping them provide differentiated classrostruiction to
the students and increase the quality of the program. Horizons’ governanages@sct
nationally-affiliated community-based organization seemed to be an imppregmam
characteristic that affected the relationship between funding and quality.

Staff training and salaries. Interviewees of Horizons commented that funding
challenges affected the quality indicators of differentiated or advaskikslelassroom
instruction, adequate contact hours, and prior interaction between students and teacher
through inadequate training and low salaries. One administrator linked hertyrabili

implement more extensive training to funding. She commented:
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We really need more trainings on working with kids who come from

circumstances that these children come from. | think that is a major issue.

And | also think we need to have the curriculum more fully realized in

terms of the activities, the goals before we start...We need more time and

what I'd really like to do is have more money so | can pay them to come

in and spend the time I'd like to have them spend.
Limited teacher trainings may make it more difficult for teachers to geodifferentiated
or advance-skills classroom instruction and to align the summer curriculumheith t
school-year curriculum, one of the strategies identified by OST advooatesxtmize
attendance rates and contact hours.

Funding challenges may also contribute to the level of pay for the Horizons’ head
teachers. The administrator described the teachers’ salaries byg,state’ve been told
by National that our salaries are pitiful.” Adding to the low salaries, astaff
administrators discussed not having a raise in a number of years. When | aalaes s
were a funding issue, the administrator put the onus on the board members, “The board
just isn’t ready to do it [raise teachers’ salaries]. I've been ashkarg to do it for the last
two years.” Lower salaries may make it more difficult to hire teacivéh prior
interaction with the students. The challenges of funding for teacher saaddraining
may play a role in the quality indicators for Horizons.

Contact hours. Interviewees of Horizons discussed how funding challenges
limited contact hours with students. Staff and board members mentioned that the lengt
of their program decreased from six weeks to four weeks because of fundieggésil|

(The length of the program has since increased back to six weeks). By cutkrigda
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length of the program to four weeks, the number of contact hours was decreased from
180 hours to 120 hours.

Although the BGCH-E did cut club hours in the Spring of 2012, the funding
challenges did not limit contact hours for the summer intervention. The BGCH-E’s
reliance on commercial revenue to support the summer program may have served to
shield the program from revenue volatility.

Administrators also reported that funding challenges limited the number of
enrichment programs offered and the type and frequency of field trips, one program
characteristic identified by OST advocates that may increase sattimance rates. An
administrator linked the expense of transportation as limiting the frequenoy of t
program’s field trips: “It's expensive, and transportation is cost prohibitive...”
Interviewees from all the programs discussed the importance of field tripsacitheent
activities to their programs’ successes. However, they also indicatedlthad funding
challenges they had to limit the number of field trips and programming. Fieldirips
enrichment activities are often cited by OST advocates as instrunteatadjies in
increasing the attendance rates of participants. In turn, attendancencatesitact hours
have been identified as indicators of quality. Data suggest that additional furalifty w
allow staff members to increase the academic experiences in threamassd
administrators to implement additional enrichment activities outside therabas. Both
strategies may be related to the quality indicators of the summer mmtenge

Relationship between funding and program designinterviewees identified
areas in which funding sources and challenges are related to program dekigmgnc

curriculum, classroom materials, student evaluations, and number of participants.
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Curriculum. Interviewees cited many examples of how the curriculum of their
summer programs had been altered because of funding considerations. Adioisisfr
SuperKids pinpointed their funding relationship with the surrounding schools as being
instrumental in their evolution from a “promotion camp to a camp-like experience with
learning.” Interviewees of the BGCH-E repeatedly referenced thsftnanation of their
summer programs’ focus from mostly athletics to a combination of education and
athletics. They attributed this goal expansion to the increased funding fresargods
efforts, specifically their commercial revenue in the form of parenttheggorced them
to increase their programs’ quality and attendance through the paiegdémics and
enrichment.

Even more apparent through the interviews, however, was the addition of STEM
curriculum. Three of the community-based summer interventions added STEM
programming because of funding or the anticipation of future funding from new source
Board members, administrators, and staff members of Horizons commented that the
academics were taught through STEM themes because of funding from private
contributions, specifically, a grant from their national umbrella organization.

Both administrators and staff members of the BGCH-E stated the impeths for t
addition of STEM programming was tpetentialfor new funding from private
contributions, and particularly corporations:

That’s one of the reasons we have the STEM program. We know it's an

expensive program. In the first couple of years, it's going to be a

challenge, but once we get it running we have the defense contractors,
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such as Northrop Grumman, to pick up funding from and it's huge

because it's not people who usually fund a regular summer program.
Administrators of Activate implemented STEM programming to reflect doeaional
and national trends they were witnessing and to address programming thateexine
their county. Similar to the BGCH-E, they hoped to attract new funding, but they
anticipated new funding from government sources, particularly the federahgoa.

SuperKids was the only summer program that had not implemented a STEM
curriculum into its academics. Interviewees stated that the continued focesdomgr
and math reflected the goals of their largest funder, teZ1.C initiative, as well as
the focus of the surrounding public school system and the state. Thus, the low revenue
volatility of the government funding received by SuperKids may have alldveed t
administrators and staff to maintain its curricular focus.

Classroom materials. Administrators and staff of the community-based summer
interventions discussed the consequences of funding challenges on instruction through
inadequate classroom materials. A common theme through interviews wasrggretc
resources and materials in the classrooms. One staff member of Horizonsmednblat
teaching was hindered because of limited classroom materials: flitsildibecause we
don’t have the materials or resources to really teach this stuff.” In Astisttft
members remarked that classroom supplies were shuffled back and forth betegen si
because they had insufficient supplies to teach the same lesson on the same day. Th
administrator of Activate discussed the difficulty of limited classroortenads, “We
will do it with what we got. It's a lot more than we had last year and we try tolstvar

resources where we can...but it's a real challenge.” Teachers and staffmitied
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classroom materials because of funding challenges may be restrictedyjpethef
academic and enrichment activities they can implement for their students.

Student evaluations. Administrators stated that student evaluations were
implemented because of changes in grant applications requiring more outcauthe-bas
measures and reporting requirements to demonstrate the value of the progelhass
the accountability movement within the education field. As discussed earlier,
interviewees of Horizons and the BGCH-E both implemented evaluations because the
national umbrella organizations required them to do so. Administrators of Activate and
SuperKids implemented evaluations because they recognized the trends ¢d tuedfie
the value placed on evaluations by private contributions and government sources.

Number of participants. Interviewees discussed that funding challenges limited
the number of students that could be served. Staff of both Horizons and SuperKids
commented that the number of students served has decreased in recéhbgeause of
funding challenges. One staff member of SuperKids mentioned:

| definitely see we don't have a never-ending supply of money, we might

have to take less children or cut back on things. I've definitely seen that

through the years, when | first started, there were 4 or 5 clusters and we
served a ton more students. And through the years, we've come down to

two clusters and obviously as time and the economy, we've had to cut

back in some places. But, looking on a longevity basis, you can see it -

Oh, we had all these students!

SuperKids’ administrator attributed this decrease in students served to therentuct

government funding. In balancing funding challenges with the quality of tigegone the

%9 Horizons is in the process of adding grades.
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administrator of SuperKids decided to serve fewer students at fewer sitagtaimthe
guality of the program:

We made the decision that we will not sacrifice the quality of the program.

Unfortunately if we have to make a decision about funding, we’ll choose

to serve less [sic] kids. We feel like we’ve come this far with the model

that we're not going to sacrifice say our transportation, the level of

enrichment. We'd rather give fewer kids a high-quality experience than

more kids with a lower quality experience. That’s the way we’ve had to

deal with funding cuts.

The staff of SuperKids decided to serve fewer children with the antianoiizd their
funding would not decrease more as a result. The decision possibly reflecteantpeir |
standing relationships with their funders.

Summary. Despite the limited data on the quality indicators for summer
interventions, interviewees identified examples of how funding sources anchgeslle
are related to quality. More specifically, funding sources and challengearap to
affect the quality indicators of prior interaction between students and teadlders
differentiated or advanced-skills instruction through lower teacher slhiang
practices, and teacher trainings. Funding challenges also seemeckttoralZ¢quate
contact hours through the number of program hours offered and the frequency of field
trips, one of the strategies used to increase students’ attendance rates.

Interviewees cited examples of the relationship between funding and program
design. Administrators’ decisions to implement STEM programming and cuimcul

appeared to stem from both funding received and the anticipation of future funding.
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Similarly, the implementation of student evaluations evolved from funding sourdes a
the broader field of education because of the pressure for accountability. On the other
hand, interviewees identified funding challenges as limiting the amount ofodassr

materials and the number of participants attending the summer program.

Summary of Findings

Research indicates that quality academic summer interventions @atheais
academic achievement of lower-income students to minimize the sumnméndegap.
The four community-based summer interventions in this research met some of ttye quali
indicators identified in the effectiveness research. Each of the prograbtee quality
indicators of differentiated or advanced-skills instruction. The four programs atshen
quality indicator of adequate contact hours. However, the programs implemented only
some of the strategies identified by OST advocates to increase atteratasce
Interviewees indicated that the most common strategy implemented waig)tineegit of
school-year and summer curriculum, and the pairing of academic instrudion w
enrichment activities. Programs were mixed in meeting the quality indichsmall
class size. Horizons and SuperKids limited class size to less than 20 studeasts, whil
Project Crossroad and the BGCH-E did not limit class sizes to less than 20ssfadent
all activities. Finally, none of the programs met the quality indicators of iptiEnaction
between students and teachers, and parental involvement.

Administrators, staff members, and board members reported the importance of
resource diversification to sustain and maintain funding for their programs. The
community-based organizations relied upon government funding, private contributions,

and grass-roots efforts to support the summer interventions. Despite the use oéresourc
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diversification across the programs, interviewees identified different prifmaders.
Horizons relied upon smaller, family foundation grants, and one fundraising event.
Activate relied upon an Americorps grant, and United Way. SuperKids relied upon its
21% CCLC grant. The BGCH-E relied upon commercial revenue in the form of pool
memberships and parent fees.

Interviewees of the community-based summer interventions discussed the five
challenges in relying upon external providers for funding. Specifically vieteees
discussed the challenges of revenue volatility, goal displacement, the @rfessur
accountability, the need for resource diversification, and limited accek$uodang
streams. Interviewees identified that the most pervasive challengesevenue
volatility and the pressure for accountability. Revenue volatility was expsed through
the loss of funding sources, the reduction in funding from a source, and the changes in
rules to receive funding. The pressure for accountability from funders and tetroa
field of education affected three of the community-based summer interventions.
Interviewees described changes in how they applied for grants, how they reported to
funders, and the personnel required to respond to grant and reporting requirements.

Overall, data suggest that the four community-based summer interventions
utilized their internal capacity differently to respond to the demands fraamext
providers. Further, the productive use of their resources reflected a mataisrfatch)
between internal resources and program characteristics that beginaio éxpV
community-based organizations secure and maintain funding for their summer

interventions.
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The four programs utilized human and social capital to cope with revenue
volatility, but they used different forms of it. SuperKids relied upon the expeftite
human capital and social networks to find new funding sources that were described as
larger private contributions. SuperKids could target larger private contribltemasise
of its urban location and large student population. Horizons relied upon its community
support to fill in funding gaps and its board members’ connections with foundations for
funding. The smaller size of Horizons seemed to be instrumental in board members’
abilities to be nimble fundraisers to mobilize community support. Activate had not been
faced with revenue volatility because of the infancy of its summer imtgove but the
interviewees anticipated the loss of the program’s Americorps grant.iBaenot
developed a coping strategy at the time of data collection. The BGCH:z& u@lon the
stability of its commercial revenue to shield the program from revenue uglatili
Administrators of the BGCH-E created a source of commercial revenue, oritheff
pool memberships, that reflected the program’s history of athletics.

In response to the pressure for accountability, the interviewees describagl copi
strategies that relied upon human and social capital, but in different combinations.
SuperKids relied upon the expertise and knowledge of its administrator to navigate
through the more complicated and nuanced grant applications and reporting reqgirement
of its private contributions and 2CCLC grant. Horizons relied upon its national
organization for its student evaluations, including materials, analysis, and &chnic
support. Activate relied upon its administrator to recognize the importanaeehst

evaluations and its staff members to develop its student evaluations. The BGCH-E
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seemed to be, once again, shielded from the pressure for accountability because of its
reliance on commercial revenue.

The quality of and the amount of the data on the quality indicators of summer
interventions limit the findings on the relationship between funding sources and
challenges, and quality. However, the data does begin to highlight potentihtsneig
this relationship. Funding sources and challenges may have the biggest infludrmee on t
guality of summer interventions when funding sources and challenges targets #me hum
capital in the classroom, either through salaries, hiring practices,rongygi Through
this relationship, funding may be impacting the quality indicators of prior ctiera
between students and teachers, differentiated and advanced-skills instruction and
adequate contact hours through the strategies of the alignment of school-yeanared s
curriculum, and the pairing of academics and enrichment activities. Thienshap
between funding and staffing raises a potentially more significant isshe ofle of
guality educators as an independent indicator of program quality. The quality of
community-based summer interventions and the relationship between funding and quality

prompt several questions for future research, which will be discussed in Chapter 5.
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Chapter 5: Discussion

In this chapter, | first discuss the overarching findings of the study byeaingw
my research questions. Next, | reflect on how this study corroborates and extends

resource dependence theory. Finally, | discuss the implications for futuaectesad

policy.

Supporting Research Question 1: Funding Challenges

To secure and maintain funding for their community-based academic summer
interventions serving low-income students, administrators, staff members, add boar
members were faced with five funding challenges, including revenue vo)ajody
displacement, pressure for accountability, the need for resource divémsificand
access to funding streams, because of their dependence on external providadsrgr
However, the most pervasive challenges were revenue volatility and therpriess
accountability. Revenue volatility was experienced by each of the comnhasieéd
organizations and, as a result, created the need for resource diversification to
counterbalance the fluctuations and changes in funding sources. The pressure for
accountability stemmed from the external providers for funding and from the larger
climate of accountability in education. | arrange my discussion around therfidig
challenges, but focus on revenue volatility and the pressure for accountability.

Revenue volatilityvas a pervasive challenge for each of the community-based
summer interventions. Interviewees described revenue volatility aifeitteir programs
in three ways: the loss or potential loss of a funding source, the reduction in funding from
a funding source, and the changes in rules to receive funding. These effects appeared to

stem from government funding and private contributions. For example, SuperKids
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described the loss of funding from the local city government, while Activata@ataed
losing the funding of its state-level Americorps grant. Horizons anticipasaylits

grant for STEM programming received from its national organization, and expedie
losses in funding from family foundations. The BGCH-E reported reductions in its
funding from the BGCA and family foundations, both of which funded administrative
and building costs for the summer intervention.

Horizons and Activate appeared to grapple with this challenge more than
SuperKids and the BGCH-E. Interviewees of SuperKids suggested that revertilieyvola
was not as pervasive as in the other programs because, perhaps, of their long-standi
relationships with their funding sources, larger program size, and urban locationr,Furthe
SuperKids largest funding source, the 21st CCLC grant, appeared to be veryastable
suggested by its 10 year support of SuperKids. Overall, the BGCH-E experienced
revenue volatility, but the summer program was shielded from revenue voladayse
of its reliance on commercial revenue, which was its most stable source of funding
Annually, Horizons and Activate were piecing their funding together to meet their
funding goals. Their smaller size, in terms of program and surrounding communitie
may have increased their revenue volatility.

Resource diversificatiowas an often relied upon strategy in response to the
revenue volatility experienced by the community-based summer interventionsvétpwe
the need for resource diversification increased the work load for the adatorist staff
members, and board members of the summer programs. Administrators discussed the
challenges of balancing the grant applications and reporting requirememts!tipte

funders. They highlighted the importance of time, a resource that was often Jacking
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manage the demands from government funding, private contributions, and grass-roots
efforts. The need for resource diversification was both an important stfategyenue
volatility and a funding challenge.

Interviewees highlighted necessary adaptations to process and strueture as
response to the demands for evaluations and research from their external prbloders
specifically, they reported thessure for accountabilitifom their external funders and
from the broader climate of accountability in education. Even though the summer
interventions were not directly tied to the school system, they were designédyl tioche
schools by minimizing the summer learning gap for their low-income students.
Interviewees of SuperKids, Activate, and Horizons discussed increasingrikeo the
school system by utilizing the same curriculum as the surrounding school sy$team
broader climate of accountability in education carried over into the commhassd
summer interventions that served low-income students from the local public schools. The
BGCH-E appeared to be the exception because of the program’s athléticafigd
history and reliance on commercial revenue to support the summer intervention. This
research suggests that necessary changes in process and structureicatetdérom
sources other than external providers. For community-based summer interyeh&ons
trends in the education field were also driving the pressure for accountability

Accesswvas identified as a challenge because of location and limited human
capital. Horizons and Activate both struggled with access to funding because of their
rural locations. Horizons also struggled with access to funding because obuiicees

misalignment between its human capital and funding needs.
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Interviewees discussagbal displacemerds a challenge in relying upon external
providers for funding. Goal displacement was more evident on the programgiestivi
specifically in the addition of STEM programming and curriculum, and less evident on
the missions of the organizations. Administrators and board members worked hayd to sta
true to their missions. As Froelich (1999) observed in her review on non-profits:

...non-profit organizations maintain strong commitments to central

purposes in spite of the distractions of resource acquisition, behavior

influenced not only by demands of resource providers, powerfully guided

by organization’s history, norms, leadership, and culture (pp. 263-264).

Data support Froelich’s findings. When faced with funding challenges, personhedef t
of the community-based summer interventions appeared to value the quality of thei
program and worked to resist mission drift in their quests to secure and maintain.funding

Data suggest that the one exception to mission drift resistance was the BGCH
As described in the findings section, interviewees added educational actoritiesr
athletic activities and, thus, expanded their goals to include academic acimévem
minimize the summer learning gap. The original goals for the BGCH-Enatre
discarded, but expanded to create more learning opportunities for the students who
attended the summer program. In the case of the BGCH-E, the challenpe maye

accurately described as goal expansion and not goal displacement.

Supporting Research Question 2: The Role of Internal Capacity

The community-based summer interventions drew upon their social and human
capital more than their other sources of internal capacity to deal with thenglea of

funding. The programs utilized their human and social capital differently bectilssr
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program characteristics, including program location, type of organization, andmrogra
size, and different funding sources. | arrange my discussion on internakygapaind

the four programs to illustrate what factors explain their different reepdoghe

funding challenges of revenue volatility and the pressure for accountability.

The response of SuperKids to its funding challenges can be explained by the
combination of its funding sources and program characteristics. As aQoéss-
organization, SuperKids relied upon human capital to respond to the pressure for
accountability from its government grants and national foundation grants, which
appeared to be accessed because of SuperKids’ large student population and urban
location. The administrator recognized the changing nuances in the applications a
reporting requirements in grants for thé'ZICLC initiative and national foundations.
Further, the administrator implemented the student evaluation becauseogimzext the
trends in the broader field of education. In addition, SuperKids had the opportunity to
develop social networks with state-wide organizations because of its location i
Baltimore to address its revenue volatility. SuperKids’ social capital thétigatify new
potential funding sources for the summer intervention.

For Horizons, its national affiliation, its reliance on community support through
individual donations, family foundations, and fundraiser events, and its small size in a
rural community help explain its use of human and social capital. Horizons drew upon
board members and its national organization to mediate revenue volatility and the
pressure for accountability, respectively. More specifically, commuretylers and
family foundations that were identified by board members were relied upon tazaobil

support when funding goals were not met. Organizational freneticism created a
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atmosphere of frenzy where board members became nimble fundraisers tdlensure
continued support of the program. Board members could tap into funding through their
connections with community members, community organizations, and family foundations
because of the small size of the program and the surrounding community. Teherefor
Horizons’ board members were vital human capital that mediated the volatiiitgiof
funding sources through networking and community connections.

Although Horizons mediated some of its revenue volatility through its board
members, Horizons experienced a resource misalignment where instiffigiaan
capital resulted in a dearth of new funding sources. The board members recogiized the
resource misalignment by splitting the Executive Director position antglsomeone
who had more expertise and knowledge of fundraising. The board members hoped to
mediate their revenue volatility and the pressure for accountability Beisiag their
human capital to find new funding sources and negotiate through the grant and reporting
requirements.

Horizons’ national organization was another vital internal resource. In #es ca
the national organization was a funding source through competitive grants. Padhaps a
maybe just as importantly, the national organization aided Horizons in respondieg to t
trends in funding for summer interventions. The national organization required
evaluations from its affiliates, but it supported the affiliates with its stuglealuations
through the reading specialist who administered the evaluations and through technical
support. Thus, Horizons’ social capital, in the form of its national affiliate, was a
significant resource to mediate the pressure for accountability from thedvriveld of

education and its funders.
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Activate’s characterizations as a grass-roots organization anaresl @ogram
in a rural community were factors in the types of human and social capitztditid
mediate its funding challenges. Similar to SuperKids, Activate had to rely ugoumitsn
capital to respond to the pressure for accountability because it was-aogitass
organization. The expertise of the administrator was important in writing grant
applications and responding to the reporting requirements of Activate’s grantdéoth t
Americorps grant and the state-level grants that funded administrative tsapgaffice
space for Activate. Further, the staff members were instrumental irogengethe
student evaluation because, in contrast to Horizons, Activate did not have an umbrella
organization that provided the student evaluations. Additionally, the passion and hard
work of the administrator and staff members were important resources to re&zh out
community members and local businesses when funding needs were not met. When faced
with revenue volatility, the administrators and program staff became preelaci
nimble fundraisers. Community connections were important resources because of
Activate’s size and location in a rural county.

For BGCH-E, interviewees described revenue volatility for the entire
organization, but not for the summer intervention because of their reliance on caahmerc
revenue to fund the summer program. To mediate revenue volatility in the organization,
the BGCH-E relied upon its human capital where the Executive Administratiosh coul
access funding from the BGCA and larger foundations, while the branch managdrs c
access funding from the local businesses and community members. The BGCH-E’s

reliance on commercial revenue, a stable and unrestricted funding sources@dppea
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shield the summer intervention from challenges of revenue volatility and theneréss

accountability.

Supporting Research Question 3: Effect of Funding Sources and Challges

Four findings emerge in answering the supporting research question on the
relationship between funding sources and challenges and the quality indicators f
community-based summer interventions. First, this research demonstrateadiveg
sources and challenges do relate to the quality indicators of summer programs
specifically to the quality indicators of prior interaction between students actketes,
adequate contact hours, and classroom instruction. Second, this research highdights tw
guestions: the identification of additional quality indicators, such as staffinguifiomer
interventions, and the expansion of our understanding of the relationship between funding
and existing quality indicators, such as parental involvement. Third, this research
underscores the difficulty of the transferability of the quality indicatoms fschool-
based academic summer interventions to community-based academic summer
interventions. Finally, this research highlights issues of implementatioyusding the
quality indicators, specifically differentiated and advanced-skills instrudvly
discussion on supporting research question 3 is arranged around the four findings.

Interviewees described examples of the relationship between funding sources and
the quality indicators, specifically classroom instruction. Horizons’ natiamggnization
funded the reading specialist for the Horizons’ program. The reading speg&sist
instrumental in addressing the quality indicator of differentiated ingiruftr the
students. The reading specialist provided differentiated instruction outsidatbeoim

and supported the classroom teachers in differentiating instruction insidessrecia.
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Funding sources were related to the quality indicator of differentiatedahstrahrough
staffing, specifically funding for a reading specialist.

The data provided many more examples of funding challenges relating to the
guality indicators of summer interventions. Funding challenges were redcaeedquate
contact hours through the pairing of enrichment and academic activities, one of the
strategies employed by summer programs to increase attendasci@teimportantly,
funding challenges were related to staffing, staff training, and salaatbmited the
programs’ abilities to meet the quality indicators of prior interaction betweglents
and teachers, classroom instruction, and contact hours (through the alignment of school-
year and summer curriculum). Overall, funding sources and challengesdasigdiiag
through salaries and trainings that, in turn, were related to the quality indichtors
summer interventions.

The relationship between funding and staffing highlights the potential for an
independent quality indicator that was not in the effectiveness literaturentaéfs not
one of the quality indicators in the effectiveness literature, but the relapdmstaveen
funding challenges and staffing was a theme through the data. Admimssaatbboard
members of Activate and SuperKids utilized volunteers or college internsctresjye
as their primary classroom teachers to lower costs. In the case of Bigpéhnis decision
also impacted classroom instruction where a prescribed curriculum was uaeitittie
the use of college interns. The combination of low and stagnant teacher salaries may have
limited Horizons’ ability to attract school-year teachers to work duriagsttmmer. The
staffing decisions of the community-based summer interventions may have hect a dir

impact on the level of quality of the summer programs. Future researcliedrtee
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determine if staffing should be an independent quality indicator for summer
interventions.

More research is needed on the relationship between funding and parental
involvement. Interviewees attributed their inability to address parental invehiteim
program design, not funding issues. Additional data may ascertain whether the lack of
parental involvement was an organizational issue, a funding issue, or a combination of
the two. Administrators may believe they do not have the time to implement parental
involvement because of organizational freneticism and fragmentation, but what would
happen if the programs received funding to hire a parent coordinator? Further, parental
involvement may be implemented differently because of the design of the community-
based summer interventions. For example, in a summer intervention where students
attend for multiple summers, as in the case of Horizons, parental involvement can be
nurtured over multiple years. On the other hand, in a summer intervention where students
are recruited from a large number of schools and attend for one summer, as ie thfe cas
SuperKids, parental involvement would need to be implemented in a short time period.
The implementation of parental involvement may involve additional funding and creative
planning that is related to the structure of the program.

The effectiveness literature used to determine the quality indicatassrfoner
interventions highlights one dilemma: what is the transferability of qualiigators for
school-based academic summer interventions to community-based academiers
interventions? Researchers identify prior interaction between studentsaghdrs as one
indicator of quality that increases the academic achievement of studensshiooh

context, prior interaction was the use of school-year teachers for school-basedrs
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interventions. Is the same definition of prior involvement appropriate for community
based summer interventions? Would consistency, whether though site supervisors,
mentor teachers, support staff or administrators, achieve the same goalgyor
community-based summer interventions as school-year teachers did for scleaobl-bas
summer interventions? Future effectiveness research should develop a definition of pr
involvement between students and teachers for community-based acadenmer
interventions, which may or may not be similar to the definition for school-based
academic summer interventions.

Data pinpoints issues around implementation of quality indicators, particularly
differentiated or advanced-skills instruction. | relied upon the interviewesstérmine
whether classroom instruction was differentiated or advanced-skills instrugatit my
data did not capture the actual levels of differentiated or advanced-skillgtiwsirin the
classroom. My approach glossed over issues of implementation and did not capture
differences in implementation between classrooms and teachers. Additiomatiata
did not capture whether the perception of classroom instruction was translated into
practice at all.

This research highlights the potential significance of investing in the human
capital of classroom teachers to increase the quality of communitg-basener
interventions. In addition, the findings emphasize the research that is requixpdnd e
our understanding of the relationship between funding sources and challenges and the
quality indicators of summer interventions; research that may expand our defofiti
guality indicators of community-based summer interventions and the relationship

between funding and quality.
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Main Research Question: Funding of Academic Summer Programs

To answer my main research question, | present a revised version of my
conceptual framework that guided my research (see Figure 3). Bolded texfigutre
highlights the main findings of this research. | italicized internal resswand quality
indicators that generated additional questions for future research or weremotezka
because of data constraints. Below, | discuss the different componemsringgute to
my conceptual framework: funding streams, challenges of dependence on external
providers, program characteristics, internal capacity of communigdsasnmer
interventions, and quality indicators of summer interventions.

How do community-based organizations secure and maintain funding to support
academic summer interventions serving low-income students? First, theuodgam
based organizations rely upon resource diversification to fund their academieisumm
interventions serving low-income students. As indicated by the bold text in the box for
funding streams, the summer programs utilized some combination of government
funding, private contributions, and grass-roots efforts to secure and maintain funding.
Resource diversification was an important strategy in funding the comnbasied
summer interventions.

The most pronounced funding challenges were revenue volatility, particalarly f
smaller programs that relied upon family foundations and community support, and the
pressure for accountability that stemmed from the funders and the langatecbf
accountability in education. Programs also experienced funding challengesdedt the

need for resource diversification, goal displacement, and access to funding, &ut thes
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Funding Streams

» Government Funding
» Private Contributions
» Grass-Roots Efforts

Internal Capacity of Community-
Based Summer Interventions

* Human Capital

* Social Capital

* Fiscal Capital
Cultural Capital
Informational Resources

Challenges of Dependence on Externa
Providers

* Revenue Volatility

» Goal Displacement

< y » Pressure for Accountability

» Need for Resource Diversification

» Acces! to Funding Strean

Program Characteristics|

* Location

 Nationally-Affiliated
or Grass-Roots

* Size

» Years in Operation

Y
Quiality Indicators of Summer Interventions

» Small Class Size

Prior I nteraction between Students and Teachers
Classroom | nstruction

Adequate Contact Hours

Parental Involvement

Staffing

Figure 3.Conceptual Framework Revisited

Bolded text highlights main findings, while italicized text highlights afeaguture
research.
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challenges were not as widespread or prevalent as revenue volatility gmestere for
accountability.

The community-based summer programs drew on human and social capital to
mediate the challenges of funding. Data illustrates the different typesnainhand social
capital relied upon by each community-based summer intervention where thendiéfe
reflected the characteristics of the programs and the funding sources. Although
interviewees described utilizing fiscal capital and informational ressuo mediate their
funding challenges, these internal resources were not consistentlydagate in the
securing and maintaining of funding.

Cultural capital and informational resources are internal resource$tldd e
considered for future studies (as indicated by the italicized text in RByulalditional
research on cultural capital may provide further insights into the chadlehgecuring
and maintaining funding. Given the importance of social capital and relationgkips
the community, cultural capital, which refers to building relationships with divers
demographics, may also be an important mediating factor. Future resear@ant to
examine the role of cultural capital in funding summer interventions and thacimer
between social capital and cultural capital.

The role of informational resources should be explored further. The data for this
research did not capture the role of websites and social media on the funding of
community-based summer interventions. Foundations’ websites may be inctbaging
visibility and, in turn, the ease in which community-based summer interventions ca
identify potential funders. With this increased visibility, foundations may d¢esviag

more applications from community-based summer interventions. Social ctpiaigh
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board members’ connections to foundations, may be even more vital to access grants
from foundations.

Data highlighted the program characteristics of program location, type of
community-based organization, program size, and years in operation as mel@ting t
demands from external providers. Both program size and years in operation were not
defined in the literature review or used to create a purposeful sample, butrfaegdin
the study as contributing to the types of human and social capital utilized by the
community-based summer interventions to mediate their funding challenges. Gaeerna
structure and program location were related to the funding challengescabhddm
identified in the literature review and used to create a purposeful sample.

When insufficient funds were sustained and maintained, funding challenges were
related to the quality of the summer programs through staffing in the classiams
research demonstrates the importance of investing in human capital in theoctassr
potentially increase the quality of the summer programs. Figure 3 showsdaatrthat
need further exploration: parental involvement, prior interaction between students and
teachers, classroom instruction, and staffing. Staffing was not one of thg qualit
indicators in the effectiveness literature, but data highlights the funditigrades related
to the staffing of community-based summer interventions. | discuss the feseaach
guestions related to quality indicators in the last section.

This exploratory research developed three larger propositions for how we might
think about the funding of community-based summer interventions. First, this research
highlights the importance of examining both the demands of external providers and the

broader climates that organizations are operating in when studying thengbalte
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securing and maintaining funding. Second, this research highlights the value of both
program characteristics and internal capacity in mediating how comnhasgd

summer interventions respond to the demands of external providers. Finally, thishresear
underscores our limited understanding of the quality indicators for summer nitenge
Some evidence suggests a connection between funding and quality indicators,
particularly with respect to classroom instruction, contact hours and, maybegstaut

more work is need on this relationship.

Revisiting Resource Dependence Theory

Resource dependence theory informed my research on the funding of community-
based summer interventions because of the theory’s emphasis on external providers
controlling key resources as well as the response of organizations to the denthads of
external providers for those key resources. Through their dependence on keyesgsourc
organizations may decide to comply with, adapt to, or avoid the demands from the
external providers. In exchange for key resources, organizations accept dreldemd
restrictions placed on them by the external providers. Alternatively, aajeoms can
avoid resource dependence by taking control of the key resources; taking obtiteol
rules of trade between themselves and the external organizations; or dppfiaggan
organization which is dependent on a variety of exchanges and less dependent on any
single exchange” (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003, p. 109). Finally, organizations can ta&e m
control by altering or managing their interdependence with the externad@re For
example, organizations’ personnel can file anti-trust suits or merge \g@hinations
that also are dependent on the key resource or control the key resourceaasmagibge

interdependence through cooptation or organizational growth (Pfeffer & $al20@3).
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Pfeffer and Salancik (2003) contend that organizations are not affected by all
occurrences in their environment, because organizations are “loosely-couplettieirt
environment. Administrators’ decisions about the types of funding streamsze otdy
be important ways in which they can control the demands with which they chose to
comply. However, large government funding and private contributions as welleaalfed
education policy appear to be driving the trends and demands on summer interventions.
Interviewees identified several demands placed upon them for funding, such as more
detailed grant applications and reports, increased accountability through the use of
student evaluations, and increased utilization of research to justify their summe
programs. These demands were felt by all four community-based organizispmite
their primary funding sources. This finding mirrors Froelich’s (1999)areseon non-
profit organizations where she describes a trickle-down effect from large famnsddn
her research, the trickle down-effect was evident in goal displacement, whiies i
research, the trickle-down effect was evident in the changes in the processicngestr
of the community-based summer interventions through student evaluations andresearc
based justifications. Further, the trickle down effect was not just from fundei@sbut
from the broader field of education.

For community-based summer interventions that typically rely on external
providers for their funding, interviewees suggested that it is difficult to avoid the
demands placed upon them by external funders. The ultimate avoidance would be to rely
exclusively on commercial revenue, but this appears to be hard for three of the four
summer programs. They are in the business of providing educational programsrto low

income youth and, except in the case of the BGCH-E, do not have a reliable source of
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commercial revenue. Parent fees are implemented, but they are a coralyesatall
source of revenue. Instead, they are meant to be symbolic gestures foetts foar
“buy-in” to the summer programs and increase attendance rates. Unlike maonofibn
organizations described by Froelich (1999), community-based summer interventions
appear to have limited reliance on commercial revenue.

Of the tactics to reduce dependence described by Pfeffer and Salancik (2003)
interviewees identified resource diversification as their most prevaletit to reduce
dependence on any one type of external provider to secure and maintain fundinig for the
summer programs. They reported that resource diversification helped estabidity in
their funding because when one funding stream was cut or decreased then atlonsnistra
may be able to fill in the gap with other funding streams. Consequently, adatorst
dispersed dependence across multiple external providers. In light of the revetiligyvol
experienced by the interviewees, this practice may be important in thenab#itgi of
funding for summer programs. However, resource diversification imposes additional
costs on the summer interventions through the coordination of multiple sources, multiple
grant applications, and multiple reporting requirements. Community-based summer
interventions that rely upon resource diversification must possess the int@aatycto
balance the demands of multiple funders.

According to Pfeffer and Salancik (2003), organizations can also manage their
dependence on external providers through organizational coordination, such as joint
ventures, cooptation, and associations, coalitions, or cartels. Community-basea summe
interventions were most likely to utilize cooptation. Pfeffer & Salancik dascri

cooptation as a “less direct method of restricting another’s control...in which meotbe
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the controlling organization are invited to participate in various activities of the
vulnerable organization” (p. 110). For community-based summer interventions, the
addition of board members from external providers was an important method of
cooptation. Interviewees of the BGCH-E and Horizons discussed strategubdiihg

board members to increase their ties to particular funding streams. Throughicnpptat
community-based summer interventions hoped to access new funding streams for their
programs.

Pfeffer and Salancik (2003) stress that organizational survival and su@ebs m
contingent on internal resources used to respond to the changing demands frorh externa
providers. Interviewees supported this tenet in their discussions on their int@anatyca
in securing and maintaining funding for their summer programs. Data provideglesa
of human, social, and fiscal capital and informational resources that were inpoola
in negotiating demands from external providers. The community-based summer
interventions utilized their internal capacity, particularly human and scagéal, to be
more effective in their responses to the demands from their funders. As mentioned
earlier, the internal capacity of community-based summer interventions eevere
more important in light of the importance of resource diversification and ba¢atine
demands from multiple funders. The community-based summer interventions \ixgge act
partners in the relationship between organizations and external providers through their

internal capacity.

Implications for Future Research and Policy

This study has several implications for future research and policy needs

surrounding the funding of community-based summer interventions. First, given the
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potential for summer interventions to decrease the achievement gap, bettertinforma
on what factors constitute a quality program in a variety of school and non-school
settings is warranted. Currently, the literature on the effectiveneasofier programs in
increasing the academic achievement of participants is limited to stdielies on school-
based summer interventions. Additional research could help answer questions on the
transferability of quality indictors for school-based summer interventionsmoncinity-
based summer interventions. For example, does parental involvement, prioriorieract
between students and teachers, and smaller class size look the same in both types of
summer interventions? Future studies should build on the existing findings by
strengthening the data on what constitutes a quality summer interventiornmalt s
tease apart the differences in quality indicators for community-based gels-based
summer interventions.

Second, as noted in the literature review, research is limited on the cost of
implementing summer interventions. Currently, two studies examine the costs agrunni
quality summer interventions with one study reporting the costs for extenting af
school programs into the summer months (Grossman et al., 2009) and the other research
reporting the costs for large urban summer programs (McCombs et al., 2011)oradditi
research is needed on the cost of running summer programs that are not extensions of
after school programs and smaller summer programs as well as surtenegritions
located in rural areas. This dissertation suggests that community-baseidairgascan
secure sufficient resources to implement summer interventions that asloiressf the

guality indicators, but the cost is not clear. Both administrators and policynma&grs
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find additional cost information valuable in designing and funding future summer
interventions.

Third, little is known about the costs of the different dimensions of quality
identified in the effectiveness literature. Interviewees discussedthgtality of their
summer interventions were undermined by funding challenges. They cite@legarh
funding challenges limiting the quality of their staff and their ability o @eademics
with enrichment activities. What would it cost to attract school-year teather
community-based summer interventions? What is the cost of implementing additional
enrichment activities? A deeper understanding of the total costs and the breakdown of
specific quality indicators would be helpful to practitioners designing summer
interventions or deciding whether or not to implement a quality indicator.

Fourth, additional research of the funding of community-based summer
interventions in different states and locations is merited. Since thisalesediased on
four programs in one state, researchers may want to test these findingemittunity-
based summer interventions in different contexts. Summer interventions tluatsdeel
in different states or cities may have access to more extensive netwarksliogf
streams that alter the challenges of securing and maintaining fundintgerf-urt
researchers may uncover different funding streams or combinations of fundergsin
which administrators rely upon to fund their summer programs that were notdutilize
these four community-based summer interventions, such as NCLB’s supplemental
educational services or other sources of commercial revenue.

Fifth, administrators and board members interviewed for this study reploated t

their organizations have not implemented long-term strategic plans for fuhding
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summer interventions. Researchers should think about examining the consequences of
not implementing long-term strategic plans for funding as well as provideptesor

best practices of summer interventions that have designed and implemenésdfsilicc
long-term strategic plans, particularly in light of the revenue volaglitd organizational
freneticism reported by the interviewees. Understandably, administratorafind s
members’ concentration, attention and energy are focused on their day-to-agaiooper
and short-term funding, but concrete examples of long-term strategic plarisema

helpful in improving the stability of summer interventions.

Sixth, more research is needed on the internal capacity of community-based
summer interventions, specifically on the role of cultural capital and informhtiona
resources. As discussed earlier, this study design was insufficienttmexaie role of
cultural capital in the funding of summer interventions. Future research coulthexam
the ways program staff, administrators and board members build relatiowsthipise
diverse demographics of the target population that aids in funding. Given the importance
of social capital, cultural capital, with its emphasis on relationships and worynmay
also be a vital mediator in the funding of summer interventions. Informaticetalrees
also should be further examined. | did not capture all aspects of informational essourc
in this study. Future research should examine the role of technology and sati@irme
the identification of new funding for summer interventions.

Finally, future research should examine the challenges of funding summer
interventions using alternative theories. In using resource dependence ltineay\he
inflating the role of internal resources and program characteristics fiartieg of

community-based summer interventions. Other theories may identify additional
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explanations or propositions for the challenges of securing and maintaining funding. For
example, researchers could use institutional theory to study the funding of cogamunit
based summer interventions. And, as a result, research may argue that studainbreya

are implemented by summer interventions because of isomorphism (i.e., conforming to
the norms of the education field) not because of the pressure for accountability.
Researchers may expand our understanding of how community organizationgsdcure
maintain funding by using alternative theoretical frameworks.

In designing future policy for summer interventions, policymakers may twa
explore avenues and funding that address the instability of funding as reported by
interviewees. Although administrators of SuperKids were confident in thiitgtaf
their 22" CCLC grant, other research suggests that may not always be the cisty(Sze
& Padgette, 2006). Further, board members discussed the instability around larger
foundations deciding to fund other programs or change their funding priorities and
around smaller foundations where changes in personnel may decrease funding.
Policymakers may want to explore ways to support smaller summer progransand r
summer programs that are effective in raising the academic acl@etvefrlow-income
students and minimizing the summer learning gap. Finally, policymakers ooigider
creating funding streams to strengthen the human capital of communitysaaemer
interventions. Investments in human capital could contribute to both the financiktystabi
of the community-based organizations as well as potentially increase thye ofutne
summer interventions

Community-based academic summer interventions appear to be feasible options

to help address the summer learning gap and achievement gap between higher- and
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lower-income students. Administrators, staff, and board members piecautitkirg
together through government funding, private contributions, and grass-roots affdyt

as a result, experience challenges of revenue volatility, goal displai;eraeessary
adaptations to process and structure, a need for revenue diversification, @sd@cce
funding streams. Their internal capacity aids in their quests for fundingllessvire their
responses to their challenges of funding. At the end of the day, this researchtdeesns
that community-based summer interventions can secure and maintain funding to
implement summer programs, but the funding challenges appear to limit the quality

indicators implemented by the summer interventions.
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Appendix A: Interview Protocols
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Semi-Structured Interview Guide: Board Members

Personal Background:

How long have you been a board member with this summer intervention?
Describe your role as a board member.

Program Description:

Please describe the summer intervention.
o Program goals: short-term, intermediary, long-term?
o0 Student population?
o Program focus?
o Day-to-day structure of summer program?
Please describe the governance structure of the program.
o What are the responsibilities of the board?
0 How is the board involved with the summer program?
How is the governing board involved with finding and securing funding for the
summer program?

Funding:

How do you find information about funding for your summer intervention?
What factors/criteria do you take into account when deciding whether or not to
apply for funding?
What are your primary funding sources? Who makes these decisions?
0 Are primary funding sources restricted or unrestricted?
o0 Renewable or one-time grants?
How stable are your funding sources from year to year?
What is the long-term strategic plan for the summer program, spegifitall
funding of the summer program?
What are your biggest challenges in securing funding?
How have funding sources evolved over the past five years?
How do you see them evolving over the next five years?
Please describe the requirements for your primary funding sources?
o Who is responsible for meeting requirements? (e.g., evaluations,
reporting?)
Why did you decide/not decide to apply for federal funding, specificaffy 21
CCLC grants and supplemental educational services approval?
Please describe the relationship between the summer program and the cgmmunit
at-large.
What are your biggest challenges in maintaining your funding?
How has the summer program evolved over the past five years?
o What, if any, effect has state and federal policy had on your summer
program?
o NCLB?
Where do you see the program heading over the next five years?
Have your funding sources influenced your summer program? (mission, goals,
target population)? How?
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How has the out-of-school time (or summer intervention) field evolved over the
past 5 years? To what extent is this a result of funding considerations?
How does funding affect the quality of your summer intervention?
If your funding goals are not reached, how has your program coped?

o What program components have you kept? Dropped?

o How did you decide?
Hypothetically, if your summer program had unlimited resources, what would y
implement?
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Semi-Structured Interview Guide: Administration

Professional Background:

* Please describe your professional background (e.g., education, experience).
* How long have you worked with this summer intervention?
* What is your role with the summer intervention?
o How much time do you spend on programmatic and administrative duties?
o If applicable, how much time do you spend on the after school and
summer programs?
0 Is this a full-time position?

Program Description:
» Please describe the summer intervention.
o Student population: number served, demographics, grades, etc.?
Program focus?
Program goals: short-term, intermediary, long-term?
Hours and days during the summer?
Year-round component?
o Parental involvement?
* What does a typical day and week look like for a student participating in the
summer intervention?
o Academics?
o Field trips?
0 Other activities?
» Please describe your staff for the summer program.
0 Number of full-time employees? Qualifications?
o Number of part-time employees? Qualifications?
o Number of volunteers? Qualifications?
o What trainings (if any) do the staff participate in?
» Please describe your evaluation process.
o What are you measuring?
o What are you hoping to get out of the evaluation?
o0 What is the history of your evaluation process?
o Who is responsible?

ool elNe]

Funding:
* What is your strategy in looking for and applying for funding?
o How do you learn about new funding sources?
0o What factors do you take into consideration when applying for funding?
* Please think about your primary funding sources:
o Type?
0 Amount received?
0 Restricted or unrestricted?
= Used for?
o0 Renewable or non-renewable?
o Length of funding cycle?



203

o Evaluation requirements?

o Staffing requirements?

o Other requirements?

Why did you decide/not decide to apply for federal funding, specificaffy 21
grants and supplemental educational services approval?

What are your biggest challenges in securing funding for your summer
intervention?

Please describe your long-term strategy for funding?

o0 How secure are your funding sources?

o How do you plan on replacing non-renewable funding sources?

o Five years from now?

How have funding options changed over the past 5 years?

How do you see funding options evolving over the next 5 years?

Who is responsible for securing funding?

How much of your time do you spend on securing funding for the summer
intervention?

0 Role of board members?

0 Role of other administrative staff?

0 Role of other community members?

How much of your time do you spend on maintaining funding?

0 Reporting?

0 Monitoring student outcomes? (e.g., collection, data entry, analyzing)
What are the requirements for your funding? (e.g., proposals, reports, staff,
student outcomes)

Is your summer intervention part of a nationally-affiliated organization?

o If so, what types of support do they provide?

o0 How do they aid in funding for the program?

What are your biggest challenges in maintaining your funding?

How has funding decisions impacted your program? (e.g., mission, goals, day-to-
day)

In your opinion, how has the program evolved over the past five years?

o Day-to-day operations?

Staff?

Target population?
Evaluation requirements?
Focus or goal?

0 To what extent is this evolution a result of funding considerations?
How do you anticipate your program evolving over next five years?

What has been the effect of state and federal policy/funding on your summer
program?

How does funding affect the quality of your summer intervention?

When your funding goals are not reached, how do you cope?

How do you decide which program components are indispensable? Dispensable?
Hypothetically, if your summer program had unlimited resources, what program
components would you implement?

O O O0OOo
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Semi-Structured Interview Guide: Staff Members

Professional Background:
» Please describe your professional background (e.g., education, experience).
* How long have you worked with this summer intervention?
* What is your position with the summer intervention?
0 Is your position full-time or part-time?
o If part-time, what do you do during the school year?
o If full-time, what is your role with the summer intervention outside of
the summer?
» What qualifications did you need to meet to work with the summer
intervention?

Program Description:
* Please describe the summer program.
o Student population: numbers served, demographics, grades, etc.?
o Program focus?
o0 Program goals: short-term, intermediary, long-term?
* What are the day-to-day operations of summer program?
o Academics?
o Field trips?
0 Other activities?
0 Supplies you received?
0 Supplies you didn’t receive?
» How do you evaluate your students?
o How often?
o Skills evaluated?
* What training did you receive before this year’s program?
* In your opinion, how has the program evolved over the past five years? What
has been the impetus for this evolution?

Funding Sources:

* I'minterested in the relationship between funding and summer interventions,
including how funding affects the day-to-day operations of the program. Have
you seen any “trickle-down” affects of funding decisions in the classroom?

* Hypothetically, if your summer program had unlimited resources, what would
you implement?
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