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Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis
Fall 1999, Vol. 21, No. 3, pp. 321-343

The Role of Social Capital in Youth Development:
The Case of “I Have a Dream” Programs

Joseph Kahne
Mills College

Kim Bailey
University of lllinois, Chicago

This paper presents findings from a 2 Y>-year study that focused primarily on two “I Have a Dream”
(IHAD) programs. To better comprehend the implications of bringing this youth development strategy
model to scale, we also collected more limited interview, focus group, and student performance data from
the 10 other IHAD sites in Chicago. Each IHAD sponsor “adopts” an entire sixth grade class and together
with a project coordinator provides these students long-term financial, academic, and social support with
the hope that they will graduate from high school and attend college. Because IHAD sponsors “adopted”
all of the sixth graders at a given school, we compared their graduation rate with the graduation rates of
students who were in the sixth grade at the school the previous year. We found that the two IHAD programs
were enormously successful. Their graduation rates (71% and 69%) were roughly twice those of their
respective comparison groups (37% and 34%). This study examines the programmatic features of IHAD
that appear most responsible for its success and the implications for policy and practice. From a theoretical
standpoint, our analysis of these cases focuses on the significance of differing forms of social capital (social
trust, social networks, and social norms with effective sanctions) in enabling meaningful support of youth

in inner-city contexts.

[What does it mean to be a Dreamer?] Well, know-
ing that you have support for college or maybe you
have a certain problem at home and maybe you can
come and talk to [the project coordinator] or . . .1
don’t want to mention any names, but there were
like a few of the Dreamers that were in gangs and
he kind of helped them out and [a] boy who wanted
to commit suicide for some reason and he helped
him into a support program. So I mean it is not just
college, they take care of us. (Excerpt from an
interview with a Dreamer)

Increasingly, practitioners, policymakers, and
scholars are recognizing that standard educational
models do not provide compelling responses to
the often extraordinary challenges facing youth in
urban contexts. An alternative, one frequently
implemented by community-based youth organi-
zations and churches, aims to establish long-term

relationships between staff and youth that provide
support and opportunities for social and academic
development.

The services offered by youth organizations are
varied and broad. They include a safe and depend-
able environment, academic assistance, motivation,
counseling with personal problems, opportunities
for leadership and community service, exposure
to mentors and role models, chances to envision
and build optimism regarding the future, and fa-
cilitated access to a variety of academic, health,
and social services (Gambone & Arbreton, 1997,
McLaughlin, Irby, & Langman, 1994; National
Clearinghouse on Families and Youth, 1996;
Pittman & Wright, 1991). Fundamental to the ap-
proach is the emphasis on developing strong rela-
tionships between youth workers and participants.
These relationships and the overall sense of be-
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longing or membership that youth develop, are
thought to facilitate productive engagement with
the varied supports and opportunities outlined
above (Pittman, 1992). While the rationale for such
efforts is clear and support for this agenda grow-
ing, there is little systematic evidence regarding
these programs and their impact.

In what follows, we present findings from a 2 ¥5-
year study of one such initiative. The “I Have a
Dream” (IHAD) program provides financial, aca-
demic, and social support to randomly chosen
classes of sixth grade students attending public
schools throughout the country. Local sponsors,
generally a wealthy family, adopt all of the sixth
graders at a given school and promise college schol-
arships for all students who graduate from high
school. The sponsors and the full-time project co-
ordinator (PC) they hire become personally in-
volved in the students’ lives. They work to pro-
vide long-term relationships through which trust,
understanding, and support can be fostered. The
PCs, often working with volunteers and
AmeriCorps Members, facilitate a range of services
including tutoring, mentoring, employment, en-
gagement in community service activities, and a
variety of counseling, health, and social services.
These services and supports aim to help youth ne-
gotiate barriers and tap into opportunities in ways
that foster both social and academic development.
The program is grounded in the belief that with
personal support and financial resources, inner-
city youth will graduate from high school prepared
for and oriented towards either college or success-
ful entrance into the workforce.

The program deserves careful attention for sev-
eral reasons. First, when fully implemented, [HAD
provides one form of a “best case” scenario—youth
receive coordinated and comprehensive academic
and social support. While clearly not an ideal situ-
ation—systemic change that supports families and
alters the broader social context (jobs, housing,
neighborhood safety) must also be pursued—it
makes sense to assess what comprehensive sup-
port can achieve. Second, in terms of policy and
educational reform, studying IHAD can shed light
on a collection of strategies that are currently pro-
moted by many in the youth development and
educational reform communities: An emphasis on
coordinated social and human services (Dryfoos,
1994), creation of a personalized environment and
the development of long-term relationships
(Pittman, 1992), facilitated connections between
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schools and youth organizations (Heath &
McLaughlin, 1994), and an emphasis on educa-
tion and educational opportunity as the key to a
believable and desirable future (see
Csikszentmihalyi 1996; Nurmi, 1991). Finally,
from a theoretical standpoint, this study provides
an opportunity to connect the programmatic em-
phasis on personalized environments and long-
term relationships to broader social theory. Spe-
cifically, the case studies permit analysis of differ-
ing forms of social capital (social trust, social net-
works, and social norms with effective sanctions)
in enabling support of inner-city youth'. These
concepts are discussed below.

IHAD and Youth Access to Social Capital

Increasingly, social capital is viewed as an im-
portant determinant of individuals’ ability to meet
needs and pursue interests. The term describes the
functional value of social structures that facilitate
pursuit of various goals. Components of social
capital, which include social trust, communica-
tion patterns, and behavioral norms, all affect the
capacity of individuals in a particular community
to pursue particular goals. When James Coleman
(1988) presented his theoretical model of the con-
cept, he identified three forms of social capital.
The first reflects the degree of social trust existing
among community members that obligations and
expectations will be met. The second is character-
ized by the degree to which social networks facili-
tate access to information that helps individuals
achieve their priorities. Finally, community norms,
which reward/reinforce certain kinds of behavior
and sanction others, represent the third form of
social capital.

During the past decade, scholars have examined
the connection that exists in different communi-
ties between social capital and educational suc-
cess. Overall, they have found that social capital
does vary and that, when other variables such as
socioeconomic status are accounted for, social capi-
tal is related to educational attainment and achieve-
ment (Bryk, Lee, & Holland, 1993; Coleman, 1988;
Furstenberg & Hughes, 1995; Hagan, MacMillan,
& Wheaton, 1996; Marjoribanks, 1991; Valenzuela
& Dornbusch, 1994).

While these studies make the wisdom of pursu-
ing social capital clear, the means of doing so re-
main in question. The relationship between vari-
ous forms of social capital and the desirable results
they facilitate are also underconceptualized. The



IHAD program is of interest, in this regard, because
it exemplifies a particular strategy for supporting
youth through the development of social capital.
The program leverages one aspect of social capi-
tal, social trust, to facilitate access to other forms of
social capital as well as to other supports and op-
portunities. Specifically, [HAD aims to develop
social trust between Dreamers, staff, and sponsors.
Simultaneously, it provides direct services, mon-
etary resources, access to social networks that pro-
vide information regarding opportunities and sup-
ports, and a setting with norms that include high
academic expectations and prosocial behavior.
Social trust facilitates the delivery of these sup-
ports and opportunities and develops as a result of
them.

In concrete terms, IHAD is structured to provide
long-term relationships characterized by trust and
understanding. The staff and sponsors work to es-
tablish particular norms and expectations while
providing access to information and funds for pri-
vate schools, colleges, and various enrichment
activities. According to this model, as relationships
develop, Dreamers become more comfortable and
motivated to access these resources and networks
when confronting a barrier or pursuing a goal.
Greater trust also promotes acceptance of prosocial

“I Have a Dream” Program

and academic norms. As Dreamers benefit from
these supports and experience greater success, their
relationship with the staff or sponsors, in turn, is
likely to strengthen. In modeling these relation-
ships, we use two-sided arrows to reflect the mutu-
ally reinforcing nature of social trust and other
forms of support (see Figure 1).

Data and Method

The bulk of our analysis focuses on case studies
of two IHAD programs and provides a compara-
tive synthesis of these two cases. As detailed be-
low, we also have graduation data for the control
groups in each of our case studies. In addition, to
better understand the challenge of bringing this
kind of model to scale, we have gathered more
limited data on the other 10 IHAD programs in
Chicago.

Our study began in April of 1995 when students
in “La Familia”* (LF) (one of our case study pro-
grams) were finishing 11th grade and students in
“Project Success” (PS) (the other case study) were
finishing 10th grade. We observed and interviewed
these students until October of 1997, by which
time the students in LF had been out of high school
for a year (many were beginning their second year
of college), while those in PS had graduated from

Norms and Effective Sanctions
(3rd form of social capital):
high academic ¥
expectations, prosocial behavior,

Includes

and peer-group norms.

Access to Information (2nd form of
social capital): Information about
jobs, health and social services,
programs for youth and families,
private schools, and colleges.

!

Social Trust (1st form of social
capital): Build relationships of trust
and understanding from long-term
commitment, demonstrated capacity
to help, and shared experiences.

!

Monetary Resources: Funding for
private school and college tuition,
program staff, occasional personal
and career counseling, special events
and trips, and occasional monetary
support during family crises.

Direct Service: Provision of
tutoring, counseling, a safe

> place to be, recreation, and
special events.

FIGURE 1. IHAD strategy of support.
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high school and many were just beginning college.
Although the youth in IHAD programs were se-
lected from public schools, neither of our case study
programs was based in a school. LF was based in a
youth organization on Chicago’s west side. Fifty-
two sixth graders from a local elementary school
began coming to LF in the middle of sixth grade in
January of 1989. The program served a largely Latino
population (Dreamers included 31 Mexican-Ameri-
cans, 14 Puerto Rican—Americans, 5 of mixed
ethnicity, 1 European-American, and 1 African-
American. For additional demographic data regard-
ing the Dreamers and their families see Table 1).

LF’s project coordinator was in his early 20’s
when the project began. He was Latino, from a
similar Chicago community, and had a degree in
social work. He provided tutoring (mostly help
with homework) and personal support, developed
relationships with parents and teachers, took small
and large groups of Dreamers on outings roughly
once a month, and engaged interested Dreamers
(generally around 15) in a variety of projects each
summer’. The PC was supported by a part-time
assistant in the early years of the program and by
an AmeriCorps member and a Princeton 55 intern
(a recent Princeton graduate committed to work-

TABLE 1
Demographics of Dreamers and Their Families
LaFamilia Project Success
Gender
Male 23 (44%) 17 (42%)
Female 29 (56%) 23 (58%)
Race/ethnicity
Mexican-American 31 (60%) 0
Puerto Rican—~American 14 27%) 0
Mixed ethnicities 5 (10%) 0
European-American 1(2%) 0
African-American 1 (2%) 40 (100%)
Mother’s education
Less than high school 41 (79%) 6 (15%)
High school 8 (15%) 22 (55%)
Some college 1 (2%) 7 (18%)
College 1 (2%) 1(2%)
No data 1 (2%) 4 (10%)
Father’s education®
Less than high school 38 (73%)
High school 12 (23%)
Some college 0
College 0
No data 2 (4%)
Family income
On welfare for entire program 7 (13%) 16 (40%)
Both welfare and work 17 (33%) 13 (32%)
No welfare 28 (54%) 11 (28%)
$0-11,000 13 (25%) 17 (42%)
$11,000-20,000 24 (46%) 15 (38%)
$20,000 + 15 (29%) 7 (18%)
No data 0 1 2%)

Note. Data come from program records (applications for parochial schools and colleges, for example) and from PC’s
conversations with Dreamers and parents. In the case of the seven students with whom the programs have lost contact,
data reflects each parent’s status at the time his or her child was involved.

*We could not gather reliable data on more than half of the fathers in Project Success.
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ing for social betterment) during the Dreamers’ last
2 years of high school. The PC and other staff also
arranged for tutoring support from a local college
(a college nine Dreamers ultimately attended) and
mentors from that college and elsewhere*. The two
couples that sponsored the program would meet
with the Dreamers for special events such as the
annual Christmas party and to talk with Dreamers
each term (four times a year) after report cards were
distributed. One of the sponsors became much more
involved. He would go to the Dreamers’ school,
stop by the office, and would work with the Dream-
ers on summer service projects. Participation in
tutoring was greater when the Dreamers were
younger and declined the further they got into high
school. According to the PC (and consistent with
what Dreamers reported during interviews) roughly
75% of the Dreamers attended tutoring at least once
a week during seventh and eighth grade and 50%
of the Dreamers attended tutoring at least once a
week between 9th and 11th grade. During the fall
of their senior year, we observed roughly a third of
the Dreamers participating at least once a week.
The PC and sponsors also helped finance and fa-
cilitate enroliment of 24 of the Dreamers in paro-
chial high schools.

The other program, Project Success (PS), began
in June of 1991 as the 40 sixth graders from a par-
ticular elementary school were finishing their sixth-
grade year. PS used space in a church on the city’s
south side and served an entirely African-Ameri-
can group of youth. The PC for this program was a
‘White woman in her early 20’s who had grown up
working with youth in this neighborhood and had
recently graduated from an elite university. This
program provided a very similar set of services to
those provided by LF. The main difference was
that tutoring took place more frequently at PS. Ac-
cording to the PC (and consistent with what we
observed during their junior and senior years in
high school) numerous students came to after-
school tutoring 3 or 4 days a week and roughly
half of the students came at least twice a week.
African-American mentors were identified for most
Dreamers and 12 Dreamers maintained relation-
ships with their mentors for 3 or more years. PS
initially covered the cost of parochial high schools
for all but 2 of their 36 Dreamers. Ultimately, 13 of
these students were either expelled or chose to
leave. They returned to public schools. As was the
case in LF, once Dreamers entered high school,
summer service projects for which Dreamers were

“I Have a Dream” Program

paid were frequently Dreamers’ first employment
opportunity. The PC in this program was also sup-
ported by part-time staff early in the program and
by a full-time AmeriCorps member and a Princeton
55 intern during the Dreamers’ last 2 years of high
school.

Both programs also provided several substan-
tial supports and opportunities related to college
enrollment. The programs took Dreamers on trips
to colleges during spring and winter breaks as well
as on weekends. In addition, the programs worked
individually with and monitored each Dreamer’s
college application process. PS also hired a col-
lege counselor from a prestigious private school to
meet with each Dreamer. LF assigned an
AmeriCorps member to focus entirely on this pro-
cess. In addition, each program held forums on
college for Dreamers and their parents where they
discussed both the application process and the
challenges associated with the transition from high
school to college. The strength of the relationship
between PCs and parents appeared to be very im-
portant during this process. For example, many
parents were reluctant to let their children live on a
college campus, go to a school outside the city, or
take on debt. In many cases, PCs had multiple con-
versations with parents about these and related is-
sues. Finally, these IHAD programs provided
Dreamers who attended college with partial schol-
arships. The scholarships ranged in size, but rarely
exceeded $5,000. The size of the scholarship de-
pended on the other funding Dreamers were able
to attain through financial aid programs.

Several factors facilitated analysis of our two
case studies. In particular, because program staff
have worked with the Dreamers since the sixth
grade, we had access to records of their academic
performance, PC and staff perspectives on their
social development, and information on the pro-
grammatic and environmental factors that influ-
enced them. In addition, because an entire sixth
grade class was “adopted” by the sponsor, we could
use records from the central office to create com-
parison groups (the group of sixth graders at the
school who were 1 year older). The central office
then supplied us with information regarding the
number of these students who graduated, so that
student graduation rates from the two case studies
could be compared with similar students who were
not offered the program. For reasons of confidenti-
ality, however, the central office did not provide us
with the names of the students in the comparison
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groups, so we could not contact them for inter-
views or to attain information regarding their lives
after leaving their high schools.

In conducting the two case studies, we inter-
viewed 85 individuals (Dreamers, staff, parents,
and sponsors). Most of these interviews were con-
ducted when the students were in high school. We
interviewed students from LF when they were se-
niors and students in PS when they were in 11th
and 12th grade. Because students in LF graduated
one year earlier, we conducted eight interviews of
Dreamers from LF regarding their first year in col-
lege. Though it was necessary to modify our ques-
tions to fit each participant’s particular experiences,
our interviews focused on a few core issues regard-
ing their experiences with and perspectives on cen-
tral components of the programmatic model. We
asked, for example, about the personal and aca-
demic supports the program aimed to provide, about
Dreamers’ relationships with program staff and
sponsors, and about the ways their family and com-
munity context have influenced who they are and
what they want to be. During these interviews we
asked about specific incidents to help us under-
stand the contexts that formed the basis for their
opinions (see Flanagan, 1954). Interviews lasted
between 20 minutes and 2 hours with most lasting
45 minutes. All interviews were recorded and tran-
scribed.

We also typed up notes from over 100 program
observations. Roughly three quarters of the obser-
vations were of tutoring sessions and of informal
gatherings after school at the IHAD offices. We
also observed visits to college campuses, meet-
ings with parents to discuss college opportunities,
and weekend outings and service projects involv-
ing groups of Dreamers.

We decided to focus on LF and PS for several
reasons. First, we wanted to study programs that
were currently operating so that we could contact
a broad range of participants and so that we could
observe the program in operation. We also wanted
to study cases where the participants would gradu-
ate during the course of the study so that we could
assess the extent to which the program realized its
primary goal of high school graduation and transi-
tion to college or employment.

There were 12 THAD programs in Chicago when
our study began. Three of the programs had largely
disbanded because their students had made the
transition to college or work. Five of the programs
had only recently begun. Studying these five sites
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was impractical because we would have had to
follow the programs for additional years in order
to examine the program’s impact on high school
completion. Of the four IHAD programs that had
students in high school, we chose to focus on the
two programs that appeared to be the strongest.
These programs were operating smoothly and had
maintained contact with at least 90% of their
Dreamers, so data regarding participant outcomes
and experiences could be collected. We decided
to focus on two relatively successful interventions
because our primary goal was to understand the
ways a youth organization could mobilize social
capital to provide supports and opportunities for
youth development.

For these reasons, readers should not assume that
all IHAD programs are of the quality of the two
programs on which this study focused. On aver-
age, the other programs in Chicago were less suc-
cessful. The uneven quality of IHAD programs and
of youth programming more generally (see
Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development,
1992; McLaughlin et al., 1994) raises important
issues for policymakers and practitioners who wish
to bring high quality programming to larger num-
bers of youth. To consider this challenge, we col-
lected some data on the other IHAD programs in
Chicago. We conducted 25 interviews of staff, stu-
dents, and sponsors from the other programs, held
three focus group discussions, and examined gradu-
ation rate data of Dreamers in the other [HAD pro-
grams who were old enough to graduate. Unfortu-
nately, we have less complete record data regard-
ing Dreamers in these other programs because the
programs lost touch with a larger percentage of
their initial participants.

Our study aims to understand not only the ways
the programs “worked” or didn’t, but also how and
why (see Yin, 1984). Specifically, we wanted to
understand the ways Dreamers experienced vari-
ous programmatic features (many of which either
are or could be features of other youth programs)
and the ways those features may have contributed
to varied outcomes. As noted in the previous sec-
tion, we frame these issues using the language of
social capital theory. We focus on the causes and
consequences of social trust, social networks, and
social norms.

Systematic analysis of our interview and obser-
vation data occurred on three separate occasions.
At these times we grouped evidence by theme to
consider both emerging findings (patterns that



“I Have a Dream” Program

TABLE 2
Status of Dreamers in the Fall Following On-Time Graduation From High School*
Data 2- or 4-

Total on Graduated GED® year college
La Familia 52 49 35 (711%) 3 (6%) 31 (63%)
Control 43 35 13 37%) 7.0 20%)°
Project Success 40 36 25 (69%) ‘0 24 (67%)
Control 46 41 14 (34%) 7.4 (18%)

*September 1996 for LF; September 1997 for PS.
®GED data not available for control groups.

“This estimate assumes enrollment rates mirror those found in the study by the Chicago Panel on Public School Policy.

existed across multiple observations and inter-
views) and areas where additional data would help
clarify key issues. We also shared our findings and
interpretations with program staff and sponsors.
We did this to provide them with feedback and to
help us refine our interpretations and findings.

When assessing these strategies and their im-
pact, we hope to present a picture that is neither
romantic in its depiction of participants and pro-
gram effects, nor insensitive to the less tangible
ways in which the program contributes to Dream-
ers’ lives. We report extensive interview data be-
cause we feel these interviews are a valuable means
through which to consider and convey the Dream-
ers’ perspectives, programmatic strengths and weak-
nesses, and the humanity of this effort.

Programmatic Impact

Did the program “work”? As this is the question
we are most commonly asked, it seems an appro-
priate place to begin.

Numbers provide the easiest summary. IHAD’s
primary goal is graduation from high school and
transition to college. As was described above, the
performance of IHAD participants was compared
with a natural control group—students from the
same elementary school who were 1 year older.
The findings displayed in Table 2 can easily be
summarized. The high school graduation rates of
IHAD participants in LF (71%) and PS (69%) were
roughly twice those of students from the control
groups (37% and 34%, respectively).

These differences should not be solely attrib-
uted to the IHAD program. Beginning in the ninth
grade, the PCs and sponsors were critical of high
school settings. As we describe in more detail later,
they found these schools to be unresponsive to
their requests, to insufficiently monitor student
academic and social behavior, and to expose

Dreamers to destructive peer pressures. Because of
these concerns, the two programs worked to enroll
many Dreamers in parochial schools. It seems likely
that the parochial schools contributed to the Dream-
ers’ success. However, given that the stronger stu-
dents generally enrolled and stayed in parochial
schools and that Dreamers from LF who did not
enroll in parochial schools did roughly as well as
those who did in terms of high school graduation
(see Table 3), we feel the parochial schools deserve
only partial credit for Dreamers’ successes. We will
return to this issue later in the paper.

IHAD participants’ college enrollment rates can-
not easily be compared with a control group. The
school system does not collect data regarding the
activities of its students once they leave high
school. Our best estimates of college attendance
rates for these students come from a study con-
ducted by the Chicago Panel on Public School
Policy and Finance (Storey & Qualls, 1991), which
found that 54% of Hispanics and 53% of African-
Americans who graduated from high school in
Chicago enrolled in higher education the follow-
ing fall (also see Smith, 1996, for discussion of
national trends). We used the Panel’s findings for
the system as a whole as an estimate for the control
group’s rate of college attendance. This likely over-
states our comparison group’s rates of college at-
tendance.’ Specifically, 63% of LF’s initial Dream-
ers and 67% of PS’s initial Dreamers enrolled in 2-
or 4-year colleges. In contrast, we estimate that 7.0
students from LF’s control group (54% of the 13
graduates) and 7.4 students from PS’s control group
(53% of the 14 graduates) enrolled in 2- or 4- year
colleges. This makes their enroliment rates 20%
and 18%, respectively (see Table 2). Thus the over-
all college attendance rate for IHAD participants
in the two case studies was roughly three times
that of our estimates for the comparison group.
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TABLE 3
Status of Public Versus Parochial School Dreamers in the Fall Following On-Time Graduation From High School®
Stillin 4-yr 2-yr

Total Diplomas GED school  Drop-out  college college

LF public school 25 16 3 3 3 8 5

LF parochial school 24 19 2 1 2 13 5

PS public school 15° 6 0 8 1 4 1

PS parochial® school 21 19 0 0 2 18 1

*September 1996 for LF; September 1997 for PS.

*Thirteen of these students initially enrolled in private schools. Of these 13, 7 were expelled for disciplinary offenses or
low grades (3 of whom graduated from public school), 3 others chose to leave because of low grades (1 of whom
graduated from public school), and 3 moved and attended public schools (1 of whom graduated from public school).
One additional student was also expelled from a parochial school. He is not counted above because he severed ties with
the program early on in ninth grade and we do not know if he graduated.

“Two of these students went to private non-parochial schools.

Although these profoundly positive results make
the potential of this model quite clear, the implica-
tions for policy are not. In addition to knowing
that “it worked” we wish to consider what “it” is,
how “it” worked, and the policy implications. We
therefore consider the programmatic features which
appear most responsible for the success of these
two IHAD programs, their relation to varied forms
of social capital, the technical concerns related to
bringing such an intervention to scale, and several
fundamental questions regarding the strengths and
weaknesses of the [HAD model.

Programmatic Strategies

Building Social Trust Through Long-Term
Supportive Relationships

“More than anything, it was just confusion,”
Hector® told us when asked to describe the day 5
years earlier when his class heard speeches by the
sponsor and PC and learned they had been selected
by IHAD. “Why are they here? Why do they care?
What do they want from us?” His was the most
common description. Most Dreamers said it took
between 1 and 2 years for confusion and skepti-
cism to subside and the nature of the program to
sink in.

Iremember I didn’t want to be a part of it at first
because, I was like, they are probably lying, it ain’t
going to work out and its just going to be a waste
of my time. I mean it was kind of wild what he was
telling us and it was kind of warm that day and he
wanted us to come to tutoring and I was like, nope,
I’'m going home. (Angela)
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What might motivate Angela to attend tutor-
ing? What might lead her or a different student to
push harder at their school work or to get assis-
tance with a personal or family problem? What
might help her make present-day choices in ways
that create opportunities as an adult? The chal-
lenge for IHAD, as for most youth programs, is to
build the social trust and commitment necessary
for productive engagement. Skepticism has a ra-
tional basis in inner-city neighborhoods. “[The
IHAD offer] was like a shock. I thought it was real
phony. [Why?] It comes from a lifetime. It was a
bad neighborhood, it was a bad school. So why
would they pick us” (Rachel)? In this context, it
took both time and demonstrated commitment to
build social trust (the first form of social capital—
see Figure 1).

IHAD realized success with the first part of this
strategy—the creation of strong, trusting, and sus-
tained relationships with youth. At LF, 49 stu-
dents out of 52 took part in the program. Thirty-
six of PS’s 40 students participated. Both PCs
remained in touch with at least 90% of their origi-
nal Dreamers all the way through high school
(meaning that the PCs reported having a good
working relationship with the Dreamer and would
speak with the dreamer at least once a month). As
we detail below, in the vast majority of cases, PCs
and Dreamers formed strong relationships. PCs in
both programs reported seeing or talking on the
phone with the majority of their Dreamers at least
once a week.

IHAD’s success at building and maintaining re-
lationships appears tied to its structural advantages
over other youth organizations such as YMCAs or



health service providers, which often struggle to
stay connected with youth for more than 2 or 3
years and which often provide a narrow range of
services (athletics or tutoring or counseling or em-
ployment). The combination of a long-term inter-
vention with the provision of social, cultural, hu-
man, and financial capital (tutoring, trips, help with
personal problems, knowledge of and funds for
private high schools and college), provides a strong
symbolic and experiential basis for developing re-
lationships. Still, the challenge of building rela-
tionships is formidable. “The kids test you,” one
PC explained. “They want to see if you’re sincere.”

I didn’t really accept them at first . . . [but] he
wouldn’t let me sit there quietly. He said, “If you
think you’re going to just sit here and wait until we
go away, its not going to happen.” I kind of, he
gained my respect from that. (Hector)

Another Dreamer remembered:

[After I met my volunteer mentor] I was real mean.
Ijust had this attitude like I didn’t care, cause that’s
what I was used to. Then I finally saw that she was
trying to reach out to me, so I started opening up,
and we're real close to this day. (Rachel)’

Relationships and Social Trust Facilitated Use of
Social Networks and Adherence to Social Norms

By building relationships of trust and under-
standing, IHAD aims to provide services and guid-
ance that help Dreamers deal effectively with bar-
riers to their success. Consistent with extensive
research on youth in inner-city environments, the
programmatic model assumes that participating
youth will have numerous experiences that could
derail their personal and academic development.
This assumption certainly turned out to be true.
We asked PCs to fill out forms on each Dreamer
that included only those events they “knew” oc-
curred (events they were told about by Dreamers or
parents, or witnessed). These data indicated that
51% of the Dreamers in LF and 40% in PS had a
parent who abused alcohol or drugs; 59% of Dream-
ers in LF and 32% in PS experienced physical or
sexual abuse; and 50% in LF and 40% in PS had
some gang involvement, with 20% in LF and 32%
in PS experiencing significant involvement (they
became a member, attended meetings and ceremo-
nies, and took part in gang activities). Four Dream-
ers in PS were incarcerated while of high school
age, as was one Dreamer from LE. One 19-year-old
Dreamer from LF was killed during a conflict with
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police. Many youth faced more than one of these
challenges and 73% of Dreamers at LF and 58% of
Dreamers at PS were victims of physical, sexual, or
substance abuse in the home and/or participated
in gang activities for at least 1 year®. These chal-
lenges come on top of a broader context that in-
cludes a lack of jobs that pay living wages (70% of
LF and 80% of PS Dreamers lived in families with
incomes below $20,000), racism, inadequate
schools (less than 40% of students from their el-
ementary schools received regular high school di-
plomas), high rates of crime and violence in their
communities, and often inadequate housing (see
Massey & Denton, 1993; Wilson, 1997). Scholars
are finding that these neighborhood contexts
present challenges that undermine success even
after family and individual characteristics are taken
into account (Brooks-Gunn, Duncan, Klebanov, &
Sealand, 1993; Crane, 1991).

The staff’s and sponsors’ rationale for pursuing
these long-term relationships—that they would
facilitate support, guidance, and ultimately aca-
demic and social success for Dreamers—was also
supported by our data. Through interviews and
observations, it became clear that whether youth
showed up for tutoring often depended more on
how they felt about the person telling them to come
than on how much help they needed with their
school work. Similarly, whether youth sought help
with personal problems depended on more than
the severity of their needs. Dreamers said they were
influenced by their relationships with particular
staff members and by whether their friends had
found the staff helpful (we discuss the importance
of peer relationships in a separate section below).

In terms of adults, most Dreamers’ strongest rela-
tionships were with PCs or related full-time staff
such as AmeriCorps members.

He [the PC] is like my friend. You could just tell
him anything, you can joke around, it is not like he
is going to get offended or like I'm going to get
offended. . . . He is like, “oh come on” so I won’t
stay mad or anything like that.

[The PC] looks at your face and knows there’s
something wrong. . . . She’1l sit me down, “shoot
what’s going on, what’s the matter,” or just talk to
me. You should take it this way and that way. I
had a problem with expressing my feelings, and
I’d be mad all the time and not say nothing. It’s
easier to snap on someone. I had that real bad, so
she started giving me contracts and time outs and
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... I would whine and she would tell me not to
whine, so she’s helped me.

These trusting relationships became avenues for
motivation and for reinforcing norms of prosocial
behavior and academic commitment. A Dreamer
reflecting on the role of the staff told us,

If it weren’t for them, I wouldn’t even be in col-
lege. I probably would have never finished high
school. I would probably have dropped out or just
did a work program or just worked the rest of my
life because I was not motivated and he was like
after my butt. “Oh, you didn’t go to school today?”
And I am like, “How do you know?” And he
would know me better than me sometimes. He
knew me better than my own parent and he would
talk to me and help motivate me. . . . [ always went
to him [when] I have a problem—I would call him
at midnight, one in the morning.

Just as the ability to push, intervene, and sup-
port is facilitated by trusting relationships, these
interventions became the means through which
relationships developed. Not surprisingly, the trust
Dreamers put in the program also appeared related
to their sense that the staff was or was not able to
deliver.

My Dad would drink a lot and he used to give us
problems, . . . he would make us cry all the time
and I'told [my PC and sponsor] and they talked to
some counselors who could talk to my Dad. . . .
Ever since that day he has not had a beer and I
thank them a ot for helping me because my Dad, I
know he would still be drinking without that help
and, I mean, he still goes to [Alcoholics Anony-
mous] meetings.

Competence in urban youth organizations, as
McLaughlin, Irby, and Langman (1994) found, re-
quires more than the educational certificates that
are prerequisites for many jobs working with ado-
lescents. Competence also requires a “Ph.D. in the
streets” (p. 133). The PCs often become bridges,
helping a Dreamer deal with a disrespectful teacher
in one instance and a gang leader in another. Their
ability to help often depends on the strength of
their relationships with Dreamers, on their ability
to connect Dreamers with relevant services and
opportunities through their own social networks,
and on their ability to provide counseling and aca-
demic support. Most of the services (battered
women’s shelters, Alcoholics Anonymous programs
for parents, foster care, legal services, planned par-
enthood, summer jobs, services for victims of abuse,
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homeless shelters) already exist. “But the Dream-
ers often won’t seek these groups out,” a PC ex-
plained, “adolescents don’t want to acknowledge
their needs—especially to strangers.”

The importance of relationships and of combin-
ing networking with support thus highlights some
structural advantages the IHAD model may have
over other potential supports. First, the Dreamers’
relationships with the PCs were voluntary and thus
in some ways were controlled by the Dreamers to a
far greater extent than their relationships with their
school or family were. This may have led the
Dreamers to feel more comfortable talking about
personal issues such as sex, gangs, or skipping
school. Second, unlike many other settings (school
counselors’ offices, health care clinics, police sta-
tions), strong relationships are established prior to
crises (though they certainly develop during these
episodes as well). It matters that the PC who is
helping when a Dreamer’s baby gets sick was also
there when the Dreamer discovered she was preg-
nant. And it matters that a PC who wants to help a
Dreamer confront an abusive boyfriend also
worked hard with the Dreamer on a term paper and
celebrated when she received an A—. Because one
PC knew a Dreamer and his parents well, the par-
ents called when the Dreamer came home having
experimented with heroin. The PC went with the
family to the hospital and the next day talked with
the Dreamer not only about his drug habit but also
about drug use by his friends in the program.

In fact, the relationships that develop between
participating youth also appear highly significant.
“Almost all my friends are Dreamers,” many Dream-
ers told us. The importance of peer groups for youth
is well documented by scholars (Brown, 1990).
Commentary regarding youth, particularly inner-
city youth, often emphasizes the ways peer culture
is in opposition to academic goals and other main-
stream adult priorities (Coleman, 1961; Fordham
& Ogbu, 1986). Indeed, studies of successful strat-
egies used by families to promote mobility of Afri-
can-American youth find that parents often restrict
their children’s interactions with others in their
neighborhood (Jarrett, 1995). In many of the [HAD
sites, peer interactions, grounded as they were in a
setting with an academic/betterment focus, created
norms which supported success. “Me and [another
Dreamer] compete with each other to get our grades
up—that is how we do it. Cause sometimes I am
lazy and don’t do my work.” Similarly, in each of
the case studies, students’ interest in college was



linked to the fact that all their friends from the
program were also applying. In addition, it was
often through more involved Dreamers that the staff
found out about other Dreamers who were getting
involved with a gang, missing school, or having
problems at home. This phenomenon, which
Coleman (1988) labels “closure,” facilitated ad-
herence to norms linked to programmatic goals.
These norms were promoted and maintained by
the peer group as well as by program staff, families,
and the schools.

Using Strong Ties to Tap Into Weak Ties

Though IHAD seeks to promote strong relation-
ships, work by sociologists reminds us that “weak
ties” (social networks of friends and acquaintan-
ces with whom one may have limited interaction)
are often as important as “strong ties” (close rela-
tionships of the kind described above) in opening
up options and opportunities (Granovetter, 1973).
These social networks can provide youth with im-
portant access to information regarding opportu-
nities and can expose youth to a broader range of
norms and expectations (see Yowell & Gordon,
1996). Dreamers, for example, frequently found
jobs through the strong and weak ties of staff and
SpOonsors:

First it was with his son-in-law, and I was doing
office work [downtown]. Pretty good pay for a
13-year-old. After a year or two, I started working
with a friend of his as a clerk on the Chicago Board
of Options Exchange, on the floor. As soon as I
turned 16, I started working there in the summer-
time... After a while, I started working there full-
time... I was in the door. I started working down-
town and going to school at night.

Part of the strength of the IHAD model appears
related to the ways involvement facilitated access
to the social networks of the staff, sponsors, and
mentors (the second form of social capital). These
individuals generally had extensive knowledge
of social service providers, job opportunities, vari-
ous private and public schools, artistic and ath-
letic extracurricular activities, and various other
city programs. The nature and value of these social
networks, however, must be clarified. We saw sub-
stantial evidence that youth gained access to the
social networks of staff and sponsors, but not that
they developed extensive networks of their own.
Most importantly, for these youth at least, it ap-
peared that access to social networks became valu-
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able only in the context of strong trusting relation-
ships. The youth needed strong ties to benefit from
weak ties. As a PC put it, “They need to share the
problem with someone they trust and then we need
to be there after (they get help from the service
provider we told them about) to help them make
sense of it.” This follow-up is especially important
because many times when Dreamers sought assis-
tance from “service providers”—be they Depart-
ment of Child and Family Service workers, finan-
cial aid officers, or school staff—they encountered
alienating bureaucracy and disrespect, and, often,
their needs were not met.

In making these points, we do not mean to im-
ply that youth cannot develop social networks. As
McLaughlin, Irby, and Langman (1994) and Heath
(in press) have shown, youth-based organizations
often provide authentic opportunities for role-tak-
ing in relation to such substantive responsibilities
as organizing events, publishing a paper, or per-
forming a meaningful act of community service.
When youth undertake these challenges, they
quickly recognize the value of networks and de-
velop their capacity to use them.

Still, the general critique of “strong ties,” (that
tight friendship circles are of limited value in terms
of gaining information regarding opportunities in
the broader society) may need modification, at least
for adolescents from inner-city environments. Em-
phasizing, as IHAD does, strong ties to a small
number of extensively networked individuals who
form trusting relationships with youth appears es-
sential to facilitating access to meaningful sup-
port and opportunities.

A potential risk regarding strong ties should also
be considered. Dreamers involved in these pro-
grams might become dependent on rather than
empowered by the powerful support networks that
surround them. Judgments regarding this issue are
difficult to make and problematic forms of depen-
dency are difficult to identify at this stage in Dream-
ers’ lives. There is no doubt that Dreamers were
dependent on IHAD support, but given their age
and the challenges they faced, their dependence
on support most often seemed legitimate. Still, it
may be that IHAD “carried” many Dreamers across
barriers to high school graduation and college ac-
ceptance and that they will fail to complete col-
lege at greater rates than otherwise similar students
because they have grown reliant on the intensive
support IHAD provided. If we are able to study this
group of Dreamers several years from now (some-
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thing we are hoping to do), this will be one of the
issues we examine.

While we currently lack data regarding Dream-
ers’ long-term outcomes, we do have some data
from the PCs regarding the status of the Dreamers
one year after high school. Each project remains in
touch with their Dreamers—although they provide
no academic support and substantially less per-
sonal contact than when the Dreamers were in high
school. In LF, 3 of the 31 Dreamers who initially
enrolled in college had dropped out by the end of
their first year. Three of the 45 Dreamers with whom
the PC is still in contact are neither in a school/
GED program nor working. One Dreamer died dur-
ing a conflict with police. Not counted in these
totals are three Dreamers with whom the PC lost
contact during the year. In PS, 8 of the 24 Dreamers
who initially enrolled in college dropped out by
the end of their first year. Four of the 33 students
with whom the PC has been in contact are not in
school and are not working and three are currently
incarcerated (four were in jail prior to the end of
high school). PS also lost contact with three Dream-
ers during the year.

Unfortunately, we have no comparable informa-
tion regarding our control groups. We do know
that stopping out of college and dropping out of
college after 1 year is relatively common. A survey
by the National Center For Education Statistics
(Fitzgerald, Berkner, Horn, Choy, & Hoachlander,
1994) found that 30.6% of all college freshmen,
41.9% of African-Americans, 33% of Hispanic-
Americans, and 46% of those whose socioeconomic
status is in the bottom quartile did not return in the
fall of their sophomore year. Thus, the performance
of students in LF appears to be better than expected
and that of Dreamers in PS appears similar to over-
all trends.

Relationships Enable Norms and Practices
That Lead to Academic Support

At 4:55 two boys and a girl each in 11th grade
enter the IHAD office for “late tutoring,” which
runs from 5:30pm to 7:00 pm. Malcolm, the tutor-
ing coordinator, looks up from the table where he
is helping a student with math, “Take your hats off
fellas and let’s do some work. .

JeroME (11th grade): Can I get attendance points
because I’'m here, but I want to leave?

MaLcoLM: Give me some work first.

JeroME: What kind of work?
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MaLcorm: I find it hard to believe you have no
homework.

JeroME: How long do I gotta stay?

The tutoring coordinator leaves that question hang-
ing and returns to the student with whom he was
working.

To say that the Dreamers developed strong rela-
tionships is not to say that they ceased being ado-
lescents. Trusting relationships made efforts to es-
tablish and reinforce norms (see Figure 1) more
legitimate; they did not make the process easy or
guarantee results. Indeed, when asked to describe
times they (Dreamers) felt frustrated with the pro-
gram, 90% described times the staff kept pushing
them or constrained their independence.

Idon’tknow?1I guess when I get older I'll appre-
ciate it, but the little things, they try and lecture,
stuff I don’t really want to hear. Stuff like, “You
have to do all your work before you can go and
play basketball.” So you finish your work and
they are like, “Let me see it.” And they are like,
that is wrong and this one is wrong, and it gets
frustrating.

Well I feel frustrated when they try and force me to
do my work and make me try and do other assign-
ments and I have it under control, but they act like
I don’t. Like they will make me sit down and do
my work. Like I will have an English paper due
and like one day I don’t have time to do it so I will
do chemistry, cause I think chemistry is more im-
portant than English—I don’t know why—and
my English is half-way finished and they will be
like, “no, work on this first and then stay for late
tutoring.” Can I have a life? So they try and make
me stay for late tutoring . . . and I don’t like that and
[the PC] she be trying to push me on the college
stuff, like she was trying to get me to go on the
college trip and I didn’t want to go and she kept
asking me all these questions—“Why don’t you
want to come? Why are you giving me all these
excuses?” So I finally left a message on the ma-
chine that I was not going to be able to come be-
cause I had things to do that week. And she called
me back—she was like, “You will be back on
Friday so you have Saturday and Sunday to your-
self.” (Angela)

At the same time, most students recognized, “They
get on my case for not doing things that I'm sup-
posed to be doing but sometimes, I mean, I
shouldn’t get frustrated, I should thank them, which
I do after a while.” Similarly, “Last year when I got
an F in English and I was like forget it and I wasn’t



going to do the term paper, but they stayed on my
back and I had to do it and I was really frustrated
with them and the paper. [Looking back, how do
you feel about that situation?] I’'m glad they stayed
on my back.”

These statements by Dreamers highlight the im-
portance of monitoring and norms that reflect high
academic expectations (the third form of social
capital), but they also illustrate the resistance PCs
often faced. Again, it appears that students’ will-
ingness to respond to these standards was linked
in fundamental ways to the strength of their rela-
tionship with the PC. As Frederick Erickson (1993)
persuasively argues,

Assent to the exercise of authority involves . . . a
leap of faith—trust in the legitimacy of the author-
ity and in the good intentions of those exercising it,
trust that one’s own identity will be maintained
positively in relation to the authority, and trust that
one’s own interests will be advanced by compli-
ance with the exercise of authority. (p. 36)

Had these relationships been weaker or viewed by
Dreamers as disrespectful, Dreamers could have
withdrawn. Their participation was, of course, vol-
untary.

In terms of direct services linked to academics, it
is difficult to separate out the impact of the tutor-
ing and academic press on student performance.
What evidence we do have indicates that these
sessions provided support with homework more
than academic instruction, that they were attended
by roughly 50% of the Dreamers in LF at least
once a week during high school, and that they
were linked to students’ sense that support was
always available. As reported earlier in the paper,
tutoring was more structured and involved more
youth at PS than at LF. Roughly 50% of PS Dream-
ers attended tutoring two or more times a week
during high school. Overall, our sense is that tutor-
ing helped keep students focused on school, was a
valued means of helping Dreamers with their school
work, and provided the staff with opportunities to
monitor other developments in Dreamers’ lives. As
described earlier in the paper, the program also
provided several substantial supports and oppor-
tunities that likely increased college enrollment.

Issues of Design, Implementation, and
Evaluation

While the programmatic strategies described
above have enormous potential, many complex
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issues and choices face those committed to this
kind of youth development program.

Using Parochial Schools to Access Social Capital

Initially, the IHAD program was designed to sup-
port students’ academic development through tu-
toring sessions and other enrichment activities that
took place during the summer and school year.
While staff and sponsors clearly thought such aca-
demic support was important, they came to be-
lieve it was insufficient. By the middle of eighth
grade, it became clear to staff and sponsors that “if
we really want some of these kids, not all of them,
some of them to succeed in high school, they need
to go to a private school” (Roberto). The staff and
sponsors felt that as many Dreamers as possible
needed to be pushed, in the right direction, and by
many people in addition to themselves. “The lo-
cal high school was graduating 29%—we were
like no way” (Rebecca). “These kids need struc-
ture. In private schools, they will let me know if a
kid doesn’t come because they have a lot less kids.
In the public, they don’t do that” (Roberto). “At
[the public school], one student missed 60 days,
[before] we found out [from another student]”
(Janet).

Student perceptions and experiences were simi-
lar. “[In the public school] you could come out of
the classroom if you wanted, take you a smoke. . .
Get a doughnut” (Norma). “[My public] school
teachers, they didn’t care like if you missed 15
days of school you could still get A’s and B’s, stuff
like that. It was fun though” (Ty). Importantly, the
draw of parochial schools was tied as much to is-
sues of social capital as to the quality of academic
instruction. The staff of both programs felt the pa-
rochial schools created an academically oriented
context and expectations of college attendance in
a way public schools did not. They also believed
the academic instruction was better than in the
public school, but the staff qualified their support
for parochial schools. Though they felt youth re-
ceived a better education than in the neighbor-
hood public schools, they did not feel the paro-
chial school students received an academically rig-
orous curriculum or necessarily had better-quali-
fied teachers. Some PCs said that if the social con-
text of the public schools could be improved, those
schools would be at least as well equipped to edu-
cate. “The public schools [often] have [more expe-
rienced and challenging] teachers, better resources
and equipment and computers” (Roberto). Unfor-

333



Kahne and Bailey

tunately, these schools also had “apathetic and
burnt-out teachers” as well as “exposure to peer
cultures that would pull many Dreamers in the
wrong direction.” The major difference, the staff
believed, lay in the parochial schools’ commit-
ment to the youth and in their ability to establish
an orderly, safe, and personalized climate where
youth could focus and graduate.

St. John’s’ is fabulous. . . . They are interested in
helping the kids who were not great students. They
will take the behavior problems, kids who have
been kicked out of every other school. They will
take them and give them a chance. . . . They are safe
in the school. No one ever shoots anyone, there are
no weapons. Our kids most involved in gangs are
the ones most scared to go to public schools.
(Rebecca)

Several students commuted an hour and a half each
way to a Catholic school where they felt safe.

Although the value of parochial schools was
not questioned by students, parents, staff, and spon-
sors, students who went to public schools also did
well. Indeed, LF sent a similar number of students
to public high school as to parochial high schools
and the parochial school group had only a slightly
higher graduation rate [79% vs. 64%—both sub-
stantially higher than the control group rate of
37%]. Initially, PS sent all but two of their Dream-
ers to parochial schools. Only two of those who
did not transfer to a public school dropped out, but
seven were expelled for low grades or disciplinary
offenses, three chose to leave because of low grades,
and three more moved and could not make the
commute. These 13 students then enrolled in pub-
lic schools. Thus, it seems likely that the lower
graduation rates of public school Dreamers in PS
was partially due to a selection bias (See Table 3).

Itis similarly difficult to determine how much of
the higher 4-year college attendance rates of paro-
chial school graduates (31 out of 38, or 82%) ver-
sus public school graduates (12 out of 22, or 55%)
was the result of the greater emphasis on and sup-
port for transition to college and how much re-
sulted from the parochial schools enrolling more
academically oriented Dreamers.

While it seems reasonable to assume that a sig-
nificant part of the Dreamers’ academic success in
terms of high school graduation and college atten-
dance stems from the supports many received from
parochial schools, we also saw many indications
that students’ ability to stay in the parochial schools
was significantly enhanced by supports from the
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IHAD programs. In particular, the tuition scholar-
ships, the tutoring sessions, help with personal and
family problems, and the creation of a peer com-
munity with norms that emphasized academic suc-
cess all appear to have helped. Similarly, the com-
bination of college scholarships, visits to colleges,
hiring a staff person during Dreamers’ senior year
to closely monitor and help with each Dreamer’s
application process, and the creation of a setting
in which the clear expectation for most students
was that college attendance was the desired goal,
likely improved the attendance rates for Dreamers
graduating from both public and parochial schools.

It is also important to note that without strong
ties to PCs or sponsors who have the information
and financial resources to facilitate connections
with private schools, few of these students would
have enrolled. IHAD staff identified appropriate
schools, promoted the idea to Dreamers and par-
ents, worked with and encouraged the schools to
accept some marginal students, and provided fi-
nancial support. Chicago Public School records
reveal that only 1 of the 76 students in the control
groups for either program transferred into a private
or parochial school. This underscores the impor-
tant role of the cultural, social, and financial capi-
tal the IHAD model provides. It is not that parents
lacked interest in this option. Families from LF
contributed an average of $667 for tuition each
year. Still, their interest and financial resources
without JHAD involvement would have been in-
sufficient.

In terms of educational reform, reliance on paro-
chial schools highlights a potential shortcoming
of IHAD’s programmatic model. Like many par-
ents with the resources to select an alternative,
IHAD staff and sponsors moved many youth into
parochial schools. Thus, the program sponsored
individual youth without addressing the structural
problems such as inadequate public schools that
put so many inner-city youth at great risk. IHAD’s
resources went to parochial rather than public
schools and they did not help improve the provi-
sion of public education.

This non-systemic focus, however, grew out of
experience. The earlier IHAD programs in Chicago
made a conscious effort to work to help strengthen
the public schools but were largely unsuccessful.
The focus on parochial education by LF and PS
was in large part a reaction to the unresponsive-
ness of the public schools. The tradeoffs between
pursuit of structural changes and the support of



individual youth are complex and we address these
directly in a related paper (Kahne, 1999). For now
we simply note the importance of these issues.

Does IHAD Undermine Parents?

In many respects, the IHAD model embodies
assumptions, common in the educational policy
community, that families, especially low-income
families, lack the social capital and other resources
necessary to fully support their children’s educa-
tional pursuits (see Coleman, 1987). Indeed, many
core roles played by the program (motivating edu-
cational effort, choosing schools, setting guide-
lines for behavior, providing support with personal
problems) are traditionally associated with parents
and families. There is therefore a potential for over-
lap between the relationships and other resources
project staff and sponsors seek to provide for youth
and what is provided by parents and other family
members. The program model also creates the op-
portunity to support parents and families so that
they, in turn, can support their children. Thus, it is
important to consider how a comprehensive inter-
vention such as IHAD restructures the role parents
play in guiding their child’s development.

Although IHAD wanted to work with parents
and families to help them support their Dreamers,
the program model assumed that IHAD’s goals for
the youth (high school graduation, upward mobil-
ity) were unobjectionable and that the program
should promote these goals even if parents were
passive. In addition, it was assumed that youth
would benefit from social capital as well as from
emotional and financial support that their families
either could not or did not provide. That assump-
tion appeared supported—program sponsors and
staff often provided highly valued personal sup-
port, knowledge regarding opportunities, help ne-
gotiating often confusing bureaucracies, and val-
ued financial resources. What though, would this
intervention mean to the parents of Dreamers who
were also deeply concerned for their children and
had intimate knowledge of their child and their
child’s context? Many parents of Dreamers worked
extremely hard to contribute their own social, cul-
tural, and financial resources for supporting their
child.

Might working directly with Dreamers rather
than empowering parents to help their children
have some unintended negative consequences?
Would parents view the program as an intrusion or
as a force that undermined their parent/child rela-
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tionship? Would parents see [HAD as promoting
values and priorities different than their own? One
Dreamer, when asked about the strengths of the

program told us,

It’s cool—there be a lot of things that I can do that
my mother can’t do for me. [Like what?] I mean I
am not trying to say my mother is not able to do it
because she can do anything she wants to, but it is
just that Project Success has done a lot of things
for me and my sister—Ilike help us find jobs—you
know, stuff like that.

Did exposure to IHAD staff and sponsors as well as
their resources lead Dreamers to reassess their par-
ents’ strengths and weaknesses or lead to conflicts
between parents and the program staff?

We are less confident than we would like to be
when discussing these issues because youth pro-
vided fewer details about their families during in-
terviews than about other topics, because parents
often seemed hesitant to say anything negative
about the program, and because these issues were
not a main focus of the study. Still, it is possible to
outline the main themes of what we heard. In gen-
eral, Dreamers positively assessed both IHAD and
their parents. Similarly, parents rarely expressed
complaints about the program, except that they
sometimes wished the PC would call them back
sooner or that their other children could be in-
cluded in the program (PS set up a companion
program that offered similar services to the Dream-
ers’ younger siblings).

Several Dreamers did describe conflicts between
the staff and their parents around issues such as
spending a night away from home to visit a col-
lege. This was particularly true of parents of fe-
male Hispanic Dreamers. Parents, like Dreamers,
also said that it took considerable time for them to
learn about and trust the program staff and spon-
sors. On a few occasions we also heard concerns
that Dreamers were being exposed to values re-
garding birth control that they or their parents did
not hold. “I didn’t really agree with the issue of
condoms and the sort of detachment . . . from the
values of the parents,” a Dreamer in college told
us. A different Dreamer in this focus group ex-
plained, “No one stopped to ask—*‘do you mind if
I give your daughter this?’ It was part of an insensi-
tivity that wasn’t intended.”

Our overall impression, and one shared by
Dreamers, parents, and staff, was that parents were
often passive in relation to IHAD programming,
that explicit conflicts between the program and

335



Kahne and Bailey

parents were rare, that the PCs and sponsors often
worked directly with parents when they or their
child had a crisis, that parents generally trusted the
program staff and valued the support IHAD of-
fered, but that parents were never fully integrated
into the program. This lack of integration was seen
as a shortcoming by all involved. Dreamers, staff,
parents, and sponsors told us that the program
would be better if more parents were involved, but
we didn’t hear a clear strategy for how this change
might come about. No one wanted to exclude
Dreamers whose parents didn’t participate and,
given limits on time, few felt they were able to
build and maintain strong bridges that fully inte-
grated parents into the program.

Moving to Scale While Maintaining Quality

That this program has potential and is doable
does not mean that it is financially viable or likely
to be implemented effectively on a large scale.
Those considering policies or programs that align
with IHAD’s emphasis on long-term relationships
and academic support must also consider finan-
cial and technical concerns, particularly as they
relate to programmatic impact.

Interestingly, the cost does not seem prohibitive
(see Table 4). For the 6 V2 years between December
1989 and July 1996 when the students graduated
from high school, the LF program spent $472,147
on staff salaries, parochial school tuition, and other
program expenses. The per student, per year cost
was $1,482. If one subtracts the $89,000 the pro-
gram spent on private school scholarships the to-
tal comes to $1,203 per Dreamer per year'’. PS

started with their Dreamers when they graduated
from the sixth grade. Between June 1991 and June
1997 when the Dreamers graduated, the program
spent $611,000 or $2,829 per Dreamer, per year.
This larger cost was due mainly to the $333,827
spent on private school tuition. If this cost is sub-
tracted, the cost of running the program for 6 years
drops to $1,284 per youth, per year. The average
cost of a public education in Chicago over this
same 6-year period (September 1991 through June
1997) was $5,800 per year (Chicago Public
Schools, 1997), so this additional expenditure is
significant but not exorbitant.

The challenge of bringing potentially powerful
interventions to scale, of course, extends beyond
financial concerns. Indeed, as McLaughlin, Irby,
and Langman (1994) and Schorr (1989) have
noted, a program design and funding creates the
potential for positive impact, but successful strate-
gies are idiosyncratic and often depend on finding
particularly gifted individuals capable of high-
quality implementation tailored to specific con-
texts. Most Dreamers, for example, required intense
support and not all staff were able or willing to
make that commitment. When put to the test by
the Dreamers, sponsors and staff were not always
successful. A PC from one of the other IHAD sites
was criticized by several Dreamers for writing off
those who weren’t doing well. One Dreamer ex-
plained,

The PC we had was very picky and choosy. . . .1
was on his choosy side. But I saw how he treated
other Dreamers, like, “No, I gave up on that
Dreamer.” How do you give up on a Dreamer?

TABLE 4
Costs of Running IHAD Programs Between Program Initiation and On-Time High School Graduation
Program costs
La Familia Project Success
Total Per student®/per year Total Per student®/per year

Parochial school tuition® $ 88,855 $333,827
Total costs excluding

parochial school tuition $383,292 $1,203 $277,256 $1,284
Total costs $472,147 $1,482 $611,083 $2,829

“Forty-nine youth participated in the program during the 6 % years between the initiation of the program and Dreamers’

graduation from high school.

"Thirty-six youth participated in the program during the 6 years between its inception and the Dreamers’ high school

graduation.

°Some students from each program attended parochial schools between 9th and 12th grade. For details, see Table 3.
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Your job is to help them. How do you give up on
him cause he’s selling drugs now? Is that right?
No. You knew when you came into the program
these were underprivileged children who weren’t
going to do nothing with their lives but go out and
sell drugs and stuff. The job was to come in and
mold their minds, show them more, bring that out
of them. . . . I was on his choosy side, but now I
guess I’m on the other side. He said, F-me. I'm
over with. He finished with me.

To gain insight into the challenges of widespread
implementation, we conducted 25 interviews of
staff, students, and sponsors, held focus group dis-
cussions, and, where available, examined record
data from the other IHAD programs operating in
Chicago. We focused on programs with Dreamers
old enough to graduate.

In terms of quantifiable outcomes, these earlier
programs were less successful. Unfortunately, be-
cause the programs lost touch with many Dream-
ers, because one program took on additional dream-
ers after the sixth grade, and because the records of
these programs are less complete, we cannot make
precise comparisons between these programs and
their control groups’ high school graduation rates.
‘What data we have indicate smaller differences in
high school graduation rates between participants
in these programs and the control groups. Of the
140 (out of 211) Dreamers with whom these pro-
grams are still in contact, 111 received a high
school diploma or GED and 78 are enrolled in a 2-
or 4-year college or a vocational school. Because
IHAD programs often lost touch with the Dreamers
when they dropped out of school or after they had
already dropped out of school, we suspect a small
percentage of the 71 Dreamers with whom the pro-
gram lost touch graduated from high school. Thus,
there is reason to believe that IHAD as currently
structured cannot consistently produce the results
of our two case studies. Only one of the five other
programs in Chicago with Dreamers old enough to
graduate had graduation rates that parallel the case
studies.

To understand these outcomes, we believe it
makes sense to consider three differences between
the other Chicago programs and the case studies.
First, the other programs had significantly higher
turnover of the PCs. In our two case studies, each
PC stayed with his or her program from start to
finish. None of the other five programs with stu-
dents old enough to graduate were this fortunate.
They had between two and five PCs per project,
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with an average of three different coordinators for
the 6 years between sixth grade graduation and
high school graduation. Given the importance of
trusting long-term relationships, the impact of staff
turnover is not difficult to anticipate. For varied
reasons, many Dreamers cycled in and out of con-
tact with the program as they matured. We suspect
that PC turnover made it less likely that Dreamers
would reconnect with the program. We know that
levels of program involvement were significantly
lower in programs with PC turnover. Whereas LF
and PS were still in touch with at least 90% of their
original participants, these other programs knew
the whereabouts of between 56% and 73%"".

A second major difference between these ear-
lier programs and the case studies is that the ear-
lier programs did not place many students in pa-
rochial schools. As detailed in the previous sec-
tion, parochial schools appear to have supported
success by providing a safe, supportive, consis-
tent, and personalized learning environment
through which trust and understanding could
develop along with expectations and informa-
tion regarding college attendance. Indeed, as Bryk
et al. (1993) found, parochial schools also pro-
vide forms of social capital and this aligned well
with what IHAD offered.

Finally, the pioneering programs in Chicago had
less supplemental staff than LF and PS—gener-
ally, part-time college students. The programs we
studied each benefited from AmeriCorps members
and the Princeton Project 55 program. Together
these programs added two full-time staff members
at both LF and PS during the last 2 years of each
program. This additional staffing proved extremely
helpful. Given the enormous demands on PCs’
time, it made possible the provision of tutoring,
support with the college application process (which
included trips, test preparation, and completing
applications), as well as the crisis intervention and
general support services. In addition, and perhaps
most importantly, numerous Dreamers told us of
the strong relationships they developed with these
interns. Broadening the staff significantly in-
creased opportunities for meaningful relationships.
In several cases, these interns, who were often hired
on after their internship ended, built relationships
with youth whom the PCs were having a difficult
time reaching. Sometimes it was a chance to start
over, sometimes it was the new staff’s style of inter-
action. A variety of factors including personality,
interests, gender, and race seemed to influence the
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kinds of connections Dreamers made with the staff
and PCs.

‘When we first started, all the PCs were White. . . .
They may have heard about things that happened
to Blacks, whatever, but when the Black people
(the interns) came, you could really talk with them
about it and it really kind of changed the program.

Our sense is that PC turnover, fewer staff, and
less supportive high schools handicapped the ear-
lier programs in Chicago. Though our interviews
highlighted numerous cases where these programs
were viewed positively by participants, we did not
see the same quantitative impact in terms of col-
lege attendance and high school graduation rates.

Other studies of IHAD and of similar programs
also reveal mixed results. Andrew Hahn’s (1995)
study of the Ford Foundation’s Quantum Opportu-
nity Program, which employed a very similar model,
revealed comparable results to those of the case
studies (students in the program’s four sites aver-
aged a 21% higher high school graduation rate
than their comparison groups). At the same time,
other studies of [HAD programs (Aron & Barnow,
1994) and of a similarly structured program run by
the Kaufman Foundation (McGuire, 1997) reveal
that such programs do not consistently lead to dra-
matic improvements in college attendance and
high school graduation rates.

Perhaps the program that best mirrors IHAD’s
design and operates as part of a public school sys-
tem is the AVID (Advancement Via Individual De-
termination) program which began in San Diego
and now operates nationally. This 4-year high
school program provides participants (low-in-
come, ethnic- and linguistic-minority youth with
relatively high achievement test scores, but low
junior high school grades) with an academically
oriented group identity and the explicit goal of
college attendance. The central figure is the AVID
coordinator who meets with students daily, coor-
dinates weekly access to college tutors, arranges
for outside speakers and field trips, shows students
how to use note taking and writing strategies to
enhance learning, and provides numerous personal
supports for students—helping them with barriers
they face both in school when dealing with teach-
ers and at home. Studies of students’ experience in
the program reveals dynamics similar to those in
our case studies. The coordinator, program struc-
ture, and related services create a trusting and sup-
portive context that motivates and supports stu-
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dent achievement. Analysis of data regarding the
program’s impact in 14 San Diego schools revealed
that students who stayed with the program for 3
years attended college at rates that exceed both
local and national averages (see Mehan, Hubbard,
& Villanueva, 1994; Swanson, Mehan, & Hubbard,
1995). The parallels regarding AVID’s and IHAD’s
structure and impact indicate that elements of
IHAD’s youth development strategy may be effec-
tive in the public schools.

The Problem With Numbers

Everybody always wants to know how many are
going to college and how many graduated—the
numbers to count them. I’m not as concerned with
the statistics as I am with the children.

This sponsor’s sentiment, consistently expressed
by staff and sponsors, reflects their recognition and
commitment to the many intangible ways they
helped support Dreamers. These relationships had
value in their own right, even when they didn’t
translate in clear ways to academic success. In-
deed, it was often the sincerity of the relationship,
more than the specific kinds of support, that the
youth talked about. One student described the re-
lationship with her sponsor in the following way:

I'mean I could call him and leave a message and he
would call right back. He told me one time, mine
was the first name he saw after coming back from
an out-of-state trip, so he called me. . . . He always
seemed so interested in what you were doing and
how you were doing it. He would never put you
down and say you can’t do that. He wasn’t like
this big, high man that you never saw, so distant.
You could just talk to him one-on-one.

Similarly, a Dreamer who had been out of high
school for 3 years said of his PC, “He’s the man. If
I take you to my house right now and showed you
my telephone book, I got his home number and
work number right there at the top and whenever
there’s something happening, I can just give him a
call.” Though this support did not always result in
scholastic achievement, these relationships often
provided services of more fundamental signifi-
cance. For example, a student who was beaten with
the flat side of a butcher knife by his mother’s boy-
friend when he refused to break into nearby apart-
ments to support their cocaine habit showed up in
the morning at the IHAD office to ask for help. The
staff took care of his medical needs and found him
a place to stay until he could move in with rela-



tives in a different part of the city. Though not an
everyday occurrence, program staff became per-
sonally involved in crises of this magnitude at least
once with 29 (57%) of the youth in LF and 22
(55%) in PS between 6th and 12th grade. (Crises
often revolved around gangs, homelessness, sexual
assaults, abortions, physical abuse, and suicide at-
tempts).

Of course, the value of these relationships ex-
tends in both directions. “This is the most mean-
ingful thing that’s happened to me and I've done
community work for 50 years,” one sponsor ex-
plained. A different sponsor described her involve-
ment this way, “It’s knowing that this is the best
thing you could ever do with your time or your
money, and it makes you feel better than anything
else you’ve ever done.” A PC put it most succinctly
when asked what he would tell a sponsor or PC
who was just starting out:

They need to know that if the Dreamers let you in,
you’ve been blessed. Many people don’t realize
how hard it is to build the trust and respect needed
for a real relationship or the gift that has been given
when it occurs.

Indeed, several sponsors were not able to develop
more than superficial relationships with the Dream-
ers. They might show up for large gatherings and
continue to fund the program, but they often did
not become personally involved. Thus, a central
assumption of the [HAD model, that caring spon-
sors could work with youth to build meaningful
relationships despite enormous differences—age,
race, social class, culture—often did not hold. In
some cases, sponsors did build bridges of trust and
understanding with the youth. According to some,
this is the program’s most important outcome.

Thus, the challenge for policymakers is to un-
derstand and value the humanity imbedded in
these efforts, while also asking hard questions about
the challenge of implementing this model or its
features on a larger scale.

Conclusions and Implications

The IHAD model has potential. It provides phi-
lanthropists and practitioners with a way to make a
personal, meaningful, and observable difference
for a particular group of children. When strong
relationships and substantive supports are pro-
vided and maintained, this intervention can be
enormously successful. At the same time, we are
not sure how consistently this outcome can be
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achieved. Numerous factors can constrain imple-
mentation and impact. Our overview of less suc-
cessful programs in Chicago revealed a variety of
factors, including staff turnover, inadequate sup-
ports from schools, and insufficient staffing, that
may have created a context in which the relation-
ships and support needed for high rates of high
school graduation and college attendance did not
occur.

From the standpoint of policy, the IHAD model
has both strengths and weaknesses. First, given the
difficulties associated with implementation and
the limited pool of sponsors and staff willing and
able to make this enormous long-term financial
and personal commitment, IHAD is unlikely to
reach a large percentage of inner-city youth. In
Chicago, a large city with a strong philanthropic
tradition, the IHAD organization has adopted only
12 classes over the past 10 years. This critique,
however, is partially misplaced. IHAD does not
aim to help all youth in Chicago. In fact, the model
exposes the wisdom of focusing in a comprehen-
sive and personalized way on the needs of a man-
ageable group—something reformers in a large and
bureaucratic city often fail to do. By keeping the
scale small and both funders and staff involved
with the youth, the model also provides forms of
accountability and opportunities for learning that
larger reform efforts often lack. Indeed, it may be a
mistake, at least metaphorically, to focus on “scal-
ing up” this intervention. Given that the small-
scale personal environment was essential to the
success of this program, it may make more sense to
think about “scaling down” other initiatives.

A different critique of IHAD’s design appears
more significant. Embracing IHAD and similar
philanthropic efforts that emphasize individual
sponsorship rather than structural change signals a
decreased expectation. The model does not ad-
dress the structures (inadequate schools, inad-
equate job opportunities for parents, dangerous
neighborhoods for youth) which consistently put
hundreds of thousands of youth in this city and
millions of youth across the country at great risk.
Indeed, while making an important and at times
life-changing contribution to the lives of partici-
pants, programs like this can only be part of the
solution. Though a “comprehensive” approach in
one sense, it is not in another—it does not attempt
systemic change.”

‘While our overall assessment of IHAD and of
similar initiatives is mixed, the success of the two
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case studies has implications that extend beyond
this particular type of program. By examining the
reasons behind the success of the two case studies,
we can identify conditions, postures, dispositions,
and practices that appear extremely important and
can inform both policy and practice. From the
standpoint of theory and model development, this
study highlights the importance of varied forms of
social capital. Social networks, norms with effec-
tive sanctions, and social trust all appear to facili-
tate youth development. Moreover, the value of
varied forms of social capital as well as of other
supports and opportunities are interdependent—
particularly with respect to social trust. For youth
in low-income urban environments, social trust
appears to significantly expand the value of these
resources. Specifically, when in a trusting context,
youth are more likely to seek out and take advan-
tage of various supports and opportunities. They
are also more likely to respond positively to teach-
ers and other adults who emphasize prosocial and
academic norms.

These findings may help to explain why so many
academic and social support services are not well
used by many of the youth for whom they were
designed. Indeed, instead of promoting isolated
interventions and bureaucratically organized per-
sonal and academic support services, locating ser-
vices and access to information in settings where
social trust and understanding can develop over
time may be more effective. If the setting can be
designed to work with an identifiable cohort of
youth, the peer group may provide additional ben-
efits. Similarly, our two case studies indicate that
those working to encourage a group of youth to
pursue rigorous academic standards and to abide
by appropriate social norms will be far more effec-
tive if they have created a context of trust, under-
standing, and respect. As the popular aphorism
goes, “young people don’t care how much you
know, until they know how much you care.”

It appears that many students in urban schools
will benefit substantially from programs and struc-
tures that facilitate strong, trusting relationships
between an identifiable and relatively small group
of students and either one or a small number of
trained and committed adults. Exactly how and
where to structure such settings is less clear. The
widely documented impersonal and inflexible na-
ture of many urban schools and school systems, as
well as the IHAD experience with public schools
in Chicago, lead us to believe that situating such
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programs in community settings is often desirable.
Youth organizations’ less formal setting, commu-
nity base, and activities youth find intrinsically
motivating (often sports, arts, or service activities
where youth take on adult/responsible roles) make
youth organizations well suited to create trusting
contexts. The challenge facing these organizations
is likely to be leveraging these relationships in
ways that support social and, particularly, academic
development. Schools, on the other hand, gener-
ally have the best access to youth and to a stable
resource base that could support this kind of pro-
gramming. As the success of the AVID program
discussed earlier demonstrates, school-based sup-
ports mirroring the important elements of IHAD’s
youth development strategy are certainly possible.
Their largest challenge will likely be creating struc-
tures through which long-term, personal, trusting,
and supportive relationships can develop. The
potential for partnerships between youth organi-
zations and schools also clearly exists (see Heath
& McLaughlin, 1994).

This study of [HAD does not identify the ideal
location, programmatic structure, or ways to over-
come the challenges of school/community collabo-
ration. It aims to clarify the fundamental impor-
tance of creating environments, whether in schools
or youth organizations, through which social trust
and other forms of social capital can develop. The
relationships that formed in LF and PS transcended
narrow and immediate goals. These relationships
looked more like those among family members
than those between doctors and patients, lawyers
and clients, or businesses and consumers. The so-
cial trust that developed facilitated access to so-
cial networks and social norms, to direct services,
and to monetary resources that helped the youth
realize dramatically more than they otherwise
would have achieved.
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'"The scale of the intervention (over $50,000,000 spent
at over 160 different sites across the country) also pro-
vides a compelling rationale for a careful and systematic
study.

2All proper names are pseudonyms.

*Program descriptions for LF and PS come from inter-
views with the PCs. Dreamers’ recollections and our ob-
servations were consistent with these portraits.

“Efforts were made to pair each Dreamer with a men-
tor. According to the PC, only four Dreamers stayed in
touch with their mentor for 3 or more years.

There is reason to believe the figures from the Panel’s
study (53% for African-Americans and 54% for His-
panic-Americans) overstate the actual enrollment of Chi-
cago public school graduates in college. Despite exten-
sive effort (phone calls and three mailings), the response
rate for the Panel’s study was 57.4%. The response rate of
graduates from selective schools was also 20% higher
than from non-selective schools, and others have found
that graduates who respond to these studies tend to have
better grades and standardized test scores than those who
do not respond (Storey & Qualls, 1991, p. i).

All names are pseudonyms and are provided for youth
whom we quote more than once.

"Staff at both programs were unanimous in believing
that confrontation over important standards combined with
clear signs of a long-term commitment to help were nec-
essary in order to point Dreamers in the right direction
and to gain their respect. As illustrated by Rachel and
Hector’s statements above, this stance often appeared ef-
fective. At the same time, even when the commitment was
sincere, efforts sometimes failed. For example, although
confrontation is often a necessary precursor to support,
the same straight-talking strategy that worked with some
youth did not work with others.

[The PC] asked to have this meeting with me [and]
I never [was] completely comfortable talking to
[him]. . . . So he was talking to me and he was like,
“What are you doing?” And I was like, “What do
you mean what am I doing?” and he was like,
“Come on, cut the crap, what are you doing?” And
I was like, “I am going to school and that is it,” and
he was like, “No, no you’re not, you are involved
with gangs aren’t you?” And I was like, “Gangs,
what are you talking about?” And then I just said
yea I am and he was like, “What are you doing,
what do you get from them?” . . . And that is when
he thought that I was promiscuous and he had this
little evaluation sheet on me. . . . I wanted to be
involved in this program but he was pushing me
away from it because I didn’t feel comfortable in it
and he blew my cover [about being in a gang and
dropping out] and I was no, stop it. It made me feel
worse. It wasn’t like he said you should straighten
up. To me, I took it like he was saying I was a little
slut or something going to bed with all of these
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guys and I wasn’t. . . . So, I was like, “Man,” and
after that, I didn’t really come.

®These figures are not precise and may well be lower
than the true numbers because they only include events
the PCs knew about. The large number of events the PCs
knew about also indicates their level of involvement in
Dreamers’ lives.

°A pseudonym.

"These figures do not include the funds for parochial
schools that families ($55,000) or the private schools
($50,000) contributed. They do not include AmeriCorps
members’ salaries, but do include the salary of the project
coordinator and the intern from Princeton. Costs in 1998
would be slightly higher due to inflation.

!'Clearly, identifying and retaining appropriate staff is
a fundamental challenge for those pursuing the IHAD
model. The qualities of successful project coordinators
are difficult to specify and such people are rare. The lack
of a professionally recognized category of “youth worker”
with appropriate educational programs and standards com-
plicates this task still further. Moreover, the structure of
the program, which asks project coordinators to work in
relatively isolated environments, pursuing an extremely
broad array of goals with relatively little guidance or clear
benchmarks of performance, is a structure likely to pro-
mote burnout and one that places tremendous demands
on staff (See Cherniss, 1980; Smylie, 1999).

“Ironically, the good fortune of the sponsors—their
ability to give so much to the youth without it affecting
their own financial well-being—also presented a prob-
lem. It meant that sponsors could commit to “supporting”
Dreamers without first knowing or caring about them and
it meant that the youth needed evidence that their inten-
tions were sincere. Sometimes the Dreamers felt like “‘char-
ity cases” the sponsors might want to help, but didn’t
actually care for. “We were a little experiment,” Maria, a
Dreamer, told us. Indeed, Dreamers in several programs
expressed the concern that their sponsors didn’t care about
them as individuals.

You know if a sponsor is there to do this as a tax
write-off or doing career service or appeasing guilt.
You know who those people are. They’re also the
people whose money’s their only support. They
just write a check and that’s it. You don’t want to be
with those people. We need their help financially,
but a lot of us have too much pride to have people
bow down to you. There are sponsors that a lot of
the Dreamers have written off because we know
what they’re all about. It’s like just because you are
in this program and you support us with your check
doesn’t mean your heart is in it. (Robert)

(We discuss this issue in greater depth in Kahne, 1999).

BIt is also important to note that the funders of these
programs recognize this issue. Inspired in large part by
their IHAD experience, one group initiated a publicly
funded school that also provides IHAD-style after school
supports, the IHAD foundation is developing a charter
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school, and one sponsor has initiated a comprehensive
neighborhood development initiative.
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