| essons Learned:

What the WAY Program Can Teach Us
About Program Replication

Nan Dale, Amy J.L. Baker and David Racine
Foreword by Tom Smith

American Youth Policy Forum



ABOUT THE PUBLISHER

The American Youth Policy Forum (AYPF) is a non-profit professional development
organization based in Washington, DC. AYPF provides nonpartisan learning
opportunities for individuals working on youth policy issues at the national, state
and local levels. Participants in our learning activities include Congressional staff,
policymakers and Executive Branch aides; officers of professional and national
associations; Washington-based state office staff; researchers and evaluators;
education and public affairs media.

Our goal is to enable policymakers and their aides to be more effective in their
professional duties and of greater service—to Congress, the Administration, state
legislatures, governors and national organizations—in the development,
enactment, and implementation of sound policies affecting our nation’s young
people. We believe that knowing more about youth issues—both intellectually
and experientially—will help our participants formulate better policies and do their
jobs more effectively. AYPF does not lobby or take positions on pending legislation.
Rather, we work to develop better communication, greater understanding and
enhanced trust among these professionals, and to create a climate that will result
in constructive action. Each year AYPF conducts 40 to 45 learning events (forums,
discussion groups and study tours) and develops policy reports disseminated
nationally. For more information about these activities and other publications,
see our web site at www.aypf.org.

Additional copies of this publication may be ordered from:

American Youth Policy Forum
1836 Jefferson Place, NW, Washington, DC 20036-2505
Phone: 202-775-9731; Fax: 202-775-9733
E-Mail: aypf@aypf.org; Web Site: www.aypf.org

This publication is copyrighted, but may be quoted without permission providing
the source is identified as: Nan Dale, Amy J.L. Baker and David Racine, Lessons
Learned: What the WAY Program Can Teach Us About Program Replication,
Washington, DC: American Youth Policy Forum, 2002. Reproduction of any
portion of this report for commercial sale is prohibited.

AYPF events and policy reports are made possible by the support of a consortium
of philanthropic foundations: Carnegie Corporation of New York, Ford Foundation,
Ford Motor Company Fund, General Electric Fund, William T. Grant Foundation,
George Gund Foundation, James Irvine Foundation, Walter S. Johnson
Foundation, W.K. Kellogg Foundation, McKnight Foundation, Charles S. Mott
Foundation, Wallace-Reader’s Digest Funds, and others.

The views reflected in this publication are those of the authors and do not
necessarily reflect the views of the funders.

This report was made possible by the Ford Foundation.



Lessons Learned:

What the WAY Program
Can Teach Us About Program Replication

Nan Dale
Amy J.L. Baker
David Racine

foreword by Tom Smith

American Youth Policy Forum






ABOUT THE AUTHORS

Nan Dale has been the President and Chief Executive Officer of
The Children’s Village since 1981. During that time, she has led the
Village to become a multi-service agency, nationally recognized for
excellence, program innovation, and for its emphasis on research
evaluation. Ms. Dale has long been recognized as a leader in the
field, from the time she received the Inter-Association Child Care
Association award for Outstanding Youth Care Worker to receiving
the United Way Award for Excellence in Management. Under her
leadership, the Child Welfare League of America singled out the
Village for commendation for its work in Cultural Competence and
in Advocacy. Ms. Dale has also pursued international interests,
including a leave of absence in 1993-94 to work in Croatia and
Bosnia to train local personnel to work with adolescents traumatized
by the war. In 1999, she was part of a small delegation of experts
who went to Iraqg to evaluate the effect of sanctions on women and
children in the region, on behalf of the American Friends Service
Committee. Ms. Dale has written extensively on child welfare,
conflict management, youth employment, independent living and
international issues.

Amy J.L. Baker is the Director of the Center for Child Welfare
Research of the Children’s Village Institute. She has completed a
fifteen-year study of a youth-employment program, a four-year $1.4
million project for the U.S. Department of Labor, and several other
externally-funded research endeavors. She implemented a statewide
survey of aftercare in New York residential treatment programs, a
survey of Administration for Children’s Services-contracted agencies
regarding the extent and impact of problematic sexualized behaviors
in the child welfare system, as well as a multi-agency research
collaboration on juvenile sex offenders. She is a member of the
Child Welfare League of America’s National Research Council as
well as several city and state committees concerning child welfare
research practice. Prior to assuming the directorship at Children’s
Village, she was the Director of the National Council of Jewish
Women's Center for the Child, a New York City-based applied
research institute. In that capacity she oversaw national research
projects on an early intervention program, Head Start, the transition
from welfare to work, and parent involvement in their children’s
education. She has a doctorate in developmental psychology from
Teachers College of Columbia University and is the author or co-
author of one book and over 20 articles.



David Racine currently serves as president of Replication &
Program Strategies (RPS) in Philadelphia. RPS is a national
organization that identifies promising social, health, and education
programs and then helps them gain broader adoption. Racine
comes to this role with more than two decades of experience
designing and implementing social policies through the
intergovernmental system and nonprofit sector. Racine’s work
throughout his career has focused on the application of knowledge to
social problems, with a special emphasis on the organizational,
political, cultural, and economic contexts within which innovative
programs and practices are implemented. Racine helped to design
and set up the Points of Light Foundation in Washington, DC,
serving as that organization’s initial chief operating officer and
executive vice president. Prior to that, he was a policy advisor to
New Jersey Governor Tom Kean and Missouri Senator Jack
Danforth. For several years at the American Public Welfare
Association (nhow American Public Human Services Association),
Racine served as the chief Washington representative of the
nation’s state and local human service agencies. Racine holds
bachelors and masters degrees from the University of lllinois at
Champaign-Urbana.

Thomas J. Smith, Social Policy Consultant, has more than two
decades of experience in planning, directing and evaluating human
service programs, especially service programs and initiatives for
low-income youth. Smith has designed and managed two national
demonstration research projects that testesd innovative
combinations of education and training activities for youth, and
previously managed a sixteen-city study of federally funded private
industry councils. He also directed a three-year foundation-funded
study of the implementation of the federal AmeriCorps program, and
has written extensively about youth program effectiveness,
measurement, and replication.



Table of Contents

Preface and Acknowledgements ........cccooeeeiiiiiiiiiccccccccninnns i
Foreword: The Uncertain Enterprise of Replication ...........ccccccoeevviiiiieeenns v
Replication 1: The JOD COrPS ......eoeiiiiiiiiieee e vii
Replication 2: The Center for Employment and Training .........c....cccvvveennn. vii
Replication 3: The Quantum Opportunities Program ..........ccccceevveivvvveeenns X
Drawing Conclusions: Four Replication Tenets ..........ccccovevieeeeeiiiiieeeaenne Xi

The WAY Program: A Case Study in Model Replication ... 1

INFOAUCTION ...ttt 1
BaCKGIOUNG ...t e e et e e e et e e e 2
The WAY Model at Children’s VIllage ..........ccccveeiiiiiiieeiiiiies e 5
Program RepPliCAtION .........cccoiiiiiiie it e e 12
Results of REPICALION .......cooiiiiiiiii e 15
Recommendations for Program Replication ............cccccceevviiivieeeiiiiiiieee e 17

Recommendations for Funding Agencies Supporting Replication Efforts . 21
SUIMIMATY ettt ettt e et e e et eeaaaeeeeaaeeassaaaaannnnenensnnnnnes 25

REFEIBNCES .ot e e 26






Preface and Acknowledgements

his paper provides insights about the replication of a successful

program originally developed by The Children’s Village (CV),
Dobbs Ferry, NY. The program was designed for youth in the child
welfare system’ smost restrictive level of care—residential
treatment—to assist and motivate them to stay in school and to
develop and practice sound work ethics after they are discharged from
care. The program, “Work Appreciation for Y outh” (WAY), was
found to be successful for this population of youth and was included
in areport of approximately 50 evaluations described in the American
Y outh Policy Forum's (AY PF) 1999 publication, MORE Things That
DO Make A Differencefor Youth: A Compendium of Evaluations of
Youth Programsand Practices. (Thiswasthe second of aseriesof
AY PF compendia dedicated to informing policymakers and
practitioners about “what works’ to improve life prospects for youth.)

Among the strategies that consistently surfaced across the over 100
programs cited in AY PF compendia series was the importance of
implementation quality. The review of the evaluations of successful
programs found:

Factors contributing to successful implementation are: ample
start-up time; clear communication of gods, sufficient, timely
and sustained resources; strong leadership from the federal,
state or local levels; staff development; and use of datato
improve performance. When evaluations show negative
results, it is not always due to flaws in elements of the mode,
but rather to flaws of implementation. (1999, p. xi)

When Nan Dale, Amy Baker and David Racine recorded their
reflections on the replication of the WAY model, the American Y outh
Paolicy Forum thought it important to share their thinking with the fidd
of youth-serving practitioners, researchers, evauators and funders.
Having captured many of the basic principles of effective youth
programs in the origind WAY modd (such as the availability of caring,
knowledgeable adults, high standards and expectations, holigtic
approachesto the needs of youth, work-based learning, and long-term



services/support and follow-up’ ), we aso thought it important for others
to know how these strategies played out in the implementation of the
replications a four Stes.  Hence, the genesis of this joint endeavor by
The Children’s Village and the American Y outh Policy Forum.

A case study of thisreplication effort, however, should not be seen in
isolation. There have been numerous replications of successful
programs, which aso have vauable tales to be told. With that in
mind, we asked socia policy anadyst Tom Smith to provide a generd
background and history of replication efforts—both federally- and
privately-supported—and the role that they have played in the
expansion of youth programs nationwide. In the Foreword to this
report, he provides insights into the role that evaluation research has
played in increasing or diminishing funding for and replication of
successful programs and offers sage counsel about the necessary
preconditions for further replication efforts.

AY PF thanksthe WAY report authors, Nan Dale, Amy J.L. Baker and
David Racine, whose concern rings clear throughout the case study
for maintaining high standards of implementation sufficient to
transform the lives of vulnerable youth beyond an individual program
and into itsreplication. We are especialy grateful that they have
taken the timeto record their experiences and share them so that
others may profit from the lessonslearned. We aso thank Tom
Smith whose vast experience in research and youth program
evaluation was used to capture the history, background and
conclusions that can be drawn from other replication efforts. In
addition to our colleagues at the American Y outh Policy Forum who
have helped in the editing of this report, we aso thank Rafael
Chargel, ataented computer graphics artist, who has formatted the
document for publication.

Special appreciation aso goes to the Ford Foundation whose
continued support enables us to carry on an extended conversation
and knowledge exchange with policymakers and practitioners working

* These are many of the basic principles reflected in the current
federal Workforce Investment Act for youth employment and training
programs.



on youth development issues at the local, state and national levels.
This dlows the American Y outh Policy Forum, through our learning
events and policy reports, to:

» document the redlities facing at-risk youth, their communities and
the ingtitutions and agenciesthat serve them;

e communicate research findings on effective practicesto avery
broad audience; and

* highlight issues of policy and practice that must be addressed if
our nation is to realize improved outcomes for disadvantaged
youth.

— Betsy Brand and Glenda Partee, Co-Directors,
American Y outh Policy Forum



Foreword: The Uncertain
Enterprise of Replication

For about 30 years, social evauators have sought to apply the
rigorous standards of science, econometrics and statistics to
human service programs for adults, adolescents and children. Their
success has been considerable. Within the comparatively small
community of academic researchers, social policy anaysts,
congressiona and public agency staff who care about such issues,
thereis pretty fair agreement about what constitutes persuasive
evidence of success, and which technical and methodol ogical
approachesyield such evidence.

The evidence was to play two key roles. First, and most obvioudly, it
should tell us “what works” with certainty. That in turn would
generate support for socia programs, persuading the detractors who
otherwise would dismiss all such programs as ineffective. Second,
the programs that work would be widely adopted; their success, to
use that much overused word, would be replicated.

Aswith all such human enterprise, there have been failures and
unexpected conseguences. Inthelate 1970s, for example, the Y outh
Employment Demonstration Projects Act spent over $700 million in
an effort to establish, through systematic research, which
programmeatic approaches*“worked.” Much of the research went
uncompleted, the quality of other work was later questioned, and
most of the programs created under the Act have long since vanished.

Among unintended consequences, perhapsthe most dismaying wasthe
discovery of how harsh the effects of evaluation could be. Nothing
exemplifiesthis better than the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA)
evauation, completed at the beginning of the 1990s. Using the “gold-
gandard” methodology of random assignment, it found that youth
employment programs had virtualy no impact on the wages and earnings

of participants.

Specific program types were not identified. The“field” was treated
as amonolithic experience, and—as with much eva uation—the



results were broadcast in their most generic and damaging form. As
aresult, for more than a decade, federa youth employment programs
suffered from acrisis of confidence and a gradual loss of funding.

The path of replication has likewise been bumpy. In the early going
it was quite naively assumed that replication was a more or less
organic, automatic process. The natural “market” for quality
programs would work without effort, and the program “winners’
would spread on their own.

Three things became apparent.

Eva uation research was slow and imprecise. It did not always
identify clear winners, did not identify them quickly, or did not
aways identify them with enough detail to make their replication
asimple matter.

The experience of social demonstration projects, whose task was
to build program “replicas’ in applied settings in order to test
them, showed that replication was in fact far from easy or
automatic. It took thinking, planning, negotiation, and
continuous effort; it also took money.

The “market” for socia programs did not always function
efficiently. Some programs that had clearly “worked” failed in
the replication phase. Theissue of what constituted enough of
the“right” evidenceto certify aprogram’ s effectiveness proved
to be ablurry one in the marketplace of social programs. What
got replicated too often proved to be not what worked, but rather
what was aggressively marketed, or what best fit the current
funding emphasis.

The case study that follows, detailing the replication of the Children’s
Village “Work Appreciation for Y outh” program, reflects much of the
complexity to be found in both the subject and the redlity of program
replication. Asa case study, it stands well on its own, as do the
recommendations proposed by the authors. At the sametime, it
offers some useful opportunitiesto recall—and reflect upon—some
of the broader history of replication in the youth employment field.



Hard Times

Such reflection istimely, for the youth employment field faces alessthan
encouraging future. Asthe nation tightensits belt in the wake of the
priorities emanating from the Sept 11 terrorist attacks, federd supports to
the youth employment field gppear jeopardized and there will likely be
serious undermining of the Y outh Opportunity Grants program—the
signature youth component of the Workforce Investment Act. After al,
youth don't vote, education is where the money will be spent (though not
extravagantly there, either), and many of these youth programs“ don’t

work” anyway.

Y et mixed in with the proposed cuts lies something of asurprise. The
Job Corps, the oldest and most codtly of al federd youth employment
enterprises, isdated for asmal increase, asit isviewed as one of thefew
cogt-effectiveprograms.

The Job Corpsis an exception among youth programs. 1t has compiled a
track record strong enough to persuade even askeptica Congress (and
various skepticd presdential Adminigtrations) to keep it intact. Its
impact dataand cost-benefit figures areimpressive. And with over 120
centers operating across the United States, Job Corps must dso be
judged agenuine replication success. Indeed, the successful operation of
S0 many programs clearly hasits role in convincing the skeptics that Job
Corpsisaprogram that works not just on paper but in the field aswell.

Undoubtedly, replication successes on the order of Job Corpswould do
much to raise confidence and support for the youth employment field in
generd. And asympathetic look across thet field would identify potential
exemplars, such as youth service and conversation corps, Jobs for Y outh
and YouthBUILD. Like Job Corps, these programs have “replicated”
with somemeasure of success.

Admittedly too, we can find programs, apparently replication-worthy,
that havefailed to clear the hurdle. That history reminds usthet thereis
gtill much to learn, and that some of our casud assumptions about
replication need to berevidted. Three examplesillugtrate some of the
key dimensions of the replication experience.

Vi



Replication 1: The Job Corps

Since the Job Corpsis plausibly a stlandard by which to judge replication,
it isingructive to examine the list of Job Corps programmetic
components. It isimpressive, and—in thick, compendious operationd
manuas—impressvely detailed:

»  Support for aone-year resdentid dot in afully saffed facility
» Lifeskills, counsding and other ongoing support services

*  Fully developed remedid curriculain basic subjects, usudly
computer-based

*  Occupationd training in awide array of industry aress, determined
by the labor market of the individud ste

»  Community service activities, including part-time employment

* A highly deveoped accountability system that spans both cost and
program Outcomes.

Each Job Corps site can draw on the support and experience of a
nationa network. That network, in turn, is supported and managed by a
nationa officethat systematically setsand reviews performance
standards and monitors their attainment by the local programs. One
cannot fall to be impressed by the system, even recdling that Job Corps
has had more than 30 yearsin which to work out the kinks.

What has permitted the evolution of this sophigticated program and its
supportiveinfragtructureisrobust evidence of success—essentid tothe
surviva and growth of aprogram whaose per-dot costs now range near
$30,000 per year. What may have mattered more isthat, befitting a
program birthed and raised by a public agency, the key e ements of Job
Corpswere, routinized and documented relatively early in the game—
bureaucratized, in apositive sense.

Job Corps, indeed, begen its life as a program-in-replica Unlike many
youth programs, which came into being more by evolution and
improvisation than by design and planning, and which depended heavily
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on unique loca circumstances for design and operation, Job Corps began
asa“designed”’ st of dements, wasintended for implementationin
numerous settings, and aways had behind it the substantid staff and
funding resources of alargefederd agency. !

Replication 2: The Center for Employment and Training

The replication history of the Center for Employment and Training
(CET) in San Jose, Cdiiforniaisfar moretypical of areplication effort
supported by thefederal government asafunder, and not asthe direct
owner or manager of theinitiative.

CET grew up in San Jose over aperiod of more than 20 years. Though
it combined the dassc job training components—skills training,
education, persond support—CET was digtinctive in three ways. Firdt,
it stressed consumer choice. Participants were encouraged to identify
career pathways they wanted to pursue, so that their motivation to attend
work and training would be high.

Second, CET operated on the basis of “work first” as much as possible.
Rather than gtarting with a potentialy frustrating educationa regimen,
CET participants would often be placed directly in paying jobs, or
immediately into a skills training environment. This was meant to
enhance client motivetion: participants came to the program wanting to
work, and they got to work as quickly as possible.

Mog importantly, CET developed rich and robudt tiesto the loca |abor
market. Over atwenty-year period, it grew into alabor market
intermediary trusted by employersto provide dedicated employeeswho,
if not workplace ready, were motivated to work and learn. And much of
the trust was persond, resting on the relationship CET’ s director had
with individud business |leaders.

! Editor's note: Aside from matters of effective program design and
implementation, Job Corps is supported by clearly the most
powerful political network enjoyed by any youth program. Over the
past 37 years, private profit-making firms have marshaled the clout
of the business community on behalf of the national Job Corps
program. Locally, pumping a total of a billion dollars annually into
numerous Congressional districts, Job Corps has become a favorite
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A privady-funded random assgnment evauation found that CET did
indeed work: it had tatigticaly detectabl e effects on employment and
earnings. TheU.S. Department of Labor (DOL ) becameinterested, and
funded a Six-city replication of the CET program. Unlike the relationship
to Job Corps, however, DOL took ahands-off posture regarding this
replication. It fdl to CET—with no experience as program replicator—
to design and implement astrategy. 2

Themaor features of CET werereplicated in severd of thecities. Yet
the effort has by and large not been viewed as asuccessfor two
reasons—redly one reason, with two related dimensions. While many of
CET’ s program e ements could be reproduced relatively easly, the
“workplace intermediary” function, which was centrd to the mode’s
success, could not. Simplein concept, it nonethelesswas a highly
idiosyncratic part of CET in San Jose. Elsewhere the labor markets, the
persondities and the relationships were different, or did not exist.

Over time, this challenge might have been met. But aswith many
federaly-funded projects, timewasascarceresource. Theexpectation,
however unredigtic, was that the CET replicas would, in relatively short
order, produce results comparable to the origind. When that failed to
happen within the lifetime of the DOL support grant, the initiative was
judged unsuccessful.

Replication 3: The Quantum Opportunities Program
Begun as afoundation-funded demongration in the early 1990s, the
Quantum Opportunities Program (QOP) was designed to test whether
intensive and continuing supports for young people in poor families (al
had parents on welfare) could enhance socid and educationa outcomes.

The two main components of QOP were supplementa ingructional

government program not only of governors, mayors and county
commissioners, but also of tradesmen and vendors of every
description. In some communities, Job Corps is now the largest
single employer.

2 Part of the CET replication effort also was conducted in tandem
with the Local Initiatives Support Corporation (LISC).



programs, heavy in reading, math and socid sciences, in which youth
participated year-round from 9" through 12" grade, and ongoing
counsdling and adult support. The motto, “Once in QOP, dwaysin
QOP,” captured well the intended spirit of this support. Adult counsdors
were required to stay with QOP participants, evenif they moved or
changed schools. Indeed, in the modd’ sdesign, counsdlors received
incentive paymentsfor the academic accomplishments of their counselees
(esdid the studentsthemselves).

A random assignment evauation, despite having strikingly small
sampl e sizes, nonethel ess found positive results after four yearson a
number of factors. reduced school dropout rates, increased college
enrollments, and reductions in crimina behavior. At roughly $10,000
per participant over four years, the program’s costs were fairly
moderate.

Still, the full-scale version of QOP has never been replicated.
(Opportunities Industridization Centers of America did, however,
operate amuch-scaled-down version.) There appear to bethree
reasons. Firgt, the actual operation of the program was quite thinly
documented. Though there was ample anecdota evidence about the
dedication and persistence of QOP counselorsin keeping in touch
with youngsters, little information was compiled about factors such
as actual frequency of contact, content of interactions, and the
connection between counseling and education.

Similarly, the role of financia incentives in producing program
effects could not beisolated. It was generdly clear that both staff
and students had received incentive payments throughout the
program, but the research conducted on the program could shed no
light on how or whether those incentive payments were themselves a
factor in producing impacts, or contributed to the effectiveness of the
counseling contacts or the educational program.

Findly, the novelty of the program mode itsdf worked against
replication. The QOP demongtration wasfully funded from the outset, so
that out-year support was never anissue. It worked fairly intensively
with asmdl, wel-identified number of youth over a sustained period of
time. To bring those modd eementsto any scalein anorma agency
setting, characterized by annud funding cycles, little ability to
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concentrate resources on limited numbers, and high dient mobility would
have been challenge enough. In light of the rdlatively scanty
documentation about the innards of the QOP modd, that challenge
remains unaddressed.

Drawing Conclusions: Four Replication Tenets

These examples underscore the fragility of the replication enterprise, a
least in the absence of a persistent and well-hedled sponsor, i.e. the
federd government’s 37-year support of the Job Corps. Certainly they
uggest, as other replication efforts confirm, that replication is neither an
automeatic nor smple process. From the successful examples, and from
someof the unsuccessful onesthefield haswitnessed, we can derive
some basic notions about the preconditions of a successful replication
effort.

1. Dsfinition

Replication must begin with a program mode that has both darity and
coherence. Clarity meanssimply that the elements of the program can be
specified with sufficient detail to permit reproduction. Thisis not dways
easy to accomplish.

In the case of an education-based program, there may be afully tested
and developed curriculum, supported by teaching manuds, training
materids and staff requirements. With those tools, the potentia
replicator of the educational experience has ardatively sraightforward
task. Properly qualified staff can be trained to teach the curriculum, with
plausible expectations of success.

In many youth programs, though, “education” or “badc kills
ingtruction” are more generic components, much less defined or tested; so
too are such components as*“ counsdling,” however critical they may be
to the program’ s putative success. Precisaly what needsto be
reproduced, with whet attributes, in what quantities?

Mode coherence focuses on the reasonsfor theintervention: what isthe
rationae for believing these programmetic e ements will bring about
particular results? Socid scientists refer to the hypothesis underlying a
program model asthe*“theory of change.” Whether the programis

Xi



conscioudy created with such atheory in mind, or whether, as often
happens, program eements are pulled together in evolutionary fashion,
thereis usudly atheory, however conscious or not, at work.

Inthe WAY program, for example, therewasamore or lessexplicit
theory: extended, intensive, supported exposure to work and the
workplace would help young people achieve employment successand
sdf-aufficiency. Intensive counseling, workplace preparation and work
experience werethe*” program pieces’ used to implement the program'’s
theory of change.

2. Evidenceof Effectiveness

In an erawhere resourcesfor human services are scarce, the stakes have
been raised sgnificantly for programs. Often Smply to survive, they
must produce evidence that what they do makesadifference.

As a prereguisite to replication, solid evidence isimportant in severa
ways. One, it providesthe basic rationde for proceeding with a
replication initiative in thefirst place. The expense and effort of
replication both are condgderable. While postive findings do not
guarantee a program’s expansion, their absence dl but rulesit out.

But program evidence can do more. Firg, it can guide replicatorsin
thinking through replication Strategy, especidly if the program has
generated areasonably comprehensive st of measures. Intermediate
outcome measures, regarding, for example, program retention and
attendance, educationa and other test scorescan help determinewhich
program festures are most critical, most readily accepted, most
contributory to ultimate program effects. By helping to validate eements
of the“theory of change,” they suggest which parts of the program need
to be reproduced with the greatest amount of fiddlity.

A key replication issueis—and will likely continue to be—thet
comparaively few programs are ableto generate completely definitive
evidence of successintheir formative stages. The expenseand technical
difficulties involved in random assignment evauation, the method that
produces arguably the most persuasive kind of evidence, are
congderable, and limit such research to a handful of highly promising
modes.
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Far moretypica isthe case of aprogram, like WAY, whose replication
was based on “ strong preliminary outcomedata” That increasesthe
uncertainty and risk. It also suggests that besides gtriving to produce
persuasive impact evidence, programs aso need extensive and well-
collected in-program data. A program with clear recruitment criteria,
solid attendance, rdliable information about actua services provided,
good retention and outcome datawill be afar more attractive candidate
for replication. And that information will provide guidance in devisng
the Strategies and standards to be used in the replication.

3. Sandardsof Fiddlity

Besdes having awell-formulated modd, successful replication depends
on rulesthat determine when an acceptabl e program replica has been
achieved. Second-chance youth programs, which often involve amix of
well-defined and lessforma dements, particularly need to have clear
benchmarks to establish the fidelity and completeness of replication.

Of specid relevance are programsthat promote “youth development.”
Theterm isonethat has been widdly adopted and used in the past decade.
Y et its precise meaning, in the context of individua programs, may be
difficult to pin down. Isit aset of specific practicesor activities? A
concrete theme of counsdling or life-skillsingtruction? Or amore
informd attitude and set of supports, worked into a program setting
through informa mentoring or (asin the case of 'Y outh Opportunity
Centers) awe coming physicd environment?

Asthe authors of the WAY study dress, it is critical to develop detailed
material s—they recommend an implementation manual—that can assst
locdl replicators in putting the program into place in the intended manner.
Having explicit directives for reproducing the program, and ensuring
(through training and orientation) that they are accepted, understood and
followed, isacritica replication step, often understressed by replicators.
Theauthors are correct aswell in viewing use of these materidsasone
part of alarger emphasis on ensuring that the program replicas are of
equa qudlity to the origind.

An added dimengion of fiddlity is determining whether al dementsof a
program can be readily implemented in new settings, implemented with
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difficulty (and how much difficulty), or whether some cannot be
implemented a dl—or replicated only with consderable expenditures of
resources and time (the CET example). In genera the nove aspectsof a
program deserve extra scrutiny, particularly if they are determined to be
crucid to success. InWAY, for instance, the multiple roles of the
counsglor meant that selecting talented and skilled professiondsfor that
role would be a critical part of the replication process.

4. ResourceAdeguacy

Astheforegoing makes clear, replication isa process that from the outset
makes cond derable demands on the organization thet attemptsit. The
technica anadysis and planning required to devise aworkable srategy
draws resources. The implementation, monitoring and quality control
needed to ensure trangplantation of the origind likewise requires
sustained and adequate funding.

Adeguate funding for replication isnot easy to find. The WAY higory
underscores this point:  its replicators sought multi-year funding, and had
to negatiate to get funding for more than one year. That funding
evidently wasinsufficient to overcome some of the start-up problemsto
which replication is susceptible. Staff turnover, and the concomitant
need for speedy retraining of replacements affected at |east one of the
WAY programs. More ample funding undoubtedly would have helped to
addressthese issues more energeticaly. Thelarger redity, though, isthat
funding and support for replication is nat likely to be plentiful.

We need to recognize that “windows of opportunity” for expanding
promising and proven programs will open infrequently and briefly. The
WAY experience can teach usmuch. It dso should provide
encouragement and guidance. Asafieldweneedto bedert to strong and
well-designed programsthat generate evidence of their effectiveness.

And when the opportunities to transplant them arise, we need to use what
we have learned thus far about replication to make our efforts more
effective, and to increase the chances that the replicas will perform as
successfully asthe originds.

Tom Smith
Socid Policy Andyst
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Introduction

his paper addresses the issue of program replication based on the

experience of replicating the Work Appreciation for Y outh
(WAY) program in four urban community-based organizations, with
support from the United States Department of Labor/Employment
and Training Divison. WAY was originaly developed by The
Children’s Village (CV) for youth in the child welfare system’s most
restrictive level of care—residential treatment—to assist and
motivate them to stay in school and to develop and practice work
ethics after they had been discharged from care. For this population,
the program was found to be successful. The replicationswere
adaptations of the WAY program model modified to fit the four
Separate community-based, youth-devel opment organizations chosen
to implement WAY with out-of-school youth living a home. An
examination of the replication process suggests a number of
recommendations for realizing successful program replications (of
WAY or of other similar programs). The recommendations are
designed to inform administrators and practitioners of replication
sites, sponsoring agencies and funders.

This paper describes the WAY program, evaluation findings, and
CV’ s experience with replication. In doing so, the paper addresses an
understudied area of program evaluation of importance to
policymakers, program devel opers and researchers.



Background

n 1984, the Children’s Village (CV), one of the nation’s oldestand

largest child welfare agencies, created and launched afive-level
program designed to inspire youth to stay in school, develop work ethics,
and plan for their future. The program was designed to serve an
especidly high-risk population—the serioudy troubled subset of New
York' sfoster care system in residence a The Children’sVillage
Residentid Treatment Center (RTC). Because of the extreme neediness
of this populaion, CV developed the Work Appreciation for Y outh
(WAY) program, conceiving it as along-term intervention with the goa
of heping those youth make a successful trangition into adulthood. Thus,
whiletheWAY program started whileyouth wereinthe RTC residence,
itsmodt intengve and unigque component wasafive-year aftercare
program. Taking such along-term approach was and il is at odds with
the emphasis of most youth development and youth employment
programsthat offer short-term servicesand have commensurately short-
term outcome expectations. In contrast, WAY began with the premise that
youth in RTCs had experienced such profound deprivation that they
lacked the fundamenta skills necessary to become productive adults
without years of carefully sequenced skill development and long-term
support from a caring adullt.

With this thinking in mind, CV raised funds from private donors to
devel op the program and has been operating WAY for almost two
decades. In brief, WAY is ayouth employment, dropout prevention,
aftercare program that aims to help youth stay in school, get and keep
ajob, and to create a positive future for themselves. In the child
welfare system, the program isidentified as an Independent Living
(IL) program and derives support for the in-care component from that
funding stream.*

Ten years after the program began, on the strength of strong
preliminary outcome data, CV was awarded a four-year, $1.4 million

L In New York City, the Administration for Children’s Services (ACS)
draws funding from several sources (including federal Health and
Human Services Title IV funds) to contract with agencies to provide
IL services.



grant from the U.S. Department of Labor (in response to a request
for proposals) to replicate a modified version of the program in four
community-based organizations (CBOs) serving out-of-school youth.
The RFP had called for aone-year program, but CV argued for a
longer-term initiative. Although CV would have liked a four-to-five-
year grant, it asked for and was awarded afour-year grant.

At thetimethe grant was awarded, CV had over a decade of
experience running the WAY program, but no practical knowledge
about trandating the program into a community-based model and
little knowledge of program replication per se. In preparing for
replication, staff found a dearth of information in the literature
regarding how best to proceed. Issues of fidelity of program
implementation and replication strategies had received scant
attention, especialy as they related to youth development and youth
employment programs. This omission was due in part to the fact that
many programs have been evauated in their “first-generation”
incarnation rather than in subsequent replication phases.

I ssues of implementation and replication emerge most clearly as
programs are replicated outside of the “home” agency. In addition,
most eval uation researchers have been funded to determine program
effectiveness, not to identify factors that might mediate or problems
that might arise once a program has been replicated on awider scale.
Thisis unfortunate because, as the Department of Labor noted
(1995), programs that create long-term benefits for disadvantaged
youth must be extremely well implemented. Nonethel ess, what
happensto successful youth employment programs oncethey are
replicated remained relatively unknown.

Despite the lack of guidance, replicating WAY in the four very
different sites proceeded as planned and produced interesting and
mixed results. Two of the four sites were successful replications, one
closed, and one was merged with a higher functioning site. Needless
to say, thiswas not the goal. It was expected, perhaps naively, that
there would be four successful replications. But, this outcome created
unintended lessons in program replication that were derived by
examination of why some sites had successful replications and others
did not.



CV isnot the only child welfare agency that will be called upon to
replicate its program, unaware of the many thorny organizational and
programmatic issues involved in such an enterprise. In this paper, we
try to bring to the field some of the hard-earned knowledge so that the
next generation of program replicators can benefit from CV’s
experience. It isimportant to bear in mind that these lessons have
been culled after-the-fact from four years of experience. No formal
implementation or replication study was part of the grant award. It
was only in the midst of implementation of four separate replications
that it was redized that replication itsaf is an art form. Thus,
knowledge was acquired aong the way, by trial and error.

Since that time, WAY has been replicated at five additional sites (both
residential/aftercare and the CBO models). The lessonslearned in the
U.S. Department of Labor sites are the main subject of this paper and
have been applied to subsequent replications. This has served to
refine our thinking about these issues and to influence our reflections
on the original replications. These lessons are offered as a starting
point of discussion for future endeavors, not as truths to be accepted
without question.



The WAY Model at
Children’s Village

\/ operatesan array of programs—from community-based

eventive servicesto aResidentid Trestment Center (RTC) for
some of themost troubled boys? inthe New York City childwelfare
system. In New Y ork City, RTCs serve asubset of thefoster careyouth
(roughly four percent of the total number of children in out-of-home care
are deemed too disturbed to be cared for in afoster home or any less
regtrictive setting). It was for this exceptiondly high-risk population thet
CV initidly developed the WAY program with both in-care and long-term
aftercarecomponents.

A full description of the WAY program modd aswel| asresultsof a15-year
longituding study of the program for CV youth can be found dsewhere
(Baker, Olson, & Mincer, 2000). Bdow isan overview of the WAY desgn
and rationadle and the results of the longitudina evauation (excerpted and
adapted from Baker e d. 2000).

Thekey assumptions underlying the development of WAY were:

1) Employability and the acquisition of basic education kills are
linked.

2) Thedevelopment of work ethics and awork history a ayoung age
will supply youth with skills and attitudes that can help them obtain
and maintain employment at an older age.

3) Program components must be individudized and deveopmentaly
appropriate and work experiences must be carefully sequenced.

4) Servicesfor youth must be provided in the context of along-term
relationship with a caring adult, and should be comprehensive and
follow youth across service systems.

5) Servicesmust belong-term, beginning with youngstersin their early
teens and continuing for four to five years, until youth are 18 to 21
yearsof age.

2 The Children’s Village serves only boys on its residential treatment
center campus.



The full WAY program instituted at CV hasfive levels, tailored and
sequenced for youth while they live in the RTC environment and after
they are discharged from care.

*  WAY Works, Levels1to 4, isthe in-treatment component of
WAY.

All youth residing on the CV RTC campus participate in Level 1,
performing non-paid chores within their cottage (15 youth each live
in 21 cottages). Level 2 youth perform small jobs in their cottage or
neighborhood for token payment. Level 3 youth work in paid jobs at
one of CV’s campus employment sites (such asthe computer lab,
greenhouse, or youth newspaper). These jobs require formal
applications and regular performance evaluations. Level 4 youth
work at paid jobs off campus, for example, in loca hospitals, stores
and day care centers.

*  WAY Scholarship, Leve 5, the highest levd, isinitiated when
youth are about to be discharged from care and continues for up
to five years post-discharge.

The goals of the WAY Scholarship program are to help youth solidify
the skills and attitudes learned in WAY Works, especially maintaining
a positive attitude toward education and work, gaining skills for
getting and holding a job, planning for their future, and acquiring a
sense of control over their lives. There are five core elements of
Leved 5: mentoring/counseling, educational advocacy, work
experiences, group activities, and financial incentives. The
programmeatic elements incorporated into the WAY Scholarship
program are described below.

Programmatic Elements of the WAY Scholarship Program

e Long-Term, Individudized Counsding/Mentoring to Help WAY
Parti ci pants M eet Challenges and Solve Problems

The WAY Scholarship program offers at-risk youth an opportunity to
participate in an intensive, individualized, long-term counsding/
mentoring relationship. Once enrolled in the WAY Scholarship



program, each scholar is assigned apaid, professional WAY
counselor with whom he can devel op a relationship that forms the
coreof theWAY experience. The counsdlor isthe essentia ingredient
in the delivery of the service, ensuring that youth receive advocacy,
information, encouragement, work ethics education, counseling, and
other services as heeded to succeed in school and on the job. The
counselor is also expected to make sure that she or he works closely
with family members and community support systemsin order to
strengthen those connections. The counselor isto provide personal
and intensive emotional support and practical guidance at every step
of the way in the youth’'s young adulthood. Counselors are to be
coaches, cheerleaders, surrogate parents, advocates, teachers and
friends. Most importantly, they aim to “hang in there” with each
youth no matter how far off track he strays. In fact, whenayouthis
getting into the most trouble is exactly the time when the counsdor is
most needed, conveying the very important message thet the counsdlor
will never give up on him. In contragt with the current movement for
volunteer mentors (e.g., Mech, Pryde, and Rycraft, 1995), WAY bdieves
in hiring trained, paid professonad mentors. Hiring professond staff
increases the likelihood that mentors will be able to make along-term
commitment to the youth and ensures amuch higher level of
accountability to the young people from the agency.

* Educationa Advocacy and Tutoring to Facilitate School Success

Youth in residentia group foster care have many educationa needs
and may need non-parental adults to be educational advocates. The
WAY Scholarship program was based on the premise that each
student needs at least one adult to be highly invested in his or her
educational success—to support high expectations, provide concrete
assistance, and be an dly in dealing with the educational
bureaucracy. The WAY Scholarship counselor playsthis essential
role. The counselor monitors the youth’ s educational progress,
provides tutoring services if needed, speaks with school guidance
counselors when difficulties arise, and assists the youth in selecting
appropriate classes, thus essentialy shepherding the youth through
the secondary (and sometimes postsecondary) educational process.
Whenever possible, thisroleis to be carried out in cooperation with
the parent or guardian. WAY Scholarship counselors are also



expected to assist parents in becoming more invested in their
adolescent’ s education and to advocate for the needs of WAY
Scholarship participants.

*  Work Experiences and Work Ethics Training to Enable
Participants to Build Work Histories and a Sense of Themselves
as“Workers”

The WAY Scholarship program offers youth experience in actudly being
employed. Thisis accomplished initidly through work-sites on the CV
campus (during the firgt six months of their participation in WAY
Scholarship while they ill reside on campus) and in jobs the youth
obtain in their community. It is expected that through these early
employment experiences, youth devel op concrete knowledge of what it
meansto work, beginto acquire aself-image as* someonewho works’
(as opposed to someone who hangs out or triesto “get over”), and
develop work ethics (showing up for work on time, and being pleasant
and agreeable regardless of persond digtractions).

WAY Scholarship work experiences are designed to build on the work
experiences youth obtained whilein WAY Works. For example, Levels2
and 3 of the WAY program were developed to mimic a*“red world”
employment Stuation, with attendant application procedures, work rules,
and guiddines for dismissal and promotion to the next level of WAY.
Employment supervisors eva uate each youngster’ sjob performance at
the campus work-sites, and the WAY Scholarship counsdor isin regular
contact with each youth as he obtains employment off campus. Job
opportunities are sought for youth and referrals are provided for regular
work, subsidized work, or internships as part of the progression to
regular, independently-secured employment. Expecting youth to “earn”
and “deserve’ their job promotes salf-worth and a sense of purpose based
on good performance.

In order to be selected for WAY Scholarship, youth must have
aready participated in WAY Works employment and workshops.
Oncein WAY Scholarship, youth work at Level 3 jobs on the
campus, Levd 4 jobs in the community near CV, and Level 4 jobsin
the community to which they are discharged. Y outh who work at
Level 3 jobs not only must apply for the job (with written and ora



interview components), but also must maintain a high level of
employee attendance and competencein order to keep their jobs.

Y outh are evaluated on aregular basis and receive promotions or
demotions based on performance. Y outh who receive unfavorable
reviewsarereferred for employment counseling and refresher
workshops. In this way, youth are taught skills and behaviors
important for adult employment success. Level 3 work-sites on the
grounds of the Children’s Village include: the computer bus, the
newspaper, grounds/maintenance, the Village store, and carpentry
woodshop. Some youth also work in various departments on campus,
such asfood service or the warehouse.

Once teens successfully master Level 3 work, they are dligible to
apply for avariety of Level 4 employment positions. Level 4 of the
WAY Scholarship program provides youth with opportunities to gain
employment experiences off campus, including internships and part-
time jobs in various small local businesses or in departments of larger
businesses. Y outh haveto be at least 15 years of age and have
satisfactory experiencein aLevel 3 job. In addition, they must have
satisfactory grades, demonstrate positive behavior in their cottage,
and be recommended for aLevel 4 position by the worksite
supervisors and the program coordinator. Examples of Level 4 jobs
include: administrative assistant, dietary aide or maintenance
assistant at the Dobbs Ferry Hospital; service station attendant, local
delicatessen helper; or assistantsin small businesses such as aflower
shop, nursing home, or print shop. Once discharged from the campus
of the Children’s Village, dl WAY scholars work at jobs in the
community in which they are discharged. They are to find their own
employment situations with the guidance and support of the WAY
Scholarship counsglor.

e Group Activities and Workshops to Promote a Positive Peer
Culture and Hdlp Y outh Develop Life Skills

While on campus, WAY scholars meet regularly with othersin the
program for group sessions and workshops in work ethics and life
sKills training. Topics include: job search, career planning, socia
respongbility, citizen rights, decison-making, and health education.
Through discussion, role-playing, videos, exercises, and creative



arts projects, the work ethics curriculum explores such issues as
dependability, productivity, ability to accept supervision, and
getting along with others. Once discharged from care, those
themes become part of the regular counseling relationship between
the WAY counselor and the scholar in the real world. A constant
process of teaching work and life skills continues for the full five
years of the program.

The WAY Scholarship awards and induction dinner is held annually
in the ballroom of aNew Y ork City hotel and attended by WAY
scholars, their families and friends, as well as city officials and
celebrities. Thedinners celebrate the achievements of WAY scholars
and communicate to those youngsters how important their
achievements are to their families and to society at large. Graduates
of WAY Scholarship and those in their later years of the program
speak from the podium to tell the soon-to-be-inductees how important
WAY has been to them and then they help induct the new, younger
scholarsin aceremony that expressesthe ideathat those selected are
“special” and that they have been chosen for membership in avery
important “club.” Despite the fact that nearly every youthwho is
eligible and expresses even the most tentative interest in WAY
Scholarship participates in the program, the celebrations (and other
activities) were designed to solidify their interest, inspire greater
interest, and provide a positive peer culture and a sense of belonging
to something special.

e Financial Incentives to Help Youth Plan, Save and Believe in
their Futures

WAY Scholarship offers matched savings whereby youth who save
receive up to $500 per year in matching funds to be used towards
further education or training upon completion of high school. The
matched savings program is intended to help youngsters believe
that they have a future, and to teach them to set longer term goals,
plan for the future and save. WAY Scholarship further
supplements these savings by guaranteeing $1,000 for each year
of college or up to two years for job training. Non-matched
accounts are also made available to youth for persona spending.
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As part of their contract to participate in WAY Scholarship, all
youth agree to work part-time and to save part of their earnings.

At thetimethe WAY program was founded on the campus of the
Children’s Village RTC, funds were obtained to launch a 15-year
longitudinal study of the youth in WAY Scholarship (Level 5 of
WAY). Datawere collected on child and family characteristics at
the time youth entered care, amount and type of participation in
the WAY program, and key developmental outcomes, including
educational achievement at the end of the program and at age 21,
adult employment and criminality. WAY youth (all who enrolled in
the program as well as the 75 percent who participated in the
program for at least 2 ¥2 years) were compared to a group of boys
who met al of the criteriafor program enrollment but were
discharged from care too soon to participate in WAY . Findings
revealed that, in all respects, WAY youth (especially those three-
fourths who participated for at least half of the five-year program)
had better outcomes than the comparison group of RTC boys who
did not participate in WAY. For example, data available at the
timethat CV responded to the U.S. Department of Labor request
for proposals revealed that 90 percent of the WAY Scholarship
youth who stayed with the program graduated from high school
and 78 percent were employed.

11



Program Replication

ased on the research findings and growing interest in the WAY

Scholarship program, funding from the U.S. Department of
Labor (DOL) was sought and obtained in 1994 for afour-site
community-based replication of WAY . The thinking behind the
transfer of the program from aresidential treatment center to a
community-based setting was that although the program services
might be somewhat diluted because the youth would not al be
residing in the same location, the needs of the youth would also be
somewhat |ess severe because they had not been removed from their
families due to abuse/neglect and emotional/behaviora problems.
CV fdt it wasimportant to determine whether the program would be
effective in preventing an identified group of high-risk youth from
formally dropping out of school. The targeted population were those
youth identified as at extreme risk for school failure: youth between
the ages of 14 and 16 who were already characterized as“ out-of -
school” and who were low income minority youth living in their home
communities.

In keeping with the DOL timetabl e expectations, two weeks after
notification of the grant award, CV issued a Request for Proposal
(RFP) that spelled out the WAY program model’ s philosophy, goals
and objectives, aswell asthe program components that were to be
offered at each replication site. Candidates for replication were asked
to respond within one month demonstrating that () their own
program philosophy was consistent with the WAY model; (b) they
served high-risk youth 14 to 16 years of age; (C) the servicesthey
already offered were high quality and had atrack record of attracting
youth; (d) they had a target group of potential participants in the
appropriate age range who were economically disadvantaged school
dropouts or near dropouts; and (€) they had the capacity to provide
work-readiness work-sites. Selection of replication siteswas made
with the help of an expert advisory panel. Four agenciesin three
states were selected to implement WAY in their communities. All four
agencies were located in urban, low-income minority communities
with high unemployment and criminality rates.

12



In order to meet the requirements of the RFP, four notable
modifications were made in the program modd. Firg, unlike CV, the
replication sites were all community-based organizations (CBOs)
offering youth development through programs such as remedial
educationd, peer sex education, teen journalism, youth leadership
and mentoring. Second, the target population was different. The
Children’s Village created the WAY program to serve highly troubled
adolescent males who were transitioning from residential treatment,
having been removed from their families temporarily or permanently.
The WAY program in the replication sites, however, served “ out-of-
schoal” youth, male and femae? living in the community with their
families or other guardians. Third, the structure of the program was
modified to meet the shorter time-period of the grant. Rather than
severa yearsdevoted to Levels1to 4 of WAY whileyouth werein
carefollowed by four to five years of “aftercare” through WAY
Scholarship, the program was condensed into athree-year program.
It isimportant to note that CV youth are recruited into WAY while
essentially acaptive audience at the RTC. The WAY counselor has
had an opportunity to develop a relationship with the youth prior to
offering aftercare services. WAY counselorsin thereplication sites
had no such advantage.

Replication sites were notified of their acceptance within one month
of submission of the proposal and were expected to begin program
recruitment immediately based on the timetable outlined by the
Department of Labor. Over the course of the next three and a half
years, the four program sites replicated the WAY program with
varying degrees of success. Throughout the process, CV maintained
oversight, provided support and guidance, and monitored program
implementation. The approach that CV took in relating to the
replication sites was to be prescriptive regarding the goals of the
program and the core elements necessary to achieve those goas (i.e.,
long-term, individualized counsdling/mentoring, educational
advocacy and tutoring, work experiences and work ethics training,
group activities and workshops, and financial incentives), while being
flexible about the specific activities and curricula used at each site.

% No modifications in the core elements of the program were
deemed necessary when girls were included in the program.
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Further, mechanisms were in place to provide ongoing feedback
about each sit€’ ssuccessin implementing WAY . Strategiesfor
intervening in problems were not defined with specificity in advance
and CV was hesitant to take an authoritarian position with agencies
considered to be colleagues.

14



Results of Replication

he degree to which the model was successfully transferred and

embedded into each local agency’ s host environment varied. The
most successful replication siteintegrated WAY effectively into the
larger agency. The agency allocated staffing and other resources
beyond the grant-funded positions to ensure the success of the
program. WAY was situated in a storefront satellite office of the
agency in ayouth-friendly space. Program staff had relevant program
experience and provided participants all the core program elements.
Counsdling was avital component because the youth were facing a
great dedl of family and community difficulties. Staffing was
consistent across the three-plus years. The program continuesin
operation today.

A second CBO agency also offered a strong program, adhering
closdly to the program model. The location of the program—a
community center—also housed recresational and employment
services for teens. However, the youth that initially enrolled in the
program at this site were at the upper end of the age continuum and
had characteristics that placed them among the more extremely at-
risk participants. They had serious emotional and personal problems,
including teen pregnancy. These teenagers, nonetheless, were
progressing, abeit very dowly, due largely to their attachment to
their WAY counsdlor. Unfortunately, the counselor |eft the agency and
had no backup staff to which the young people could transfer their
connection. Thus, many of the initial participants dropped out.

Due mostly to this circumstance, a second group of youth were
enrolled nearly half way through the program. This group of teens
was less severely troubled and was better able to benefit from the
program. Meanwhile, anew executive director was hired who had no
real attachment to WAY or its youth employment focus. The program
operated until the end of the funding cycle and then closed.

The other two replication sites faced several challengesin
implementing WAY . At one Site, unanticipated organizational
problems devel oped that included severe overal funding decreases
and aresultant merger with another agency. Top management was
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understandably distracted by these developments and this situation
was exacerbated by the fact that the program’ sWAY counselor was
inexperienced and new to the agency. Thus, the counselor and the
program were not well connected to needed agency supportsand
resources. Poor location and inadequate space contributed further to
low participation and program ineffectiveness. Eventualy, this
program site merged with another replication site in the vicinity and
many of the youth were maintained in WAY through that alliance.

The fourth replication program was discontinued by The Children’s
Village due to irreconcilabl e disagreements about key program
implementation issues. This agency was quite large and ran numerous
programs related to employment skill development. Despite a robust
RFP response, they were unwilling to accept the WAY model
whenever a principle of the program clashed with their existing
protocols or operations. For example, in the WAY program, youth are
required to seek their own jobs with the support and help of the
counsalor. Y outh are expected to travel outside of the immediate
neighborhood if job opportunities (and transportation) exist. This
expectation, though agreed upon up front, was & odds with the CBO's
existing procedure of placing teensin agency-owned and operated
employment stesin the neighborhood. Such issues, over time, became
obstaclesto implementation of the WAY program mode and whenthey
proved to be beyond resolution, the Site was findly dropped.

The variability in the implementation and quality of the WAY
program at the four replication sites served as an idead natural
laboratory for identifying recommendations for future replications of
WAY and similar programs. Although some of these
recommendations may seem obvious, especialy in hindsight, many
socia service agencies are not in the business of replication and may
not have the benefit of previous experience to draw on when making
decisions about replication. Aswas learned, even small decisions can
have large effects on the quality and success of youth employment
programs.

Thefollowing recommendations are divided between those that focus

primarily on what the sponsoring agency and replicating agency should
know and those that focus primarily on wheat the funder should know .
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Recommendations for
Program Replication

gencies that sponsor program replication should consider the

following five recommendations covering the need for (1) adecisve
qudity control drategy, (2) high-level organizationd commitment, (3) an
implementation manud, (4) protection againg program vulnerability, and
(5) adrategy to address arange of complex needs of at-risk adolescents.
Thesearediscussed below.

o Edablish aMutudly-Agreed Upon Qudity Control Mechaniam for
Replication Sites Before Getting Started

A centrd issue for any sponsoring agency overseeing the replication of its
programsisthe level of control to exercise over the replication Steswhen
issues of program fiddlity and organizationd autonomy arise. CV took
depsto ensure fiddity to the WAY modd, defining the modd clearly,
describing the program components with specificity, and providing Saff
training in the core dements of WAY,, regular feedback and supervison
and ongoing written reports highlighting strengths and wesknesses.
However, awel thought out and clearly articulated modd for relating to
replication Steswhen they srayed from the modd (ether in the dements
or the implementation of them) had not been developed. Further, asa
service agency, CV was somewhat inhibited in leveling sanctions or
intervening in the replication agency’ s operations and tended to let some
things dide in the spirit of partnership and collaboration.

Becauseit is difficult to inditute consequences for replication problems
once programs are up and running, procedures should be established
from the outsat for how such issueswill be handled if they arise. These
should be clearly articulated in a L etter of Agreement or asimilar
contractual document and signed off on by both parties. The degree of
authority of the sponsoring agency needsto be spelled out before
undertaking replication and mechanisms for dealing with program
replication infractions need to be clear and agreed upon. Issues such as
the following need to be thought through to their conclusion before
anyone sgns on the dotted line. What aspects of the program, if any, does

the sponsoring agency have the finad word on and what aspects, if any,
does the replication Ste have decision-making control over? Who hires
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gaff? What happensif the sponsoring agency believesthat a staff
member’ s performanceisunacceptable or threstensto underminethe
success of the model? Who has the last word about program location,
participant selection, and program offerings? To whom doesthe locd
program staff report? What program datamust be collected? Who
overseesand anadyzesthese data?

* Ensure Broad and High-Levd Organizational Commitment to the
Program

The four replication agencies varied in senior gaff involvement in the
program. Successful replication requires genuine “buy-in” of the mode
and the active involvement of senior Staff that are able and willing to
anticipate and encourage broad internal agency support so that program
staff can leverage other agency resourcesand personnd if needed. Such
organizationa commitment is critical when difficult saffing and resource
decisons must be made interndly.

Before working with an agency in replicating its programs, the
sponsoring agency should ensure thet there isa good fit both
philosophicaly and organizationdly for the program. Key questions to
ask areto whom will the program director report? Who will supervise the
program director? What kinds of space and materids will the program
director be ableto access? Which member of the agency executive staff
will have ultimate respongbility for program implementation? How will
the executive director be kept informed (and how often) and involved in
any program issues or concernsthat thresten the integrity of the
replication? The answer to these and other important questions should be
incorporated into the Letter of Agreemen.

Prior to accepting an agency as areplication site, the sponsoring agency
should ensure that the misson of the agency is consonant with the
mission of the program, that the program will be accorded gppropriate
respect and prestige within the agency, and that thereisdirect
respongbility from the executive director for program integrity.

+ Deveop an Implementation Manua

In sdlecting the WAY replication Stes, attention was paid to identifying
those agencies with expertise in operating many if not dl of the core
dementsof theWAY program. The sdlection processwasrelied onto
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ensure that the replication sites had experience in programmeétic aress
centrd to the WAY program (e.g., tutoring, pre-employment experiences,
and work ethicsworkshops). Thus, it was not deemed necessary to
mandate or recommend curricula, or pecific materidsto use in the work
ethicsworkshops or the tutoring component of the program. However,
programs are more than the sum of their eements. Successful programs
have devel oped the principles and curricularequired for the effective
operdtion of theseelements. WAY isno exception.

In order to ensure that replication stesimplemented WAY as opposed to
adifferent program that happened to incorporate the same or related core
elements, more specific materiasand curriculawere necessary to ensure
uniformity and qudity across replication Stes. Thus, Sponsoring agencies
should provide maximum specificity at the outset, with required/
suggested topicsto be covered and pre-sel ected curriculaknown to be
gopropriate and effective with the program population in order to achieve
gregter uniformity and higher qudity programming.* A program manual
should dso cover arange of items relevant to the practicd
implementation of the program. These include job descriptions, data
collection forms, sample |etters to participants and parents, and reporting
formats. In addition, specificity in the RFP concerning dl aspects of the
program mode might alow replication sites to make more informed
decisons regarding their ability and interest in implementing the modd
under consideration.

e Guad Agang Program Vulnerability: Don't Make the Program Too
Small

Y outh employment programs for high-risk youth will dways require an
array of supports. The needs of such young people areimmense, and
such programs function best when they are well integrated with related
program offerings and agency resources. The replication Stesthat
functioned the most efficiently and provided the highest quality services
were ableto do so in part because they could draw on the expertise of the
daff in the agency beyond those withinthe WAY program. Thus, itis
recommended that agenciesimplementing such programsensurethat
program staff become anintegra part of the agency and have accessto
its resources, indluding space, curricula, work stes, and gaff time and

4 A WAY replication manual has now been developed for future
replication sites (The Children’s Village, 2000).
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Recommendations for Funding
Agencies Supporting
Replication Efforts

G overnment and private entities that support and encourage
program replications should consider the following
recommendations, covering (1) size prerequisites, (2) start-up time
requirements, (3) redligtic and long-term outcome expectations, and
(4) the need to facilitate on-going funding.

* Programs Must be Large Enough to Resist Collapse When Staff
Turnover Occurs

If programs are small, as many pilots or early replications are, they
arevulnerableto collapse when key staff leaves. There needsto be
sufficient redundancy in tasks and client relationships to hold the
program together should turnover occur and to prevent losing staff
through burn out. In the WAY replications, two stes, with double the
staff and staff supports, rather than four with skeleton staffs, would
have been a stronger model. However, that was not an option because
the Department of Labor required grantees to work with at least four
replication sites.

The situation was further complicated by the fact that the original
DOL call for proposaswasfor $1.4 million for one year for the
combined four sites. Becausethe WAY modd isamulti-year
intervention and given DOL’ s growing recognition of the need for
long-term program interventions, DOL agreed to alocate the $1.4
million in funds over four years. However, given the total amount of
the grant and the multi-year nature of the program, each program
could serve no more than 20 youth. This resulted in each replication
site having avery smal complement of staff (@WAY counsdlor, a
part-time facilitator, and a few part-time tutors for approximately 20
youth).

There were several consequences of this staffing pattern. First, if the

counselor |eft the program, there was no continuity for youth. In this
context, counselor turnover represented a complete loss of the existing
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program from the youth’ s perspective. Second, time spent recruiting
and orienting new staff and helping teens begin to trust new
counselorswastime taken away from servicesfor the youth. Larger
programs serving more youth and run by ateam of staff would be less
affected by the turnover of any single staff person. For WAY, at least
two full-time counsdlors and a job devel oper/work site manager would
alow each youth to develop relationships with more than one adult.
More staff (and perhaps more youth) would also increase the
importance of the program within the organizational structure of the
replication agency.

Thus, we recommend that youth employment programs be of
sufficient size (participants and staff) asto avoid reliance on asingle
staff person or very small number of staff. The effects of staff
turnover should be mitigated by promoting a sense of belonging to the
program that includes the individual counselor but extends beyond
exclusive reliance on any one person. We also recommend that staff in
youth employment programs that work intensively with severely
troubled and needy youth have smal casdloads. Additiona positions
should be designated to separate administrative roles and
responsbilities from counseling responsibilities. Finaly, counsdors
should receive clinical supervision in their work to provide emotiona
support and avoid job burn out from working with such a troubled
population.

o Allow for Extended Start-Up Time

Recruitment of the hardest-to-reach youth in community-based
replications takes time. If programs are rushed by overly ambitious
start-up timelines, the unintended consequence is that less high-risk
youth are likely to be enrolled. The most dienated kids are the most
difficult to engage in any program. In the case of the WAY
replications, there was contractual pressure to identify and recruit
potential candidates quickly. Enrollees aso had to complete
application forms, have a persona interview with project staff and,
once accepted, sign a contract. (It was particularly hard to obtain
parental signatures for many of the youth who wanted to join).
Because of the RFP expectations, the replication siteswere overly
optimistic about their access to out-of-school youth and
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underestimated the time that would be needed to identify and
interest them in the program, and arrange for appointments and
interviews.

Publicly-funded replications of programs involving high-risk
youth should provide longer start-up time frames for participant
engagement as well as for the sponsoring agency to invite
replication sites, for sites to consider the offer, and for the sites to
plan and initiate implementation. Decisions made to conform to
short-term expectations of “deliverables’ at program inception
can dramatically affect the program’ slong-term effectiveness.

* Require Meaningful OQutcomes

There is an inherent contradiction between the need to demonstrate
program effectiveness in a short period of time and the real life,
long-term aspirations of youth employment and youth
development programs. No program will be funded or replicated
without being able to demonstrate fairly quick results. Y et, what
society really wants to know is whether a particular program will
succeed in transforming troubled youth into productive adults.
One way to do thisis by identifying and measuring short,
intermediate, and long-term outcomes. If program successis
measured only by short-term outcomes, one unintended
consequence is to encourage “skimming,” by enrolling easier-to-
serve participants to ensure program SUcCess.

Y outh employment programs such as WAY cannot and should not
be expected to solve all the mental health, educational, and health
problems of participants. Y et, ignoring those problems is likely to
undermine employment goals. Homeless teens will need to find
housing before they can focus on school or employment.
Similarly, a young woman who is taking care of an ill parent or
severa younger siblings can hardly be expected to hold down a
part-time job in the evenings. If youth with such complex
problems are not to be excluded from youth employment
programs, measures of program success will need to be
incremental. At the same time, the long-term goal has to be gainful
employment. Measuring progress towards that goal in terms of
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laying the groundwork for success (such as finding stable
housing) and measuring school achievement, criminal conduct,
involvement in learning work ethics and related skills must be
seen as steps aong the way.

There is growing evidence that programs with high-risk youth take
time—along time—to demonstrate success. Funders need to be
willing to stick with programs over the long term if short and
intermediate objectives are met. Then, and only then, can real
program effectiveness be established.

It is also important not to confuse program implementation
measures (such as number of workshops offered or attended) with
outcomes. In addition to measuring short- and long-term
outcomes, replication sites should be encouraged to develop
meaningful and useful measures of program implementation. Are
the core elements of the program in place? Are appropriate youth
enrolled in the program? Are the youth receiving the identified
services? Local program replicators as well as sponsoring
agencies need to assess program implementation in an ongoing
and collaborative fashion to identify implementation problems
before they undermine the integrity of the program.

» Facilitate Access to Ongoing Program Funding

Expectations for ongoing funding of youth employment programs
from other sources, beyond the sponsoring funders are overly
ambitious. Asthe findings of others show, even successful
replication projects have no guarantee of continuing. The gap
between successful outcomes and funding opportunitiesis large
and defies logic. For WAY,, this difficulty has been compounded by
the need to fit along-term program in a market that values short-
term solutions and the fact that many funders want to support new
programs, not pre-existing ones, no matter how successful. Thus,
it isrecommended that the Department of Labor and other federal
and private entities recognize the limitations of local programs to
raise external funds for ongoing program support. Successful
models, based on well-devel oped outcomes, need general support
for further development allowing for long-term outcomes to be
measured, and to promote program replication.
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expertise. A thorough examination of the needs of theyouth employment
program by the replication ste wdl in advance of program sart-up would
dlow the agency to deveop aviable action plan which could indude ways
to createlinkageswith other staff and resourceswithin the agency.

* Anticipate That the Complex Neads of High-Risk Y outh Will Extend
Beyond the Specific Scope of Any Program

Y outh recruited into the four replication Stesof WAY were out-of-school
or & high risk for dropping out. Not surprisngly, school satus was only
one symptom of alarger set of persond, family, and community
problems most of these young men and women faced before and after
joining WAY . This experience is condstent with the redlity of poor
children across the country. As Levy and Shepardson noted, “Millions of
America schildren and families face acombination of circumstancesthat
not only thresten their immediate well-being, but put them a risk of long-
term disadvantage’ (1992, 44).

For many of theteens enralled in the WAY replication Sites, participation
in the program was compromised by their need to attend to other, more
basic needs, such as having asafe placeto live or enough food to ext.
Worrying about sick or abusive parents and taking care of younger
brothers and sisters competed for their time and attention. The needs of
these youth extended well beyond the scope of servicestypicaly provided
by ayouth employment program. The many needs of teensfor
educationd, medicd, socid, and psychologica services placed a heavy
burden on program staff, even where the origind single-counsgor model
had been supplemented with other professonds.

Sarving high-risk youth means needing to provide comprehensive
services, regardless of the specific focus of any program (such asyouth
employment or juvenile judtice). Y outh have complex needsthat cut
across arbitrary funding and programmatic boundaries. Aswasthe case
with WAY replication, youth targeted for an employment program
brought with them arange of hedlth, mental hedlth, and materia needs
that could not be ignored by program staff. Programs that choose to
recruit extremely troubled youth need to create linkages to community
socid services and mentd hedth providers or expand program daffing to
provide such services without taxing core program staff.

20



Summary

he Work Appreciation for Y outh (WAY') program was devel oped

a The Children’s Village in 1984 to help at-risk youth stay in
school and learn the skills and attitudes necessary for getting and
keeping ajob. Replication of the WAY program in four community-
based organizations from 1994 to 1997 aong with subsequent
replications in arange of settings, led to the development of a series
of lessons learned and recommendations for future replications of
youth employment programs. Lessons learned from the replication of
this program can be used as aguide for future replications of WAY
and other successful youth programs.

These findings highlight the fact that identifying successful program
models and promoting replications of those modelsis only part of the
challenge. Successful replications require careful consideration of
severa key issues by the replicating site, the sponsoring agency, and
the funding agency. Regardless of the success of the original
program, the transfer to new and different settings takes expertise and
time. Our work suggests that, at a minimum, funding agencies need
to ensure that the program is not too small or too isolated and thus
vulnerable to collapse from staff turnover, and that adequate timeis
built in for program start-up. Sponsoring agencies need to develop a
clear replication strategy and detailed program materialsin order to
promote consistency and high quality programming. Sponsoring
agencies must ensure that each replication site is an appropriate
“home’ for the program with a compatible organizational philosophy
and sufficient commitment to the program within the agency.

In addition to these genera replication concerns, agencies replicating
youth employment programs in particular must consider severa
specific implementation issues, including providing staff with
organizationa resources and supervision, and helping youth develop
an atachment to the program beyond a relationship with asingle
staff person. When these steps are taken, the likelihood that alocal
program can be brought to scaleisincreased. Through the successful
replication of effective loca youth employment programs, this
nation’s at-risk youth will have a better chance to improve their life
course.
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