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Participation in after-school programs (ASPs) can positively affect the development of
young people. However, whether ASPs are beneficial depends on program quality.
Although many factors influence the quality of a program, the competencies of adult
staff who lead ASPs are a critical determinant. Unfortunately, ASP staff members often
do not receive the education and training needed to provide high quality programming.
This article discusses how training provided through university-community (U-C) part-
nerships can help to fill this educational void. After summarizing existing research on
staff development for educators, the role that U-C partnerships can play in providing
a realistic and viable means to developing the competencies of ASP educators is
described and examples of two model programs are provided. Challenges and future
directions for the development of the after-school workforce are discussed.

Experiences in structured organized activities are
common for American children and adolescents. For
example, approximately 15% (8.4 million) of K-12
students are enrolled in an after-school program (ASP)
(Afterschool Alliance, 2009) with peak participation
rates occurring during middle childhood (U.S.
Department of Education, 2006). Most young people
between the ages of 6 and 17 years participate in one
or more sports, lessons, or clubs during the year
(National Survey of Children’s Health, 2007) and
millions more participate in community-based organiza-
tions (e.g., Boys & Girls Club of America, 2008; Girls
Inc., 2008; U.S. Department of Agriculture, 2008).

Researchers have become increasingly interested in
studying how involvement in these ASPs and activities

affects child and adolescent development (for recent
reviews see Durlak, Mahoney, Bohnert, & Parente, in
press; Mahoney, Parente, & Zigler, 2010; Mahoney,
Vandell, Simpkins, & Zarrett, 2009). Overall, the evi-
dence suggests that participation in ASPs can positively
affect the academic, social-emotional, and physical
well-being of young people, including long-term edu-
cational attainment and occupational success. However,
both the direction and magnitude of associated effects
depends on program quality. Although many factors
influence the quality of a program, available research
indicates that competencies of adult staff who lead ASPs
are a critical determinant (e.g., Durlak, Weissberg, &
Pachan, in press; Pierce, Hahm, & Vandell, 1999;
Rosenthal & Vandell, 1996; Smith, Peck, Denault,
Blazevski, & Akiva, in press). Despite the established
links between staff, quality of program offerings, and
child outcomes, few ASP providers receive the type of
formal education and training that would be likely to
facilitate their ability to provide quality programming
(National Afterschool Association [NAA], 2006).

Development of this manuscript was supported, in part, by a grant

from University-Community Links (UCL-44919) to the first author.
Address correspondence to Joseph L. Mahoney, Department of

Education, University of California, Irvine, 2001 Education Building,

Irvine, CA 92697-5500. E-mail: joseph.mahoney@uci.edu

APPLIED DEVELOPMENTAL SCIENCE, 14(2), 89–105, 2010

Copyright # Taylor & Francis Group, LLC

ISSN: 1088-8691 print=1532-480X online

DOI: 10.1080/10888691003704717

D
o
w
n
l
o
a
d
e
d
 
B
y
:
 
[
U
n
i
v
e
r
s
i
t
y
 
o
f
 
C
a
l
i
f
o
r
n
i
a
,
 
I
r
v
i
n
e
]
 
A
t
:
 
2
1
:
4
8
 
1
1
 
M
a
y
 
2
0
1
0



Efforts to train and prepare after-school educators
are in their infancy. Various preparation models are
currently being developed and implemented that include
training through workshops, professional meetings, and
online programs and webinars. The purpose of this
paper is to stimulate discussions and debate about the
role of, and approaches to, staff development in
after-school programming. We are particularly inter-
ested in highlighting the importance of university-
collaborations as one means to provide a formal,
sequenced approach to pre-service and in-service
education and training for after-school program staff.
We begin by summarizing research on staff development
for educators. Next, we discuss how U-C partnerships
can offer a realistic and viable means to education and
training for ASP educators. This discussion invites a
description of two promising U-C partnership
approaches to staff development at the pre-service and
in-service stages. Both approaches are at the early stages
of development; however, the descriptions and early
evaluation findings are intended to demonstrate how
such partnerships can be developed to help fill the
educational void in the after-school workforce. We
conclude by outlining challenges and future directions
for staff development of the after-school workforce.

STATUS OF THE AFTER-SCHOOL
WORKFORCE AND APPROACHES TO

STAFF DEVELOPMENT

A national survey of 4,346 after-school workers conduc-
ted by the the National Afterschool Association (NAA,
2006) summarized the state of the after-school work-
force as follows: ‘‘ . . .many workers with little experi-
ence or education directly relevant to afterschool,
frequent turnover, and many part-time workers, sug-
gesting the need for training approaches to ensure basic
knowledge of afterschool work’’ (p. 1). In this study, the
typical after-school worker was female (86%), White
(73%), an average age of 35, held a two-year degree or
higher (66%), earned an average salary of $25 k=year
or $10.75=hour, and received no paid time to pursue
staff development training. Although some of the
degreed workers were educated in areas that might
inform their after-school practice (e.g., early childhood
education), very few had formal education or credentials
in after-school work. Approximately 40% of the work-
force involves part-time staff members who plan to stay
less than 3 years. These part-time workers tend to be less
educated, younger, earn less, and are unlikely to receive
benefits compared to their full-time counterparts. A staff
turnover rate of about 30% was found among front line
workers in this study and resonates with other recent
assessments of the after-school workforce (e.g., The

After-School Corporation, 2009; Yohalem, Pittman, &
Moore, 2006). Pay, benefits, the chance for career
advancement, and the opportunity for training were
common reasons staff reported when considering
whether to stay in the after-school workforce.

Although education and training correlated with lon-
gevity in the workforce, the after-school field has no well
accepted system of formal instruction. Staff members
who work in ASPs are seldom required to hold teaching
credentials or advanced degrees (Bouffard & Little,
2004). The lack of degree requirements for after-school
educators can be juxtaposed to the large efforts made
to prepare K-12 teachers in which pre-service and
in-service training are commonplace. The difference in
requirements might be explained by the fact that there
is no national education program or credentialing
system for after-school educators and universities have
seldom provided any formal training in after-school
programming (NAA, 2006). If available at all, the
education and training that ASP providers receive
ordinarily consists of discussions among staff at the pro-
gram site or 2–3 day workshops that serve a relatively
small number of program providers (U.S. Department
of Health and Human Services, 2007). Unfortunately,
such workshops have been heavily criticized as an inef-
fective means to prepare K-12 educators (Garet, Porter,
Desimone, Birman, & Yoon, 2001). Often they amount
to sporadic dissemination efforts that do not connect
directly with actual instruction and=or are not sustained
long enough for participants to develop skills. Educators
often have limited opportunities for meaningful inter-
action or follow-up. This design makes it unlikely that
teachers’ practice will change in significant ways
(Feiman-Nemser, 2001).

Although the military and eleven states now offer a
school-age care credential or associate degree, the con-
tent of coursework in these programs is seldom designed
to instruct ASP providers, and the utility or effectiveness
of these efforts is basically unknown (U.S. Department
of Health and Human Services, 2007). As such, we
currently have millions of young people participating
in ASPs being served by adults with little or no formal
education in providing quality after-school services.
Only a small fraction of the after-school workforce
receives training through activities designed for working
in after-school settings and the effectiveness of these
approaches is highly questionable and the opportunity
to receive such training is infrequent (School’s Out
Washington, 2008; Vile, Russell, Miller, & Reisner,
2008).

Evidence from the field of K-12 education indicates
that, under some circumstances, professional develop-
ment activities for teachers who are already credentialed
is likely to be beneficial (for reviews, see Clewell,
Campbell, & Perlman, 2004; Garet et al., 2001; Kennedy,
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1998; Wayne, Yoon, Zhu, Cronen, &Garec, 2008; Yoon,
Duncan, Lee, Scarloss, & Shapley, 2007). For example,
Garet and colleagues’ (2001) one year study of the Title
II-supported Eisenhower Professional Development
program examined associated impacts according to
program emphasis on content knowledge, active learning
(e.g., discussion, planning, practice), and coherence (e.g.,
aligns with state standards and assessments). Findings
indicated:

1. Program duration was important and predicted
higher use of active learning and greater coher-
ence. Durable professional development oppor-
tunities allowed teachers to try out new skills in
the field and receive feedback.

2. Programs with greater content focus, coherence,
and an emphasis on active learning showed a
marked positive relation to teacher knowledge
and skill development. Programs focusing on
knowledge and skill development were, in turn,
associated with positive impacts on teaching
practice.

Overall, the findings suggested that educators often
lacked content-specific teaching skills. Content knowl-
edge is critical because it predicts substantive child
outcomes such as achievement gains (e.g., Cohen & Hill,
1998; Kennedy, 1998). However, mastering content
knowledge and understanding how to apply it requires
time and opportunities to practice. This implies that tea-
cher professional development programs should provide
educators with significant, extended opportunities to
gain content knowledge and develop and practice skills
in an active and coherent program of study. Although
based on work in K-12 education, it seems plausible that
after-school educators could benefit from pre-service
and in-service staff development programs constructed
along these conceptual lines.

EFFECTIVENESS OF STAFF DEVELOPMENT
FOR AFTER-SCHOOL EDUCATORS

There is limited work on the effectiveness of staff
development for after-school educators. For example,
Bouffard and Little (2004) report that staff development
is important to program providers, increases their job
satisfaction and, therefore, helps to stabilize and sustain
the after-school workforce. Given that low wages, high
turnover, and a perception of temporary or supplemen-
tal work characterizes the field of after-school education
(U.S. Department of Health and Human Service, 2007),
such benefits are important in and of themselves.

In addition, some evidence shows that staff develop-
ment relates to improvement in aspects of program

quality (e.g., Miller, 2005). For instance, the North
Carolina Quality Enhancement (NCQE) Initiative (Hall
& Cassidy, 2002) examined quality in 28 school-age child
care programs using the School-Age Care Environment
Rating Scale (SACERS). At baseline, the average
pre-test score for overall program quality was 3.4 (scale
range 1–7) reflecting ‘‘minimal’’ program quality. The
staff training initiative in this study was associated with
a significant increase in overall program quality (i.e.,
average post-test score was 4.1). Because minimal qual-
ity was the norm at baseline, and many programs were
lower than this rating, the findings suggest considerable
room for quality improvement.

More recently, Smith and colleagues (in press)
examined the quality staff practices using seven scales
from the Youth Program Quality Assessment (YPQA).
Quality practices from a total of 599 after-school offer-
ings from within 165 organizations located in 6 states
were examined through observation. Staff practices were
rated as below average in quality (i.e., below the scalar
mid-point) for four of the seven scales assessed. More-
over, one-third of all observed offerings were character-
ized by a profile of low quality practice. In the light of
the need for improvement, researchers from this project
also developed an intervention to improve staff quality
practices. Results from a randomized control trial
showed that staff training significantly increased pro-
gram quality ratings on the YPQA (Smith, Lo, Frank,
Sugar, & Pearson, 2009).

Although these examples highlight both the need
for, and promise of, staff development approaches to
improve ASP quality, they represent exceptional efforts.
Most published reports of staff development for
after-school educators are short-term, provide training
for a small number of staff working in a limited number
of programs, and offer little or no mentoring of staff
while they attempt to implement the training at their
program sites (e.g., Bruce & Bruce, 2002; Grineski,
2003; Ferreira, 2007; Nocon, 2004). In addition, typical
staff development programs, including the NCQE and
YPQA initiatives, do not provide pre-service training
for prospective after-school educators and volunteers
such as college students. U-C partnerships offer one
means to provide staff training and education on a large
scale that addresses limitations of past efforts.

THE ROLE OF UNIVERSITY-COMMUNITY
PARTNERSHIPS IN AFTER-SCHOOL

EDUCATION

U-C partnerships refer to an explicit agreement between
a community entity and a university academic unit
for the purpose of working together over an extended
period of time to achieve common goals that are
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mutually beneficial (Suarez-Balcazar, Harper, & Lewis,
2005). We suggest that U-C partnerships can be
developed to provide needed preparation and ongoing
training of after-school educators. In the models we
have developed, there are two blended components to
these partnerships: 1) a sequence of coursework taught
by university faculty that is focused on the development
and training of prospective and=or current after-school
educators, and 2) fieldwork that allows university
students and ASP educators to apply the coursework
content in local ASPs located in the community. Taken
together, the partnership provides local ASPs with
trained volunteers in the form of college students who
earn course credit for their service and=or offers existing
staff at community programs with ongoing opportu-
nities for university-based education and training in
after-school programming. We argue that this form of
partnership is a realistic means to facilitate the develop-
ment of after-school educators on a large scale while
affording a variety of benefits to both partners.

One benefit of U-C partnerships is the opportunity to
evaluate the efficacy of evidence-based education and
training efforts under ecologically valid conditions.
Although research cited earlier has established inde-
pendent associations between the development of ASP
staff, program quality, and child outcomes, experi-
mental longitudinal studies demonstrating whether and
how systematic change in the staff development of pro-
gram providers affects this full process are lacking. This
may be the result of scholars having much to say about
ASP development, quality, and outcomes from a dis-
tance, but seldom taking a hands-on approach to affect
the program-outcome process (Zeldin, 2005). Develop-
ing and testing staff development approaches through
U-C partnerships moves the research towards a true
transactional approach that increases the likelihood that
the efforts will succeed and that the findings will be both
useful and utilized.

With respect to advancing developmental theory, the
theoretical notion of developmental contextualism
suggests that all knowledge is related to its context
(e.g., Lerner, 2006; Lerner, Lewin-Bizan, & Warren, in
press). Research conducted in ‘‘sterile’’ laboratory con-
ditions may not be valid with respect to understanding
human development as it occurs in the real world.
Jensen, Hoagwood, and Trickett (1999) argue that
research needs to move from the ‘‘sanitized conditions’’
of the university to become palatable, feasible, durable,
affordable, and sustainable in the real world. In this
regard, research evaluating staff development programs
for after-school educators formed through U-C partner-
ships has the potential to be highly valid.

Another benefit pertains to service and accountability
to the public. Public universities absorb a non-trivial por-
tion of the state education budget. Because part of their

mission is to provide extended learning through adult
education and extension that can help to prepare and
re-prepare professionals for the workforce (Weinberg &
Erickson, 1996), U-C partnerships offer an avenue by
which institutions of higher learning can provide deliber-
ate and visible evidence of their responsibility to the
state’s well-being (Eccles, 1996). In a related vein, as
Lerner, Patterson, McKinney, & Abrams (1994) noted,
the service orientation of institutions of higher learning
could be stronger and there is a sense in which access to
higher education has devolved into an increasingly priv-
ate benefit rather than a public good. Indeed, expanding
access to college and university education continues to be
among the top educational goals of the Obama adminis-
tration (Organizing for America, 2009). The ability of
U-C partnerships to provide both a direct education
service to community members and provide support to
local programs in the form of trained student volunteers
engaged in service learning is noteworthy.

In addition, it has been argued that universities
should not only help the surrounding communities
through the provision of research-based knowledge,
evaluation tools, and related resources (Peterson,
2005), they should also be required to produce and pro-
vide knowledge directed at the needs of the communities
in which they are embedded (McHale & Lerner, 1996).
Accordingly, an important goal of university research
should be the production of new knowledge that is
useful to both the academic and local communities
(Ostrom, Lerner, & Freel, 2005; Williams, Labonte,
Randall, & Muhajarine, 2005). To this end, U-C part-
nerships aimed at staff development of after-school
educators offer an excellent opportunity for scholars
to disseminate the knowledge gained through research
and evaluation activities to those who can more directly
affect change efforts (Camino & Zeldin, 2006).

U-C partnerships can also provide direct assistance to
communities in need of support that may otherwise be
unavailable. For example, during economic and labor
market downturns, ASPs face a variety of financial chal-
lenges, including: 1) The need to introduce or increase
parent enrollment fees that lead both to a decline in par-
ticipation among families with the fewest resources and
a decrease in the resources available for the organization
to offer quality program services; 2) The need to down-
size staff that could increase child-to-staff ratios and
diminish the types of offerings programs can provide
which, in turn, restricts the ability of ASPs to meet
student needs; and 3) An inability to support travel for
program staff to attend training and workshops. U-C
partnerships may help to reduce these pressures by
assisting with the training needs of existing staff and
providing support in the form of trained college students
who themselves can offer range of new skills and activi-
ties to existing programs.
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Finally, the opportunities provided through U-C
after-school partnerships are in line with the current
educational needs of children today. There is a growing
recognition that young people need somewhat different
skill sets to be successful in the 21st Century than was
true of prior generations (e.g., Larson, Wilson, Brown,
Furstenberg, & Verma, 2002). In an increasingly global
and diverse world, the ability to understand and work
effectively with a variety of populations is one such skill.
Institutions of higher education can play an important
role in developing these competencies through guided
opportunities for students to become engaged with
diverse children and families in the surrounding com-
munities. At the same time, there is a sense in which edu-
cation is viewed in increasingly broader terms today
than was true in decades past (e.g., Heckman, 2005).
This broader view of education is concerned with
learning and development from early childhood to
adulthood, in school settings and out-of-school settings,
across social, emotional, cognitive, and physical devel-
opment, and during the school year and summertime.
In this view, the most effective educators will be able
to conduct holistic learning activities across diverse
contexts that fit well with the needs, developmental level,
cultural background, and interests of the children served
(Eccles & Roeser, 2009).

OVERVIEW OF TWO MODEL PROGRAMS

The aforementioned discussion provides the rationale
and background that has guided the development of
two model after-school education programs. In the
following pages, we provide an overview of the devel-
opment and basic components of these programs. We
also summarize early findings from independent
implementation evaluations of the programs and
discuss some challenges encountered in their develop-
ment. These early findings provide some preliminary
feedback concerning how effectively the program
development process has gone and whether this form
of staff development is perceived as valuable by the
participants.

The programs share some basic similarities, but they
were created independently and in quite different ways.
The first program described, the University of
California, Irvine (UCI) Department of Education
Certificate in After-school Education, was initiated by
university faculty in cooperation with participating
community programs. The second program was initiated
by The After-School Corporation (TASC), the principal
after-school intermediary in New York City, and offers
a certificate through a collaborative effort between the
City University of New York (CUNY) and the Center
for After-School Excellence.

Certificate in After-School Education (CASE)

Planning for the UCI Department of Education
Certificate in After-school Education (CASE) began
during the 2007–2008 academic year and the program
was launched in fall 2008. The long-term goal of
CASE is to prepare after-school educators to promote
positive youth development (e.g., Zeldin, 2005). Accord-
ingly, the needs of program providers and youth were at
the forefront of discussions when designing the program
curriculum. In addition, a basic assumption of CASE
was that after-school educators need access to serious
and sustained learning opportunities that are sensitive
to the stages and types of staff being served and the vari-
ous settings in which they work (e.g., Feiman-Nemser,
2001). As such, the program was developed to prepare
after-school educators to work in varied programs
including those located in school-based and community-
based settings, offering academic and non-academic
content, and serving diverse children and adolescents.

To earn a certificate, CASE students complete five
quarter-long (10-week) courses that combine class-
room instruction with fieldwork. The classroom
instruction includes content lessons, principles of
after-school learning and youth development, basic
knowledge in child and adolescent development,
and multicultural education. These in-class experi-
ences are blended with at least 70 hours of hands-on
experience working in local ASPs under the super-
vision of experienced leaders. The integration of
direct instruction, observational learning and mentor-
ing, and discussion=reflection that occurs throughout
the CASE program has similarities to staff develop-
ment approaches aimed at improving quality in early
childhood programs (e.g., Raver et al., 2008; Riley &
Roach, 2006) and to professional development
models in K-12 teaching (Feiman-Nemser, 2001).
Although UCI students comprise the main audience
for the CASE program, it is also accessible to ASP
staff and adults in the surrounding communities
through university extension. In addition, it is com-
mon for UCI students enrolled in CASE courses to
concurrently hold staff positions at local ASPs.
Accordingly, CASE training and education occurs
both at the pre-service and in-service stages of staff
development.

CASE Coursework

Figure 1 depicts the overall structure of CASE
coursework. Both core and elective course content are
part of the curriculum (cf., Nakkula, Ayoub, Noam, &
Selman, 1996). In terms of core courses, the curriculum
was designed to provide after-school educators with
foundational knowledge to facilitate working with
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populations who are diverse in economic and cultural
background, age, and program setting. This includes
knowledge of the central facts, concepts, theories, and
science in the field along with explanatory frameworks
that help to organize and synthesize knowledge.
Through observation-based fieldwork assignments, the
core coursework also allows students to develop their
learning skills through detailed study, interpretation,
and analysis of actual programs. For example, all CASE
students are required to complete the core course
Foundations in Out-of-school Learning. This course
overviews developmental theories and research related
to a variety of out-of-school settings and special atten-
tion is given to organized after-school activities and
programs. Content areas include program quality,
staffing, evaluation, program impacts, individual differ-
ences, program types and models, and relevant historical
and social policy issues. Fieldwork assignments allow
students a chance to observe and measure program
aspects (e.g., program quality parameters) and interact
with program staff.

The core coursework also provides students with a
strong developmental orientation alongside attention
to issues of racial=ethnic and economic diversity that
are meant to shape students’ approach to interactive
fieldwork. To this end, students are required to complete
a course in either child or adolescent development or

multicultural education.1 Students are allowed to choose
between core course options based on their own needs
and interests and the age group and background of
the children they plan to serve. These core courses focus
on understanding the needs of diverse young people
from a pedagogical perspective, including how core
knowledge translates to the everyday lives of different
children. This involves having a sense of the abilities,
interests, and needs of students of different ages and
cultural backgrounds.

In terms of elective coursework, the CASE program
assumes that the most effective training will involve
regular and ongoing opportunities to test the theories
and utilize the knowledge from the classroom in actual
programs. One of the key aims of CASE elective courses

FIGURE 1 Structure of coursework and fieldwork in the UCI Department of Education’s Certificate in After-School Education (CASE).

1The number of courses that could be offered through the CASE

program was constrained. To distinguish the certificate program from

a UCI minor degree program involving six or seven courses, the CASE

program was limited to five courses. The CASE faculty steering com-

mittee decided that two core courses and three elective courses would

provide a good balance of both breadth and content knowledge along

with substantive fieldwork experiences while also allowing students to

have a choice in their program of study. Thus, although both child=

adolescent development and multicultural education are deemed

important and students are encouraged to take both courses, the

program parameters necessitate that students designate one or other

course for purposes of satisfying CASE requirements.
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is to help students integrate the academic content of the
classroom with their experiences in after-school pro-
grams. As such, education in elective courses begins
developing in students a teaching repertoire that involves
a range of content knowledge, techniques, skills, and
approaches in specific and fundamental areas of after-
school programming that can stimulate the positive
growth and development of the young people they serve.

In recognition of the fact that ASPs have diverse
goals that reflect the various interests of different stake-
holders (e.g., parents, youth, program staff, and schools)
(e.g., Cornelli Sanderson & Richards, in press), CASE
elective courses were designed to provide students with
in depth content knowledge and programming skills in
two broad areas: 1) Academic curricula including
mathematics and literacy activities for ASPs; and 2)
Expanded learning courses including sports and physical
health, arts, and technology in education. To ensure
students have a breadth of content knowledge and
related skills, they must choose at least one elective
course from each of the two main areas.

The core and elective courses chosen for the initial
year of the program were developed from those already
being offered in the Department of Education. How-
ever, because these courses were originally designed for
school day educators, the instructors often needed to
modify them for the CASE program along the following
lines: 1) include active learning and discussion compo-
nents that emphasize how the educational needs of chil-
dren in after-school settings can differ from the school
day; 2) incorporate additional lessons on content knowl-
edge and skills specific to after-school settings that
address those differences; and 3) include a substantive
after-school fieldwork component.

CASE Fieldwork

Different from many staff development programs,
CASE provides a clear synergy between coursework
and field experiences. Indeed, they are fully interde-
pendent, in part, because the faculty members who
are responsible for the field experiences also teach the
academic courses. The fieldwork is integrated into the
course content to provide designed opportunities for
students to connect theory, research, and practice.
Specifically, students complete at least 70 hours of field-
work at local ASPs to earn the certificate. The nature of
this fieldwork is tailored to student interest, course
content, and needs of the community programs that
allow for ongoing and sequenced=structured active
learning opportunities in specific subject matter. For
example, students enrolled in the CASE elective course
Reading and Writing Enrichment for After-school
Programs complete their fieldwork at a program whose
curriculum includes literacy activities. Students would

gain literacy-based content knowledge and skills in the
classroom, practice delivering those skills at the
program, and then return to the classroom to discuss
and reflect on the experience.

As part of the fieldwork experience, mentoring is
considered an important aspect of the CASE program.
Students receive expert guidance both from their course
instructors and the lead program staff at their field sites.
To the extent possible, fieldwork assignments are
matched to the students’ developing abilities so that they
can both grow and succeed. That is, as their skills
develop across core and elective courses, they move
from observation and program assistant roles, to limited
participation, to full responsibility for program activi-
ties. Both the timing of this process and extent of their
involvement is guided by the experience of CASE
faculty supervisors and mentoring program staff. The
best students may be given the opportunity to become
lead program teachers and, eventually, directors, and
regional coordinators of ASPs.

Developing University-Community Partnerships

Suarez-Balcazar and colleagues (2005) discussed
three phases in U-C partnership development, namely:
1) gaining entry to the community; 2) developing and
sustaining the collaboration; and 3) recognizing out-
comes and benefits. In terms of gaining entry, the careful
selection of partners is critical for a successful partner-
ship in the short run and down the road in terms of
maintenance and growth (Fullerton & Coiner, 1987;
McHale & Lerner, 1996; Takata & Tyler, 1997). In this
instance, a two-way selection process occurred between
the university faculty and community ASP directors
according to the interest level, needs, and fit between
the CASE program and the community ASPs.

A main concern at the entry stage of forming partner-
ships was creating a good fit between the content of
CASE courses with the opportunities afforded by the
ASP environment and the needs of the children therein
(Eccles & Roesner, 2009). In doing so, the goal was to
identify existing programs where that fit was already
apparent versus attempting either to modify programs
to conform to what the university had to offer or
develop coursework to fit the curriculum of specific
programs (cf., Peterson, 2005; Zeldin, 2005). A second
concern was program sustainability. A limitation of
some U-C partnerships and service learning efforts is
that community programs become dependent on college
students and=or faculty to survive. To avoid this
problem, field sites were also selected so that their sus-
tainability does not depend on UCI students or faculty
directors. Instead, CASE students provide high quality
support to existing ASPs that are reasonably mature.
A third concern was the population of children and
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youth served. Given research on the benefits on ASPs
for children in poverty coupled with the more limited
access to programming in low-income areas (e.g.,
Mahoney et al., 2010; Vandell, Pierce, & Dadisman,
2005), the selection of initial community partners
focused on programs serving economically disadvan-
taged children.

With these general parameters in mind, the following
process of selecting community after-school partners
was carried out:

1. Faculty identified ASPs that were potentially
appropriate for the CASE program and phone
interviews with site directors were conducted.

2. Programs were excluded if they were not inter-
ested, too far away, did not match CASE course
fieldwork needs, were not able to commit to
enough CASE students, did not have staff that
could supervise the UCI students, were unable
to follow the ‘‘student teacher’’ model of training,
or were at an immature stage of development.

3. Remaining sites were visited by at least two
faculty members and observed for quality and
match with CASE course objectives. A second
in-person meeting with the program director fol-
lowed to discuss specifics of the CASE program
and site curriculum and needs.

4. Programs that best match the CASE program
were invited to become partners. In the program’s
first year, six after-school organizations operating
multiple sites in three cities were selected.

Once sites were in place, developing and sustaining
the collaboration over the first year focused on making
sure the program was equally beneficial for the com-
munity partners and university students and faculty.
Short-term partnerships can be a burden for community
agencies (Flick, Reese, Rogers, Fletcher, & Sonn, 1994;
Zeldin, 2005) and diminish the education value of the
experience for students (Brisbin & Hunter, 2003). There-
fore, we chose to design CASE as a new educational
program (vs. project) in the Department of Education
and made it explicit to our community partners that
we were only interested in a long-term relationship.
We also had regular contact with each partner through
in-person visits, email, and surveys to determine how
the UCI students were contributing to their ASPs and
whether their involvement could be modified or
improved (Lerner, 1999; Lerner, Ostrom, & Freel,
2005). Lastly, we believed it was important for program
directors to be directly involved in the CASE courses if
they desired. To this end, each program director was
invited to individually discuss their program to students
at the beginning of one of the core courses. As a panel,
all the directors also share their expertise about

after-school education and career options with students
enrolled in a core course.

Program Goals and Anticipated Benefits

The primary goals of CASE were to benefit UCI stu-
dents, local ASPs and staff, and the children and youth
they serve. With respect to UCI students, we anticipated
that the students would increase their knowledge and
ability to provide quality after-school programming as
they progressed through the program’s coursework
and fieldwork. At the same time, these students would
be gaining marketable job skills that could offer them
immediate part-time employment or advancement and
could pave the way for a career in after-school edu-
cation. In addition, many of the students in CASE
courses also have an interest in becoming school day
teachers. The fieldwork experience provided through
CASE courses is likely to make these students more
competitive on the job market. Moreover, because
public schools often administer ASPs, having certifi-
cation in after-school education is likely to further
increase their marketability. This should be particularly
true as the CASE program matures and its reputation
expands into the surrounding communities.

Furthermore, the coursework-fieldwork component
of CASE is also a service learning activity. Research
suggests that college students can benefit from high
quality service learning activities in terms of increased
civic-mindedness, interest to work with populations
in need, and appreciation of cultural diversity (e.g.,
Anderson, 1998; Sherrod & Lauckhardt, 2009). Lastly,
students earn UCI course credit towards graduation
by successfully completing CASE courses and this has
been found to be important in other U-C partnerships
(e.g., Fullerton & Coiner, 1987). In fact, students
completing the certificate can also earn a minor in
Educational Studies at UCI with two additional courses.

There are also several anticipated benefits to
programs and staff. First, program staff have the opport-
unity to enroll in CASE courses through university
extension. As such, CASE provides for in-service train-
ing of staff at any level of experience. Second, UCI
students bring training and new skills directly relevant
to community programs during their fieldwork. This is
particularly important during the economic downturn
because many programs struggle to finance the training
for their staff. It is also important to note that program
staff members serve as experienced mentors for the uni-
versity students involved in fieldwork at their site. Thus,
these benefits are reciprocal. Third, and related, UCI
students provide their assistance as part of a university
course. Because CASE courses enroll a sizable number
of students (see below), community partners usually
receive as many student volunteers as they desire free
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of charge. Although staff and volunteer turnover occurs
(we return to this issue in the discussion), a continual
supply of students trained in after-school programming
is available to serve. As a result, child-to-staff ratios at
CASE program sites are anticipated to decrease, pro-
gram quality is expected to increase, and program staff
and directors are predicted to view CASE as beneficial
to their program’s success.

First-Year Evaluation Activities

To begin addressing the third phase of this U-C
partnership—recognizing benefits and outcomes—a
process evaluation was initiated to monitor program
implementation and ascertain whether CASE was
operating as intended (e.g., Jensen et al., 1999). Course
enrollment and fieldwork hours completed were moni-
tored. Students in CASE course electives and one core
course were surveyed at the beginning and end of the
courses. The ASP directors were surveyed at the begin-
ning and end of the academic year.

With respect to enrollment, 619 students enrolled in
CASE courses during the 2008–2009 school year. Of
these, 433 (70%) enrolled in one CASE course and the
remaining 186 (30%) were enrolled in more than one
CASE course. Approximately half of these students
were enrolled in core courses. The other half was
enrolled in elective courses, each of which required stu-
dents to complete at least 20 hours of fieldwork at an
ASP. Program directors reported that an average of
2.2 students assisted in their program each day. This
amounted to over 5000 hours of fieldwork, service,
and support to local programs during the first year of
the CASE program.

Seventy percent (282=405) of students enrolled in
surveyed CASE courses completed a survey. Over
two-thirds of respondents reported planning to work
in an ASP in the future. For many (35%) of the respon-
dents, CASE fieldwork was their first experience in an
ASP. Students rated themselves as highly active during
the fieldwork and reported engaging in the following
activities: observation, instruction, supervision, develop-
ing lesson plans, on-site training, physical education,
homework assistance, reading, arts and crafts, music,
cooking, and games. End of course survey results
revealed that 70% of the respondents were interested
in, and 43% expressed a decided intent to earn, the
after-school education certificate.

Seventy six respondents (27%) completed an open
ended question explaining their desire to obtain the cer-
tificate. The most frequent open-ended responses these
students cited for interest in the certificate were: 1) belief
that CASE will provide valuable experiences for the
future (41%); 2) inspiring course content (15%); and 3)
belief that after-school education is important (9%).

The majority of these respondents (60%) also reported
that the required fieldwork was their favorite experience
because of the direct involvement in children’s develop-
ment and the ability to apply what they had learned
through coursework. Other favorite experiences included
learning specific, useful skills (27%) and valuable interac-
tions with ASP staff (6%). The most significant chal-
lenges students reported were scheduling issues and
wanting additional training to work with children
demonstrating behavior problems. Uncertainties about
fulfilling requirements, career path, and=or ability to
commit enough time were the main reasons that students
reported for not being interested in the certificate.

Five of six ASP directors completed surveys about
their experience with CASE students at the beginning
and end of the academic year. First, all site directors
reported high interest in the CASE program at the end
of the academic year. This likely reflected the variety
of benefits described by directors in an open-ended
question and included: improved instruction, lower
student-to-staff ratio, better program organization,
improved behavior of children, and CASE students
serving as good role models. Directors also reported
positive changes in CASE students’ qualifications to
work in, and contribute to the success of, the ASPs over
the academic year.

Center for After-School Excellence Certificate
Programs

The After-School Corporation launched the Center for
After-School Excellence (‘‘Center’’) in 2006 with a mis-
sion of advancing quality in the after-school sector
through training and research. Its central strategy was
to partner with local institutions of higher education
to help develop a new system of professional develop-
ment for the field. Unlike the program at UCI, which
primarily serves those already enrolled in an undergrad-
uate degree program, the Center’s aim has been prim-
arily to improve the capabilities of front-line staff
already working in the after-school field though not
enrolled in college. According to a survey conducted
by the Center in 2008 of 1,300 after-school workers in
New York City-based ASPs, the breakdown of edu-
cational attainment for group leaders is as follows:
40% have no college experience (generally only a high
school diploma or GED), 35% have some college, 9%
have a two-year college degree, and 15% have a
four-year degree or higher. Even in cases in which staff
are enrolled in college or have previously completed a
college degree, their course of study is often not related
to youth work—a pattern evident nationally
(NAA, 2006).

A variety of sources indicated that training, in general,
and college experience, specifically, are important factors
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in staff’s ability to deliver high-quality after-school
services. An evaluation of New York City’s Out-of-
School Time initiative by Policy Studies Associates
has linked staff qualifications to the quality of after-
school programming (Russell, Mielke, & Reisner,
2008). A study conducted by the Center found that
frontline staff in higher-quality programs in New York
City had higher levels of education and were more likely
to be students currently enrolled in college as compared
to those in lower-performing programs (Khashu &
Lobb-Dougherty, 2007).

The Center has thus sought to improve staff practices
in New York City though partnerships with five
campuses in the City University of New York (CUNY)
system. Beginning in the 2007–2008 school year, staff
members have enrolled in year-long, three- or four-
course, credit-bearing programs leading to certificates
granted by the Center. Approximately 100 participants
have enrolled in each of the program’s first two years,
with registration currently underway for the third year
of operation. Participants come from a network of
approximately 25 after-school providers in New York
City, primarily drawn from the ranks of front-line staff
(though in 2008–2009 the Center created a special
cohort for managers). The curriculum consists of
coursework in education, psychology, and related
departments, with syllabi which have undergone some
degree of customization for the after-school context.
Participants are grouped in learning communities or
cohorts at each campus, proceeding through their
classes together throughout the school year.

The Center’s short-term goals for the project are that
participating staff will improve their knowledge about

youth development and advance their general academic
skills. Additional near-term goals include contributing
to a sense of professionalization in the after-school field
and increasing retention of staff members. In the longer
term, the Center expects that participants will improve
their ability to deliver high-quality content and take
on leadership responsibilities within their programs.

Coursework

The Center has partnered with twoCUNY community
colleges, Kingsborough Community College (in Brook-
lyn) andHostos Community College (Bronx), where part-
icipants earn a Foundations in After-School certificate.
Senior college partners include Medgar Evars College
(Brooklyn) and York College (Queens), where the certifi-
cate is Excellence in After-School. The sole graduate-level
partner is Hunter College’s School of Education (Man-
hattan), where participants who are managers in their
programs earn a Leadership in After-School certificate.
Table 1 depicts the structure of coursework by institution
for the 2008–2009 school year. The line-up of courses var-
ies by campus for several reasons: 1) most courses are
drawn from the existing catalogue which is somewhat dif-
ferent at each institution; 2) the interests of the adminis-
tration at each school varies; and 3) at two campuses a
series of youth development-related courses was already
on the books (this was the case at York and Medgar
Evars, although all these courses had not necessarily been
offered in recent years). Despite this variation, each cam-
pus’s line-up followed a similar pattern which included a
youth development or psychology course and a Founda-
tions of Education course.

TABLE 1

Structure of Coursework in the Center for After-School Excellence Certificate Program by Institution (2008–2009)

Institution Hostos Kingsborough Medgar Evers York Hunter

Certificate Program

Foundations in

After-School

Foundations in

After-School

Excellence in

After-School

Excellence in

After-School

Leadership in

After-School

Number of Credits 9 9 9 10 9

Courses Offered Introduction to

After-School

Programs

Introduction to

After-School

Programs

Group and Family

Dynamics

Youth Development:

Theory and Practice

Art of Effective

Teaching

General Psychology

Or

Adolescent

Development

General Psychology Foundations of

Youth Services

Introduction to

College Writing

Child Development

Introduction to Special

Education

Art in Education

Or

Music and Movement

in Education

Foundations of

Educational

Psychology:

Teaching with

Multimedia

Technology

Educational

Psychology

Middle Childhood

Or

College Composition I

Games and Sports for

Children
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Customization of courses to the after-school context
is a key objective of the Center, though this has been
achieved with varying degrees of success, depending lar-
gely on the interests of the instructor. Importantly, the
Center succeeded in developing a new course covering
a general introduction to the field of after-school, which
is now offered at both community college campuses.
This is the first course of its kind in New York City,
and one of the few offered nationally. Because nearly
all participants in the Center’s certificate programs are
currently working in an ASP, field work placement as
part of coursework has not been a necessity.

Partnering with Colleges and ASP Providers

The Center recruits participants for the certificate
programs from among the staff of a diverse mix of
after-school providers in New York City, including
non-profit, community-based organizations of all sizes,
and two government agencies which offer youth
programming (the New York City Housing Authority
and the New York City Department of Parks and
Recreation). To date employers have generally borne
no cost for their staff’s enrollment in the program—
tuition and other costs are covered by a mix of private
funds raised by the Center, financial aid, and contri-
bution by participants.

The Youth Development Institute found in a recent
study that a strong commitment on the part of the
employer to staff development was essential to
after-school staff’s success in a college program (Reilly,
2008). The Center has thus depended on employers to
encourage participation by their staff and to provide
support and incentives to those enrolled, though in prac-
tice the level of engagement by employers has been
mixed. A study by the San Francisco Beacon Initiative
found that on the one hand many managers see certifi-
cate programs as a way to improve staff skills and create
greater consistency among programs, but some also fear
this might lead to a need to pay higher salaries (DeNike,
2006). The employers most supportive of the Center’s
offerings have often been those who view the programs
as a way to improve staff retention—and in fact a study
by the National Collaborative for Youth backs up this
assertion (Garza, 2006).

Unlike UCI, for the Center (which is part of an
independent non-profit and not formally affiliated with
a university) collaboration with institutions of higher
education has been essential. The Youth Development
Institute, in examining similar partnerships, found that
the involvement of college leadership, such as an
academic dean, was a critical factor in the success of
the collaboration (Reilly, 2008). The Center has been
fortunate to build strong relationships with senior lea-
ders at each of its partner campuses, up to and including

the college president. In the best cases this allows for
coordination of recruitment, registration, course sched-
uling, selection of instructors, remedial services, and
customization of curricula. In an extremely promising
development, beginning in 2009 CUNY’s John F.
Kennedy Institute for Worker Education has begun to
fund and administer a youth studies certificate program
at one of our partner campuses, Hostos Community
College (they have sponsored a similar program for
several years at Lehman College). The Center sees such
investments by CUNY itself as critical to ensuring
long-term sustainability of college training programs
for after-school staff.

Participant Characteristics

On average, participants in the Center’s programs
have seven years of experience working in the
after-school field. Though most entered the program
with significant knowledge about working with and
motivating young people, many began with concerns
about their own ability to succeed in an academic
setting. About half had some previous college but had
withdrawn because of academic, financial, or other
challenges. According to an evaluation of the Center’s
work by Policy Studies Associates (PSA), participants
enrolled in the program to improve their ability to be
effective youth workers (67%), earn credits towards a
college degree (55%), serve as positive role models for
youth (46%), and advance their careers (44%).

Participants are 28% male and 90% African
American or Latino. The gender and racial=ethnic
composition of the staff are critically important not just
for the after-school field, but for a variety of related
social service professions to which after-school staff
often migrate. Most notably, the proportion of people
of color, men, and especially men of color among the
Center’s participants is far higher than it is for teachers
in New York City (for example, the rates for African
Americans are 45% at the Center and 13% among new
teachers in the city’s public schools). This illustrates
the potential of the Center’s programs and the field as
a whole to provide a diverse pipeline of talent to
teaching and related professions.

Supports and Incentives

Because most participants have little or no prior col-
lege experience, and because the academic skills of many
are not yet up to college level, it has been vital for the
Center to build in a variety of support mechanisms for
students. This assistance comes not only from Center
staff but in varying degrees from faculty, employers,
and peers. The Center provides guidance in the regis-
tration and matriculation process, offers a kick-off
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institute focused on strengthening core academic skills,
and leads occasional workshops on test taking and simi-
lar topics. Basic writing workshops are built into the
first semester at each of the program’s undergraduate
campuses. Additionally, approximately half of students
report receiving academic help and tutoring from their
college’s faculty and administration. Last year, the level
of support provided by employers varied widely, with
only a minority providing mentoring, access to compu-
ters, or flexibility in scheduling.

Participants place extremely high value on the sup-
port they receive from their peers, including working
collaboratively on group projects that provided overall
encouragement. This is facilitated by the learning
community model employed by the Center, in which
participants stay together throughout the year. Research
confirms this phenomenon: a study of an unrelated
program at Kingsborough Community College found
that learning communities improved students’ college
experience by making students feel more engaged in
the college process (Scrivener et al., 2008).

Participant Experiences

Attrition during the course of the school year was
approximately 30% in 2007–2008 and 35% in 2008–
2009. These figures are comparable or slightly better
than the average for CUNY as a whole. Though not
an exact comparison, CUNY reports that at its
community colleges only 2.3% of students earn their
degree in two years, and 7.9% do so within three years
(Edelman, 2009). About a third of those who drop out
of the Center’s programs cite family obligations (many
are single parents). An equal portion leave because of
employment issues, such as losing their job in after-
school or being forced to take a second job which
conflicts with their college class hours. An increase in
the number falling in the later group accounted for the
rise in attrition in 2008–2009, as the economy endured
a pronounced period of weakness.

As part of its evaluation of the Center’s first-year
implementation, PSA surveyed participants and
received extremely positive feedback, including on the
following questions:

What did the participants get out of the program?

. 94% reported completing the program with
improved academic abilities.

. 92% reported increased knowledge about working
with youth.

Were the participants satisfied overall?

. 96% of participants reported that they enjoyed the
program.

. 98% felt proud of their accomplishments.

. 100% would recommend the program to a
co-worker or friend.

. In general, participants were positive about the
ways in which the certificate program helped them
to improve their own academic abilities as well as
their knowledge about working with youth.

DISCUSSION AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

Education and training of the after-school workforce is a
central issue confronting the field. This training has the
potential to increase program quality and promote posi-
tive youth development. The thesis of this paper is that
U-C collaboration can play an important role in this
regard. The paper has provided a conceptual basis for
establishing these partnerships and examples of two pro-
grams that have recently been developed within this
framework. In the following section, we discuss some of
the larger lessons learned from our efforts to develop these
partnerships and suggest several avenues for future work.

A comprehensive approach to professional develop-
ment would ideally provide both pre-service and
in-service training for the after-school workforce. In this
respect, the two models of U-C collaboration described
above are complementary. The UCI model currently
emphasizes pre-service training to prepare future gen-
erations of after-school educators and provides trained
support in the form of undergraduate volunteers to the
existing workforce. The Center for After-school Excel-
lence model focuses on in-service education for line staff
currently employed at ASPs. Both approaches are
clearly feasible and U-C collaboration can be developed
to achieve either (or both) objective. However, common
to the early success of both models is a commitment by
key administrators and personnel at the universities. It
seems essential that institutions of higher learning
recognize the need for education and training of the
after-school workforce and that they make the responsi-
bility for providing that education a priority.

Although the focus and audience of the two models
also differs somewhat, both created education programs
designed to provide sustained, practical, and attractive
educational opportunities to meet the needs of the
workforce. This is consistent with available theory and
research on effective professional development for
K-12 educators (e.g., Feiman-Nemser, 2001). The pro-
grams featured a sequence of coursework that could
be tied to hands-on experience in the field and reflection
and discussion in the classroom. Opportunities for
students to receive supervision and feedback on their
fieldwork were also part of the training.

Moreover, there was significant agreement in what
types of coursework were provided to develop after-school
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educators. Specifically, the coursework in both models:
1) included a broad-based foundation course on out-of-
school learning covering cross-cutting issues in the field;
2) emphasized the importance of knowledge on child=
adolescent development; 3) focused on education
approaches to working with diverse and special popula-
tions of young people; and 4) provided opportunities to
gain content knowledge and related skills in several areas
relevant for after-school programming (e.g., sports, arts,
technology, etc.). In both cases, the programs drew upon
existing university courses that were then modified to
meet the needs of after-school educators. In addition,
components of the programs were tailored to accommo-
date the specific needs of the staff and students. For
example, the Center for After-school Excellence provides
coursework to support the remedial education needs of
program staff while coursework for the CASE program
aligns with undergraduate degree requirements for a
minor in Educational Studies.

Although this article has emphasized the important
role that institutions of higher learning can play in
developing the after-school workforce, this does not
imply that other approaches are ineffective or unnecess-
ary. To the contrary, multiple modes of training are
likely to be required. Among these modalities, we
believe that U-C collaborations are one approach that
might be situated at the top end of training opportu-
nities. However, workshops, on-site orientations and
mentoring programs, seminars and conferences, local,
regional, and statewide networks, and online resources
are examples of other approaches that can contribute
to the development ASP staff. At present we know little
about how these different approaches might fit together.
Moreover, efforts to rigorously evaluate these alterna-
tives are sorely lacking. We are ultimately interested in
developing ASP staff to provide high quality program
offerings that will lead to better developmental out-
comes for participating children. To evaluate the impact
of these approaches, it will be important to examine how
core competencies of program staff grow, program qual-
ity changes, and child outcomes are affected in relation
to the types of training that after-school workers at
different stages of staff development receive. Basically,
we need more information regarding how much of
which types of training are required and feasible for
different workers to achieve what sorts of outcomes
for which types of youth in what sorts of programs. This
knowledge will be critical to informing current move-
ments towards credentialing and accreditation systems
in the after-school field and to generate a career lattice
with pathways towards advancement that may help to
stabilize the workforce.

It is also important to note that U-C partnerships can
take many forms. These can range from an individual
faculty member working with a single non-profit

organization to the highest level of university
administration coordinating actions across schools or
departments to form partnerships with multiple com-
munity agencies or school districts. Thus, how one
approaches issues of implementation, scale, and sustain-
ability of such partnerships depends on the particular
instantiation of such collaboration. The substantive
commitment required of the university will vary in
kind. Up to this point, our own efforts have taken an
approach falling somewhere between the two extreme
examples just provided. For example, university involve-
ment through the CASE program primarily involves
action within the Department of Education including
support from the administration and several faculty
and graduate students, but the program also has connec-
tions with other academic units on campus offering
related content. For the Center for After-school Excel-
lence model, university collaboration consists largely
of making arrangements for students to engage in field-
work, community service, and practica.

In addition, we wish to acknowledge that other
models of U-C partnerships have been developed to help
prepare after-school workers. In some of these instances,
university entities are also largely responsible for run-
ning the ASPs in the community. The effectiveness of
these alternative models should be carefully considered.
One concern for all U-C partnerships is that there may
be a point at which university involvement becomes so
pervasive and encompassing that community programs
are no longer able to operate without university support.
Related, university-driven collaborations could also run
the risk of becoming too focused on the goals of the
university entities involved and might therefore fail to
best serve the needs of the community in a way that
more equitable partnerships would allow. To avoid
these pitfalls, it seems critical for university entities, in
any form, to work cooperatively with community part-
ners from the outset to develop a truly collaborative
educational and training program that serves the needs
of both parties well.

It is also critical that effective education and training
approaches are designed to be affordable, accessible,
and sustainable. In these respects, there are several
promising features to U-C partnerships including the
physical capacity and organizational infrastructure to
support large-scale training efforts, proximity of colleges
and universities to ASPs and populations likely to desire
and benefit from such training, instruction and course-
work provided by faculty with expertise in current
research and practices, and a consistent pool of young
people (students) available and interested to learn and
serve the surrounding communities.

A potential drawback to the U-C approaches
described is the time required to complete a sequence of
coursework=fieldwork. As noted earlier, approximately
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40% of the after-school workforce anticipates spending
less than three years in the field (NAA, 2006). The ques-
tion raised is to what extent do U-C approaches to train-
ing and education mesh with the relatively high rate of
turnover for this segment of the workforce? To be sure,
the education programs we described were not designed
to be a panacea for all forms of staffing problems. The
CASE program, for example, involves a fair amount of
college coursework that is fee based. Thus, completing
the program in full may be less feasible for the part-time,
transient portion of the workforce that is not pursuing a
university degree.

Nonetheless, participating staff report that the pro-
grams help to address staffing needs and, in some
cases, these perceived benefits could contribute to a
reduction in rates of staff turnover in several ways.
For example, participants receiving in-service training
through the Center’s program report experiencing
social support and a sense of being part of a learning
community as well as pride and enjoyment about their
program-related accomplishments. To the extent that
low motivation, lack of identity as professionals in
an identifiable field, and a lack of training opportu-
nities contribute to ASP staff turnover (NAA, 2006;
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services,
2007), the positive psychosocial experiences reported
by Center participants may foster a sense of solidarity
that could strengthen their job commitment.

Moreover, in terms of access and affordability, it is
noteworthy that education once limited to physical
attendance in college classrooms is now increasingly
available via the Internet. Online coursework opportu-
nities of a shorter duration may be particularly useful
for program staff members who are part-time and
short-term but, nevertheless, in need of formal training
in how to work with young people. Universities are
perhaps uniquely well-suited to create these educational
opportunities because they often already possess the
resources, knowledge, and expertise to develop and pro-
vide online coursework. As an example, UCI is currently
collaborating with several ASP providers to develop an
online version of the CASE program. This online
version will couple video-based instruction with remote
live access to instructors. In the process, the coursework
is streamlined so that the key lessons can be delivered in
a timely fashion that will be accessible and affordable to
a broad audience of ASP providers.

An additional option would be to establish a core
group of high quality, recognized, and approved trainers
within local systems of ASPs. For example, ASPs may
be able to designate some staff to serve as training spe-
cialists who themselves would first undergo extended
and intensive training provided through U-C partner-
ships. After becoming expert, these individuals would
provide training for their fellow staff. Elements of this

approach have been used effectively in large-scale efforts
to train early childhood educators (Riley & Roach,
2006). This method could assist ASPs with a very basic
problem; namely, how do programs provide ongoing
training, supervision, and mentoring for their staff?
Although variants of the training specialist model are
taking place in ASPs, we suspect that individuals serving
in these capacities do not receive the extent of training
provided through the U-C collaborations described
previously.

Furthermore, college student involvement in ASPs
via pre-service training is not necessarily as transient
as it may seem. For example, because it usually takes
a few quarters for CASE students to complete the
required coursework, they are ordinarily able to serve
the same ASPs for a year or longer. Accordingly, the
turnover rate for these trained student volunteers is
not very different from the rate reported to occur
for the roughly 40% of part-time, paid line staff
who possess little, if any, formal training (NAA,
2006; TASC, 2009; Yohalem et al., 2006). In addition,
the skills that a particular student brings to the ASP
could, in most cases, continue either by paid program
staff who learn these techniques or though new stu-
dent volunteers. In fact, we predict that a feedback
cycle of learning and mentoring will evolve. Students
and staff participating in CASE share a coordinated
learning experience and common core of knowledge.
This should facilitate the ability of experienced staff
to mentor student volunteers and for the more
advanced volunteers to mentor novice volunteers.
Thus, the faces of the volunteers would change, but
ASPs would continue to receive the same type of sup-
port from students over time.

Finally, we note that the U-C collaborations we have
established focused primarily on educating line staff
working directly with children. However, whether and
to what extent U-C partnerships are formed and the
educational opportunities we have described are
employed will depend on ASP directors and coordina-
tors. There is an additional need for advanced course-
work and training to help prepare these ASP
administrators. This is particularly true as program
systems expand across geographical areas that serve
increasing larger numbers of diverse children. For
administrators of this sort, graduate school programs
that offer coursework and training in leadership, organi-
zation theory, business administration, educational
policy, research methodology and program evaluation,
and grant making seems essential.

In conclusion, efforts to develop after-school educa-
tors are in a very early stage of maturity. Varieties of
approaches are now being initiated and implemented.
Although much more work is needed to advance this
area, the early signs suggest that U-C partnerships are
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feasible and offer advantages for university scholars and
community practitioners alike. The approach holds
promise as a means to better prepare the after-school
workforce to provide high quality programming with
the potential to promote the positive youth development
of young people.

REFERENCES

Afterschool Alliance. (2009). America After3PM: The most in-depth

study of how America’s children spend their afternoons. Retrieved

December 17, 2009, from http://www.afterschoolalliance.org/

documents/AA3PM_National_2009.pdf

Anderson, S. M. (1998). Service Learning: A National Strategy for

Youth Development. Communitarian Network’s Education Policy

Task Force. Retrieved March 23, 2009, from http://www.gwu.edu/

�ccps/pop_svc.html

Baptiste, D., Coleman, I., Blachman, D., et al. (2007). Tranfering a

university-led HIV=AIDS prevention initiative to a community

agency. Social Work in Mental Health, 5, 269–293.

Bouffard, S., & Little, P. M. D. (2004). Promoting quality though

professional development. Retrieved July 13, 2009, from http://

www.hfrp.org/content/download/1100/48605/file/issuebrief8.pdf

Boys & Girls Club of America. (2008). 2008 annual report. Retrieved

December 17, 2009, from http://www.bgca.org/whoweare/

documents/2008AnnualReport_lores.pdf

Brisbin, R. A., Jr., & Hunter, S. (2003). Community leaders’ percep-

tions of university and college efforts to encourage civic engage-

ment. Review of Higher Education, 26, 467–486.

Bruce, S., & Bruce, B. C. (2002). University students promoting science

in the community. In R. Garner, Y. Zhao, & M. Gillingham (Eds.),

Hanging out: Community-based after-school program for children

(pp. 41–57). Westport, CT: Bergin & Garvey.

Camino, L., & Zeldin, S. (2006). Bridging research and community

practice in the field of youth development through university out-

reach. In E. G. Clary & J. E. Rhodes (Eds.), Mobilizing adults for

positive youth development: Strategies for closing the gap between

beliefs and behaviors (pp. 177–192). New York, NY: Springer.

Clewell, B. C., Campbell, P. B., & Perlman, L. (2004). Review of evalu-

ation studies of mathematics and science curricula and professional

development models. Washington, DC: Urban Institute.

Cohen, D. K., & Hill, H. C. (1998). Instructional policy and classroom

performance: The mathematics reform in California (RR-39).

Philadelphia: Consortium for Policy Research in Education.

Cornelli Sanderson, R., & Richards, M. H. (in press). The after-school

needs and resources of a low-income community: Serving youth

and parents for community change. American Journal of Community

Psychology.

DeNike, M. (2006). Beacon workforce study. San Francisco, CA:

San Francisco Beacon Initiative.

Durlak, J. A., Mahoney, J. L., Bohnert, A., & Parente, M. E. (in

press). Developing and improving after-school programs to enhance

youth’s personal growth and adjustment: A special issue of AJCP.

American Journal of Community Psychology.

Durlak, J. A., Weissberg, R. P., & Pachan, M. (in press). A meta-

analysis of after-school programs that seek to promote personal

and social skills in children and adolescents. American Journal of

Community Psychology.

Eccles, J. S. (1996). The power and difficulty of university-community

collaboration. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 6, 81–86.

Eccles, J. S., & Roesner, R. W. (2009). Schools, academic motivation,

and stage-environment fit. In R. M. Lerner, & L. S. Steinberg

(Eds.), Handbook of adolescent psychology (3rd ed.). Vol. 1: Individ-

ual bases of adolescent development (pp. 404–434). Hoboken, NJ:

Wiley & Sons.

Edelman, S. (2009, September 2). 2-year degree of great difficulty: Few

land sheepskin on time. New York Post. Retrieved November 07,

2009, from http://www.nypost.com/

Feiman-Nemser, S. (2001). From preparation to practice: Designing a

continuum to strengthen and sustain teaching. Teachers College

Record, 103, 1013–1055.

Ferreira, M. M. (2007). The development of a learning community

through a university-community partnership. The School Com-

munity Journal, 17, 95–111.

Flick, L. H., Reese, C. G., Rogers, G., Fletcher, P., & Sonn, J. (1994).

Building community for health: Lessons from a seven-year-old

neighborhood=university partnership. Health Education Quarterly,

21, 369–380.

Fullerton, S., & Coiner, R. (1987). University=community action:

An innovative approach to community contacting. Journal of

Community Psychology, 15, 408–416.

Garet, M. S., Porter, A. C., Desimone, L., Birman, B. F., & Yoon,

K. S. (2001). What makes professional development effective?:

Results from a national sample of teachers. American Educational

Research Journal, 38, 915–945.

Garza, P. (2006). Capturing promising practices in recruitment and

retention of frontline youth workers. Washington, DC: National

Collaboration for Youth.

Girls Inc. (2008). Girls Inc. 2008 annual report. Retrieved December 17,

2009, from http://www.girlsinc.org/downloads/GirlsIncAnnual-

ReportFY08.pdf

Grineski, S. (2003). A university and community-based partnership:

After-school mentoring for low-income youth. The School Com-

munity Journal, 13, 101–114.

Hall, A. H., & Cassidy, D. J. (2002). An assessment of the North

Carolina School-Age Accreditation Initiative. Journal of Research

in Child Education, 17, 84–96.

Heckman, J. J. (2005). A broader view of what education policy should

be. In N. F. Watt, C. Ayoub, R. H. Bradley, J. E. Puma, & W. A.

LeBoeuf (Eds.), The crisis of youth mental health: Early intervention

programs and policies (pp. 3–26). Portsmouth, NH: Greenwood

Publishing Group.

Jensen, P. S., Hoagwood, K., & Trickett, E. J. (1999). Ivory towers or

earthen trenches?: Community collaborations to foster real-world

research. Applied Developmental Science, 3, 206–212.

Kennedy, M. (1998). Form and substance of in-service teacher education

Research Monograph No. 13. Arlington, VA: National Institute for

Science Education.

Khashu, A., & Lobb-Dougherty, N. (2007) Staffing practices of

high-quality after-school programs. Houston, TX: Cornerstones for

Kids.

Larson, R. W., Wilson, S., Brown, B. B., Furstenberg, F. F., Jr., &

Verma, S. (2002). Changes in adolescents’ interpersonal experiences:

Are they being prepared for the adult relationships in the

twenty-first century? Journal of Research on Adolescence, 12, 31–68.

Lerner, R. M. (1999). Policy perspectives about university-community

collaborations: A view of the issues. Applied Developmental Science,

3, 194–196.

Lerner, R. M. (2006). Developmental science, developmental systems,

and contemporary theories of human development. In R. M. Lerner

(Ed.), Theoretical models of human development. Volume 1 of Hand-

book of Child Psychology (6th ed.) (pp. 1–17). Editors-in-chief:

W. Damon & R. M. Lerner. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.

Lerner, R. M., Lewin-Bizan, S., & Warren, A. E. A. (in press).

Concepts and theories of human development. In M. H. Bornstein,

& M. E. Lamb (Eds.), Developmental science: An advanced textbook

(6th ed.). Psychology Press=Taylor Francis.

AFTER-SCHOOL PROGRAM EDUCATORS 103

D
o
w
n
l
o
a
d
e
d
 
B
y
:
 
[
U
n
i
v
e
r
s
i
t
y
 
o
f
 
C
a
l
i
f
o
r
n
i
a
,
 
I
r
v
i
n
e
]
 
A
t
:
 
2
1
:
4
8
 
1
1
 
M
a
y
 
2
0
1
0



Lerner, R. M., Ostrom, C. W., & Freel, M. A. (2005). Promoting

positive youth and community development through outreach

scholarship: Comments on Zeldin and Peterson. Journal of

Adolescent Research, 10, 486–502.

Lerner, R. M., Patterson, A. T., McKinney, M. H., & Abrams, L. A.

(1994). Addressing child poverty within the context of a

community-collaborative university: Comments on Fabes, Martin,

and Smith (1994) and Mcloyd (1994). Family and Consumer Sciences

Research Journal, 23, 67–75.

Mahoney, J. L., Parente, M. E., & Zigler, E. F. (2010). After-school

program participation and children’s development. In J. Meece, &

J. Eccles (Eds.), Handbook of research on schools, schooling, and

human development (pp. 379–397). New York, NY: Routledge.

Mahoney, J. L., Vandell, D. L., Simpkins, S. D., & Zarrett, N. R.

(2009). Adolescent out-of-school activities. In R. M. Lerner, & L.

Steinberg (Eds.), Handbook of Adolescent Psychology (3rd ed.).

Vol. 2: Contextual influences on adolescent development (pp. 228–

267). Hoboken, NJ: Wiley & Sons.

McHale, S. M., & Lerner, R. M. (1996). University-community colla-

borations on behalf of youth. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 6,

1–7.

Miller, B. M. (2005). Pathways to Success for Youth: What Counts in

Afterschool. Boston, MA: United Way of Massachusetts Bay.

Retrieved January 10, 2010, from http://www.wcwonline.org/mas/

MARSfull.pdf

Nakkula, M. J., Ayoub, C., Noam, G. G., & Selman, R. L. (1996).

Risk and prevention: An interdisciplinary master’s program in child

and adolescent development. Journal of Child and Youth Care Work,

8–31.

National AfterSchool Association (NAA). (2006). Understanding the

afterschool workforce: Opportunities and challenges for an emerging

profession. Houston, TX: Cornerstone for Kids.

National Survey of Children’s Health. (2007). Data research center:

Community and school activities. Retrieved December 17, 2009, from

http://www.nschdata.org/

Nocon, H. D. (2004). Sustainability as process: Community education

and expansive collaborative activity.Educational Policy, 18, 710–732.

Organizing for America. (2009). Education: Expand access to

higher education. Retrieved May 15, 2009, from http://www.

barackobama.com/

Ostrom, C. W., Lerner, R. M., & Freel, M. A. (2005). Building the

capacity of youth and families through university-community

collaborations: The development-in-context evaluation (DICE)

model. Journal of Adolescent Research, 10, 427–448.

Peterson, G. W. (2005). The need for common principles in prevention

programs for children, adolescents, and families. Journal of

Adolescent Research, 10, 470–485.

Pierce, K. M., Hamm, J. V., & Vandell, D. L. (1999). Experiences

in after-school programs and children’s adjustment in first-grade

classrooms. Child Development, 70, 756–767.

Raver, C. C., Jones, S. M., Li-Grining, C. P., Metzger, M., Champion,

K. M., & Sardin, L. (2008). Improving preschool classroom

processes: Preliminary findings from a randomized trial implemen-

ted in Head Start settings. Early Childhood Research Quarterly,

63, 253–255.

Reilly, M. C. (2008). Building a better bridge: Helping young adults

enter and succeed in college. New York, NY: Youth Development

Institute.

Riley, D. A., & Roach, M. A. (2006). Helping teachers grow: Toward

theory and practice of an ‘emergent curriculum’ model of staff

development. Early Childhood Education Journal, 33, 363–370.

Rosenthal, R., & Vandell, D. L. (1996). Quality of care of school-aged

child-care programs: Regulatable features, observed experiences,

child perspectives, and parent perspectives. Child Development, 67,

2434–2445.

Russell, C. A., Mielke, M. B., & Reisner, E. R. (2008). Evaluation of

the New York City Department of Youth and Community Develop-

ment Out-of-School Time Programs for Youth Initiative: Results of

efforts to increase program quality and scale in Year 2. Washington,

DC: Policy Studies Associates.

School’s Out Washington. (2008). A well-prepared workforce brings out

the best in our kids: A framework for a professional development

system for the afterschool and youth development workforce of

Washington State. Retrieved July 15, 2009, from http://www.

schoolsoutwashington.org/

Scrivener, S., Bloom, D., LeBlanc, A., Paxson, C., Rouse, C. E., &

Sommo, C. (2008). A good start: Two-year effects of a freshman

learning community program at Kingsborough Community College.

New York, NY: MDRC.

Sherrod, L. R., & Lauckhardt, J. (2009). The development of

citizenship. In R. M. Lerner, & L. Steinberg (Eds.), Handbook of

adolescent psychology (3rd ed.). Vol. 2: Contextual influences on

adolescent development (pp. 372–408). Hoboken, NJ: Wiley & Sons.

Smith, C., Lo, Y., Frank, K., Sugar, S., & Pearson, L. (2009). Youth

program quality intervention study: Impact findings for management

practice and instructional quality. Presentation at the W.T. Grant

and Spencer Foundations Grantees Meeting, July 20–21, 2009,

Washington, DC.

Smith, C., Peck, S. C., Denault, A.-S., Blazevski, J., & Akiva, T. (in

press). Quality at the point of service: Profiles of practice in

after-school settings. American Journal of Community Psychology.

Suarez-Balcazar, Y., Harper, G. W., & Lewis, R. (2005). An interactive

and contextual model of community-university collaborations for

research and action. Health Education & Behavior, 32, 84–101.

Takata, S. R., & Tyler, C. (1997). A community-university

based approach to gang intervention and delinquency prevention:

Racine’s innovation model for small cities. Journal of Gang Research,

2, 25–38.

The After-School Corporation (TASC). (2009). Room to grow: Tap-

ping the after-school workforce potential. Retrieved January 9,

2010, from http://www.tascorp.org/content/document/detail/2818/

U.S. Department of Agriculture. (2008). National 4-H headquarters

fact sheet: 2008 4-H youth development ES-237 statistics. Retrieved

December 17, 2009, from http://www.national4-hheadquarters.-

gov/library/2008-ES237-stats.pdf

U.S. Department of Education. (2006). National household education

surveys of 2005: After-school programs and activities: 2005.

Retrieved December 17, 2009, from http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2006/

2006076.pdf

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. (2007). Building

professional development systems for the afterschool field. Retrieved

July 13, 2009, from http://www.nccic.org/afterschool/pd_systems.html

Vandell, D. L., Pierce, K. M., & Dadisman, K. (2005). Out-of-school

settings as a developmental context for children and youth. In R. V.

Kail (Ed.), Advances in child development and behavior (Vol. 33,

pp. 43–77). New York: Academic.

Vile, J. D., Russell, C. A., Miller, T. D., & Reisner, E. R. (2008). Col-

lege opportunities for after-school workers: Report on the first-year

implementation of the Center for After-school Excellence Certificate

Programs Washington, DC: Policy Studies Associates, Inc.

Wayne, A. J., Yoon, K. S., Zhu, P., Cronen, S., & Garet, M. S. (2008).

Experimenting with teacher professional development: Motives and

methods. Educational Researcher, 37, 469–479.

Weinberg, R. A., & Erickson, M. F. (1996). Minnesota’s Children,

Youth, and Family Consortium: A university-community collabor-

ation. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 6, 37–53.

Williams, A., Labonte, R., Randall, J. E., & Muhajarine, N. (2005).

Establishing and sustaining community-university partnerships: A

case study of quality of life research. Critical Public Health, 15,

291–302.

104 MAHONEY ET AL.

D
o
w
n
l
o
a
d
e
d
 
B
y
:
 
[
U
n
i
v
e
r
s
i
t
y
 
o
f
 
C
a
l
i
f
o
r
n
i
a
,
 
I
r
v
i
n
e
]
 
A
t
:
 
2
1
:
4
8
 
1
1
 
M
a
y
 
2
0
1
0



Yohalem, N., Pittman, K., & Moore, D. (2006). Growing the next

generation of youth professionals: Workforce opportunities and

challenges: A report of the next generation youth work coalition.

Houston, TX: Cornerstones for Kids.

Yoon, K. S., Duncan, T., Lee, S. W.-Y., Scarloss, B., & Shapley, K.

(2007). Reviewing the evidence on how teacher professional

development affects student achievement. Retrieved July 14, 2009,

from http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/edlabs/regions/southwest/pdf/REL_

2007033.pdf

Zeldin, S. (2005). Community-university collaborations for youth

development: From theory to practice. Journal of Adolescent

Research, 10, 449–469.

AFTER-SCHOOL PROGRAM EDUCATORS 105

D
o
w
n
l
o
a
d
e
d
 
B
y
:
 
[
U
n
i
v
e
r
s
i
t
y
 
o
f
 
C
a
l
i
f
o
r
n
i
a
,
 
I
r
v
i
n
e
]
 
A
t
:
 
2
1
:
4
8
 
1
1
 
M
a
y
 
2
0
1
0


