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During summer and fall 2002, Urban Institute staff visited three communities for The Wallace Foundation 
(hereafter, “the Foundation”), to learn as much as possible about existing community-based programs for 
children and youth and the interconnections among them.  The three communities were: 

• Community School District 10 in the Bronx, New York (roughly, the northwest corner of the Bronx); 
• Providence, Rhode Island; and 
• Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. 

This brief describes the goals of this work, what we did to accomplish them, and what we learned in the 
process.  It focuses particularly on the technique of “community mapping” as we used it.  We present 
results obtained for the three communities visited, not for their own sake but as illustrations of how other 
communities or funders might apply the technique to expand and improve their programming for children 
and youth.  Because of its graphical nature, community mapping reveals otherwise hidden patterns in 
community programs, which can lead to more informed and effective decisions about these programs. 

PROJECT GOALS 

The Foundation was interested in understanding more about three types of programs in communities it 
was considering for funding – family literacy programs, after-school/out-of-school programs, and youth 
development programs.  Community mapping for these programs in the three communities included 
describing how information, people, and money flowed (or did not flow) among the programs, and 
between the programs and other organizations in the community.  This information was analyzed in ways 
that helped the Foundation pursue their interest in making grants to improve program quality, increase 
access to programming among children and youth, and increase parent involvement in programming 
when involvement will help children and youth. 

FOCUSING ON INFORMATION, PEOPLE, AND MONEY  

We wanted, first and foremost, to describe flows of information, people, and money.  We also wanted to 
learn how these flows might shape programs, and how changes in the flows might affect programs.  
Finally, we expected that knowing about these flows could help the Foundation target grantmaking to 
strategically effective activities. 

Information flows could be about children and youth, including their talents, accomplishments, issues, 
problems, and reasons for referral when referrals are made.  Information could describe what other 
programs are doing; new techniques and approaches for delivering program services; policies, political 
changes, or alliances that would affect program functioning, or new developments with funding sources.  
Knowing what information people have about programming innovations and how they get it could explain 
program quality.  Knowing whether and how they learn about management skills and techniques could 
explain program (in)stability.  And knowing what people know about other programs and how they learn it 
could explain referral patterns or their absence. 
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People flows could involve children referred between programs; interns, volunteers, trainers, or technical 
assistance providers working in or with programs; or parents or community members contributing to the 
program in a variety of ways.  Knowing about people flows could increase understanding of referral 
patterns or their absence, which in turn may explain the access that children and youth have to services 
they need.  Knowing whether a program uses training and technical assistance could help explain 
program quality and commitment to continuous improvement.  Knowing who is linked to whom through 
meetings, collaborations, and alliances provides clues about existing infrastructure and points toward 
opportunities to strengthen that infrastructure. 

Money flows could include user fees, government grants and contracts, foundation or corporate grants, 
support from one’s own umbrella agency (if one exists), general fundraising (e.g., galas, annual or capital 
campaigns, walkathons), and major in-kind contributions (e.g., having free space).  Knowing about money 
flows could increase understanding of why programs flourish or die, why staffing ratios are what they are, 
why programs cannot extend hours to accommodate parental involvement, and many other aspects of 
program reality. 

CREATING A DATA-GATHERING TOOL 

To gather data for community mapping, we developed a template from which we created a unique 
interview guide for each community we visited.  The template included nine categories: 

1. Funders and sources of funding, including public agencies (city, county, state, and federal); 
foundations and corporations, and other fundraising such as annual campaigns (money flows, and 
sometimes information and people); 

2. Children and youth programs with which the program being interviewed might interact, including 
programs run by public agencies and community-based nonprofit agencies providing after-
school/youth development or family literacy services (information and people flows);  

3. Sources of staff-like support (interns and volunteers) into the program, including 4-year and 
community colleges, universities, high schools, and other (people flows); 

4. Parent and community involvement, as volunteers, board members, advisory group members, 
participants (e.g., in family literacy programs), fundraisers (people flows); 

5. Sources of training and technical assistance, including colleges and universities, organizations 
specializing in training, program funders, national organizations and their affiliates at annual and 
regional conferences and other venues (information and people flows); 

6. Mechanisms for recruiting children and youth, (people flows); 
7. Agencies to which the program refers its own children and youth, (people flows, possibly also 

information); 
8. Cultural institutions (information and people flows); 
9. Sources of information about best practices, potential collaborators, politics, money, etc., including 

newsletters; email and internet lists; regular local meetings; membership in councils, task forces, 
and/or associations of similar programs.  Some of these sources may themselves be alliances and 
collaborations (information flows). 

 
The first task in each community was to customize this template to assure that it included all relevant 
organizations and resources in each category.  For funding this meant identifying the funding sources that 
might be supporting any of the children and youth programs of interest.  The funders list was usually quite 
long—between two and three single-spaced pages.  The list of children and youth programs included all 
those we actually visited, plus as many as we could identify that also operated in the community.  
Preliminary telephone interviews with programs helped to identify some sources (e.g., for training and 
technical assistance, and sources of information about best practices).1 

                                                 

1 Because we were not knowledgeable about the three communities before visiting them, we missed a lot even with preliminary 
telephone calls.  The first few interviews contributed major additions and corrections in every category, such that we revised the 
guide significantly for the remaining 10 to 15 interviews.  People interviewed with the preliminary guide had the opportunity to add to 
and correct what we learned during the actual interview.   If a community group wanted to do its own community mapping using our 
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USING THE TOOL 

Using the interview guide, we spoke with program directors and sometimes other program staff.  For 
every agency or program on the guide, we asked whether they knew of the program or agency, and if 
yes, whether they had any interactions with it.  If they did have interactions, we asked their nature, which 
we subsequently differentiated as “some interaction” and “working together/collaboration.”   “Some 
interaction” covered a wide range of experiences, including directors seeing each other at meetings or 
occasionally referring someone between the programs.  To be considered “working together/ 
collaborating,” the programs had to have joint funding, work with some of the same program participants 
in an organized way, develop programs together, or otherwise demonstrate real partnership.   
 
Some categories required special approaches since basic descriptions of interactions did not work well.  
For instance, we asked about parental and community involvement in the program, probed for every 
possible type, and later classified what people said as “regular involvement, as board members, regular 
volunteers”; “occasional involvement – come to events, etc.,” and “participation – regularly come to 
program and participate in its activities with their child.”  For cultural institutions, we differentiated between 
programs that only used an institution (taking its children to the library, zoo, etc.) and programs that 
worked collaboratively with the institution, including the institution bringing its activities to the children/ 
youth program.  
 
ANALYZING THE RESULTS 

Once all interviews were completed and program directors had had a chance to review and revise them 
for accuracy, we combined information from all interview into charts.  The charts allowed us to see at a 
glance who was working with whom, who was funding whom, who got training and who did not, and other 
vital information.  To illustrate three of the many possible uses of these charts, we present here cross-
community comparisons of training, access to public funding, and use of cultural institutions.  Each 
column represents a program we interviewed; each row indicates a source – of training, funding, or 
cultural institution.  Family literacy programs appear on the left, after-school/youth development programs 
on the right.  Names of programs and funders have been removed to emphasize that the pattern is the 
important point of focus. 

                                                                                                                                                             

template, its more intimate knowledge of local programming and funding sources would undoubtedly contribute to a more complete 
and accurate interview guide from the beginning.  The mapping exercise would still be important, however, because in most 
communities, programs are not as knowledgeable about each other as might be supposed. 
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Training patterns vary a good deal in the three communities, as the charts below show (a lightly shaded 
cell means the program receives something from the source; darker shading means the program also 
serves as trainer to others).  Bronx and Pittsburgh program staff receive a good deal of training.  
Providence programs, in contrast, use relatively little training.  In the Bronx, this training comes mostly 
from local sources (special training agencies, colleges, and universities).  Pittsburgh programs tend to 
make more use of conferences of national organizations and their local or regional affiliates.   

The charts also allow one to identify programs that are relatively isolated or relatively connected with 
respect to whatever issue one is charting.  The training charts just examined make clear that one family 
literacy program in the Bronx and one in Pittsburgh receive training from only one source, while their 
fellow programs use several more sources.  For Providence, one can see that two after-school/youth 
development programs make more use of training (with three or four sources) than most other programs, 
which have only one, or no sources of training and technical assistance. 

Funding patterns are also interesting to examine across the three cities.  The charts below show only 
city agency funding sources, which differ considerably among the three cities (light shading indicates in-
kind contributions only).  Programs in the Bronx receive the most consistent support from local public 
agencies, with several agencies including funding for family literacy or after-school/youth development 
programming in their regular budgets.  Of course, this funding is never enough to serve all youth in need, 
but it does indicate substantial public commitment.  The patterns in the Bronx chart also indicate that 
most family literacy programs rely on relatively few city funding sources compared to after-school/youth 
development programs, leaving them, perhaps, more vulnerable to funding shifts. 

 

The top row in each funding chart is the local public school system (not labeled on the charts).  One can 
see that the public schools contribute to most of the programs in the Bronx but to very few in Providence, 
with Pittsburgh in between.  Providence programs appear to have access to fewer local public funding 
sources than programs in either the Bronx or Pittsburgh (as indicated by fewer rows in the charts).  Some 
Providence programs operate with no city funding – a situation that does not happen with the programs 
we visited in the Bronx, and happens with only one Pittsburgh program we visited. 
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The final comparison we make using results from the three communities is use of cultural institutions.   
In the charts below, lighter shading indicates that a program uses a cultural institution, while darker 
shading indicates the program has a partnering or collaborative arrangement with the cultural institution, 
including having cultural programming delivered at the program site.  The charts reveal that programs we 
visited in the Bronx are weakest among the programs in the three cities on collaborative partnerships with 
cultural institutions, Pittsburgh programs are strongest, and Providence programs are in between.   

Bronx programs have no collaborative arrangements with New York City cultural institutions.  They take 
their children and youth to visit museums, parks, and some sports events, but with one exception those 
institutions’ programming never comes to the Bronx program sites.  Even use of local branch libraries is 
limited.  Many Providence programs have strong relationships with local cultural institutions, especially 
the library.  Of the three communities we visited, Pittsburgh programs have the strongest relationships 
with cultural programs.  Many already collaborate extensively with the Carnegie Library, Children’s 
Museum, Carnegie Science Museum, and other museums, with good opportunities to expand. 

 

USING COMMUNITY MAPPING 

As outsiders to the communities we visited, we used community mapping as a way to meet people, see 
programs, and get a lot of organized, condensed information about a community quickly.  We analyzed 
our data mainly to identify major players, patterns and gaps, which may represent opportunities for a 
funder such as The Wallace Foundation to help a community move its programs forward.  

Community mapping has many other potential uses, all of which depend on honest responses offered in a 
cooperative atmosphere.  The technique is flexible enough to be used for many purposes.  It should be 
considered a tool for encouraging program development, community networking, and collaboration.  

One use is to see how interactions among programs, funders and other entities change over time.  If the 
goal is to build relationships and collaborations, one would hope that the charts from year to year would 
show more dark shading, and dark shading where no relationships previously existed.  Another use is to 
help community members organize themselves.  If a group of providers creates a self-interview guide 
from our template, each provider could use it to describe itself and its interrelationships with other 
programs.  The group members could see where they have gaps that they want to fill, identify funding and 


