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THE HOUSE DC: THE POWER OF PLACE

Executive Summary

Economically disadvantaged communities have often been neglected and denied access to resources and oppor-

tunities that could positively impact the long-term prospects of youth. Consequently, too many children raised in 

neglected neighborhoods are unable to overcome these hardships and to escape these poverty-stricken areas. The 

House DC, a faith-based organization located in Anacostia, was founded in order to partially remedy this situation. The 

House DC provides an array of non-traditional programs that prioritizes reading, comprehension skills, technology, 

and after-school mentoring, as well as the provision of life skills soft training – all within a faith-based environment. 

Moreover, The House DC has developed important and robust partnerships with the Anacostia High School and local 

police. In short, The House DC provides a safe place for kids to grow and flourish.

In the current case study, we implemented a cursory longitudinal study comprised of students who participated in 

the after-school program over the past 12 years. Compared to other Anacostia residents, we found that graduates of 

The House DC are significantly less likely to drop out of school, more likely to graduate from high school, and more 

likely to attend college.

We projected an average annual taxpayer benefit that was comprised both of increased tax revenues from higher 

employment and earnings levels, and reduced taxpayer costs associated with lower incidence of crime. Based on 

these data, we estimate The House DC yields an estimated taxpayer ROI (return on investment) of $2.81 in taxpayer 

savings for every $1.00 invested in the program.

This research on The House DC, provides preliminary insights to how faith-based organizations can play a powerful 

and transformational role in the lives of adolescents and youth from disadvantaged communities. It is also a reminder 

that scholars and key decision-makers should not overlook the contributions of inner-city faith-based organizations 

and especially those led by African- Americans, in helping youth from disadvantaged communities to flourish. Finally, 

we need more systematic research on faith-based organizations like The House DC, in order to explore the potential 

linkages between these faith-based groups and the various beliefs they promote regarding coping mechanisms, 

prosocial behavior, and the flourishing of youth from disadvantaged communities.
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Exposure to Risk Factors and Protective Factors in 
Disadvantaged Communities

Children raised in economically disadvantaged communities often lack access to resources and opportuni-

ties that could positively impact their long-term prospects and upward social mobility1.  Indeed, youth raised 

in poverty tracts are more likely to experience poor health, score lower on standardized tests, and are more 

likely to be retained in grade and to drop out of school2.  The teenagers from these communities are confront-

ed daily with the stresses of poor living conditions and are more likely to have out-of-wedlock births and be 

exposed to abuse and crime3.  Previous studies have consistently demonstrated that adolescents from pov-

erty stricken communities, especially male black youth4,  are one of the groups most at risk for participation in 

delinquent and criminal activity5.  To state the obvious, the inherent disadvantages within many poor inner-city 

communities lead many youth living in these areas into unlawful and harmful activities6.  

For decades, social scientists have studied the effects of variables such as poverty, ethnic diversity, and resi-

dential mobility on crime among youth7.  Among the deleterious effects of these poverty-stricken areas is the 

increasing inability of local communities to control themselves8.  Predictably, dissipating community control 

tends to yield community disorder or a lack of social order. Empirical research seems to confirm what com-

mon sense expectations would suggest - community disorder is linked to youth involvement in crime and 

deviant behavior9. 

Consequently, the sad reality is that many children reared in poor neighborhoods are unable to overcome 

these hardships and are more likely than not to end up as poor adults living in the same poverty stricken 

areas. Efforts to eradicate these problems have remained a problem for decades, and typically target the 

circumstances of disadvantaged adults – not disadvantaged children. This is unfortunate since long-term, 

youth-centered approaches are too often overlooked. Stated differently, short-term, adult-centered ap-

proaches (e.g., public assistance, tax relief) represent incomplete strategies for providing support to at-risk 

youth10.

1 Fischer, C.S., Hout, M. 2006. Century of Difference: How America Changed in the Last One Hundred Years. New York: Russell Sage.
2 Brooks-Gunn, Jeanne and Greg Duncan (ed.) Consequences of Growing Up Poor (New York: Russell Sage) 1997
3 Edin, K. and M. J. Kefalas. 2013. Promises I Can Keep: Why Poor Women Put Motherhood before Marriage.
Berkeley, CA: University of California Press; Edin, K. and T. J. Nelson 2013. Doing the Best I Can: Fatherhood in the Inner City. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press; Murray, C. 2013. 
Coming Apart: The State of White America, 1960-2010. New York: Crown Forum.
4 Long-term poor African-American children are also much more likely than long-term poor white children to live in underclass neighborhoods (generally defined as census tracts in 
which more than 40% of the residents are poor).  See Wilson, W. J. 2012. The Truly Disadvantaged: The Inner City, the Underclass, and Public Policy, Second Edition. Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press.
5 Blumstein, A., J. Cohen, J. A. Roth, and C. A. Visher. 1986. Criminal Careers and Career Criminals. Washington, D.C.: National Academy Press; Elliott, D. S., D. Huizinga, and S. Menard. 
1989. Multiple Problem Youth: Delinquency, Substance Use, and Mental Health Problems. New York: Springer-Verlag; Sampson, R. J. 1987. “Urban Black Violence: The effect of Male 
Joblessness and Family Disruption,” American Journal of Sociology 93: 348-382.
6 Bursik, R. J., Jr. 1988. “Social Disorganization and Theories of Crime and Delinquency: Problems and Prospects,” Criminology 26:519-551; Sampson, R. J. and W. B. Groves. 1989. 
“Community Structure and Crime: Testing Social-Disorganization Theory,” American Journal of Sociology 94:774-802; Shaw, C. R. and H. D. McKay. 1942. Juvenile Delinquency and Urban 
Areas. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.
7 For a more detailed discussion see the classic study of C. R. Shaw and H. D. McKay, 1942. Juvenile Delinquency and Urban Areas. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
8 Kornhauser, R. R. 1978. Social Sources of Delinquency: An Appraisal of Analytic Models. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
9 See, for example, O. Simcha-Fagan and J. E. Schwartz, 1986. “Neighborhood and delinquency: An assessment of contextual effects.” Criminology 24:667-703; and W. G. Skogan, 1990. 
Disorder and Decline. Berkeley: University of California Press.
10 Heckman, J. 2006. Skill Formation and the Economics of Investing in Disadvantaged Children. Science. 312: 1900–1902.
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Resilient Youth

Though far less acknowledged, it is the case that most urban youth do not turn to drugs, crime, or 

deviance, even though they live in socially chaotic communities. Indeed, a significant portion of youth 

in the facing of communal hardship develop through adolescence without serious behavioral prob-

lems11.  This fact raises an important question, “Why would there be significant differences in behav-

ioral outcomes among high-risk youth living in the same environments?” Many adolescents burdened 

with every disadvantaged life condition possible simply outperform the expectations and develop 

into well-adapted individuals. How can we predict who will overcome the risk factors and who will 

not? What indicators help our nation’s most at-risk population succeed? 

Delinquency research has confirmed for many years that risk factors such as poverty and structural 

disadvantage cause crime. More recently, however, scholars have also discovered that “protective 

factors” have just the opposite effect – they help prevent rather than encourage deviant activity. 

Operating through institutions of informal social control such as the family and school12,  protective 

factors tend to partly mediate or offset the harmful effects of community disorder13.  

Though largely ignored by social scientists, it would seem that religious institutions such as churches, 

mosques, or synagogues and faith-based organizations are well suited to produce the relational 

networks of social and emotional support that may help prevent at-risk youth from participating in 

negative behavioral outcomes such as crime14. 

The variation in outcomes among youth in equally socially disorganized communities, as suggested 

by the “resilient youth” perspective (i.e., at-risk kids succeeding in the midst of disadvantage and 

blight), can be explained by the extent to which an individual adolescent is protected by relationships 

with social support networks such as family attachments. A body of research suggests certain factors 

that protect these disadvantaged young people from negative community influences. Researchers 

studying resilient youth are interested in identifying what they call “protective factors,” which buffer or 

shield at-risk children and adolescents such as inner-city African-American youth, from destructive

11 Johnson, B. R., D. Larson, S. Jang, & S. Li. 2000. “Who Escapes the Crime of Inner-Cities: Church Attendance and Religious Salience Among Disadvantaged Youth,” 
Justice Quarterly, 17: 701-715; Williams, T. M. and W. Kornblum. 1985. Growing Up Poor. Lexington, MA: Lexington Books.
12 See, for example, C. Smith, A. J. Lizotte, T. P. Thornberry, and M. D. Krohn, 1995. “Resilient youth: Identifying factors that prevent high-risk youth from engaging in 
delinquency and drug use.” Current Perspectives on Aging and the Life Cycle 4:217-247.
13 See D. S. Elliott, W. J. Wilson, D. Huizinga, R. J. Sampson, A. Elliott, and B. Rankin,1996. “The Effects of Neighborhood Disadvantage on Adolescent Development.” Jour-
nal of Research in Crime and Delinquency 33:389-426; C. E. Ross and S. J. Jang, 2000. “Neighborhood Disorder, Fear, and Mistrust: The Buffering Role of Social Ties with 
Neighbors.” American Journal of Community Psychology 28:401-420; and C. Smith, A. J. Lizotte, T. P. Thornberry, and M. D. Krohn, 1995. “Resilient Youth: Identifying Factors 
that Prevent High-Risk Youth from Engaging in Delinquency and Drug Use.” Current Perspectives on Aging and the Life Cycle 4:217-247.
14 R. J. Bursik, Jr. and H. G. Grasmick, 1993. Neighborhoods and Crime: The Dimensions of Effective Community Control. New York, NY: Lexington Books; B. R. Johnson, D. 
Larson, S. Jang, & S. Li, 2000. “Who Escapes the Crime of Inner-Cities: Church Attendance and Religious Salience Among Disadvantaged Youth,” Justice Quarterly, 17: 701-
715; B. R. Johnson, D. B. Larson, S. J. Jang, and S. D. Li 2000. “The ‘Invisible Institution’ and Black Youth Crime: The Church as an Agency of Local Social Control,” Journal of 
Youth and Adolescence 29:479-498; B. R. Johnson, 2008. The Role of African American Churches in Reducing Crime Among Black Youth. Baylor Institute for Studies of 
Religion (ISR Research Report), Baylor University; S. J. Jang and B. R. Johnson, 2001. “Neighborhood Disorder, Individual Religiosity, and Adolescent Drug Use: A Test of 
Multilevel Hypotheses,” Criminology39:501-535; B. R. Johnson, S. J. Jang, D. B. Larson, and S. D. Li, 2001. “Does Adolescent Religious Commitment Matter?: A Reexamina-
tion of the Effects of Religiosity on Delinquency,” Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency 38: 22-44, 2001.
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behavior and costly societal outcomes15.  The protective factors most often studied include variables deter-

mining the impact of family, school, and peer relations upon deviance of at-risk youth16.  However, individual 

religious commitment has also been found to be a significant protective factor17,  even though resilience 

researchers have studied it infrequently18.  Similarly, crime and delinquency scholars have found individual 

religious devotion significantly reduces socially undesirable activities among adolescents, especially moder-

ate deviance such as alcohol and drug use19.  

In the present study, we examine the potential importance of The House DC, a faith-based ministry in Ana-

costia, to protect and support youth in escaping the many deleterious outcomes often associated with being 

raised in an economically impoverished community. In addition, we assess the role of The House DC in pro-

moting prosocial behavior among the youth that participate in their programs.

Introduction

Since 1999, The House DC, Inc., (The House) has been a faith-based organization dedicated, first and fore-

most, to providing a safe place with a home-like feel, for youth in the Anacostia community of Southeast 

Washington DC. The purpose of this case study is to provide both a qualitative and quantitative assessment 

of the work of The House DC. From a qualitative standpoint, we examine how The House staff approach and 

engage youth in a very organic, non-traditionally structured manner, to provide counseling and mentoring 

for short-term success in their academics as well as long-term success in career, relationships and fam-

ily. Quantitatively, we utilized longitudinal data on former House DC participants in order to compare various 

academic and career outcomes for The House DC participants with youth from the same Anacostia neighbor-

hood overall.

15 Rutter, M. 1985. “Resilience in the Face of Adversity: Protective Factors and Resistance to Psychiatric Disorder,” British Journal of Psychiatry 147: 589-611; Smith, C., A. J. Lizotte, T. P. 
Thornberry, and M. D. Krohn. 1995. “Resilient Youth: Identifying Factors that Prevent High-Risk Youth from Engaging in Delinquency and Drug Use,” Current Perspectives on Aging and 
the Life Cycle 4: 217-247; Werner, E. E. 1989. “High Risk Children in Young Adulthood: A Longitudinal Study from Birth to 32 Years,” American Journal of Orthopsychiatry 59:72-8; Werner, 
E. E. and R. S. Smith. 1992. Overcoming the Odds: High Risk Children from Birth to Adulthood. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press; B. R. Johnson, 2008. “The Role of the Faith Factor in 
Reducing Crime and Delinquency,” in Byron R. Johnson (ed.) Not By Faith or Government Alone: Rethinking the Role of Faith-Based Organizations – Short Essays on the Faith-Based 
and Community Initiative, (ed.) Baylor Institute for Studies of Religion (ISR Special Research Report), Baylor University; S. J. Jang and B. R. Johnson, 2010. “Religion, Race, and Drug Use 
Among American Youth,” Interdisciplinary Journal of Research on Religion, 6: 1-25; J. T. Ulmer, S. Desmond, S. J. Jang, and B. R. Johnson, 2010. “Teenage Religiosity and Changes in 
Marijuana Use During the Transition to Adulthood,” Interdisciplinary Journal of Research on Religion, 6: 1-19.
16 Smith, C., A. J. Lizotte, T. P. Thornberry, and M. D. Krohn. 1995. “Resilient Youth: Identifying Factors that Prevent High-Risk Youth from Engaging in Delinquency and Drug Use,” Cur-
rent Perspectives on Aging and the Life Cycle 4:217-247.
17 Freeman, R. B. and H. J. Holzer (Eds).1986. The Black Youth Employment Crisis. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press; Johnson, B. R., D. Larson, S. Jang, & S. Li. 2000. “Who Es-
capes the Crime of Inner-Cities: Church Attendance and Religious Salience Among Disadvantaged Youth,” Justice Quarterly, 17: 701-715.
18 Anthony, E. J. and B. J. Cohler. 1987. The Invulnerable Child. New York: Guilford Press.
19 Benda, B. B. and R. F. Corwyn. 1997. “Religion and Delinquency: The Relationship after Considering Family and Peer Influence,” Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion 36: 81-92; 
Brownfield, D. and M. Sorenson. 1991. “Religion and Drug Use Among Adolescents: A Social Support Conceptualization and Interpretation,” Deviant Behavior 12: 259-76; Burkett, S. R. 
and B. W. Warren. 1987. “Religiosity, Peer Associations, and Adolescent Marijuana Use: A Panel Study of Underlying Causal Structures,” Criminology 25:109-31; Cochran, J. K. and R. L. 
Akers. 1989. “Beyond Hellfire: An Exploration of the Variable Effects of Religiosity on Adolescent Marijuana and Alcohol Use,” Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency 26:198-225; 
Elifson, K. W., D. M. Petersen, and C. K. Hadaway. 1983. “Religiosity and Delinquency,” Criminology 21:505-527; Johnson, B. R., D. B. Larson, and T. G. Pitts. 1997. “Religious Programming, 
Institutional Adjustment and Recidivism Among Former Inmates in Prison Fellowship Programs,” Justice Quarterly 14: 145-66; Tittle, C. R. and M. R. Welch. 1983. “Religiosity and Devi-
ance: Toward a Contingency Theory of Constraining Effects,” Social Forces 61: 653-682.
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Background

The House DC purchased and renovated its first property in November 1999 at 1606 17th Street, SE, a 

street commonly referred to by local police as “Murder Row”. That year, the adjoining property at 1610 

17th Street was also donated to House DC. In 2002, President & CEO LaWonda Bornstein began serv-

ing and in 2003, House DC became its own 501(c)(3)20.   

From the beginning, co-founder Steve Fitzhugh saw The House DC differently from many of the other 

community-based organizations she saw around her:

I noticed that a lot of community-based organizations serving the inner-city seemed to be 

about programs and curriculum. We wanted The House, first and foremost, to be about rela-

tionships. The building was simply the space in which our relationship work was done. 

In 2003, The House DC was also invited to partner with Anacostia High School, the local high school, 

to offer daily onsite programming and provide a consistent presence of dedicated mentors at the 

school. A couple of years later, The House DC established a pregnancy resource center in partner-

ship with the Capitol Hill Pregnancy Center21.  Finally, in 2014, on their 15th anniversary, The House DC 

completed renovation of the last of three buildings at 1610 17th street.

The House DC:
Not your typical Community-Based Program

The House DC is an intensely relationship centric model for ministry, which essentially uses the inte-

rior spaces and resources of their row of former inner city apartment unit housing as an environment 

for fostering dialogue and communication between the staff and the youth they serve in the Anacos-

tia neighborhood of Southeast Washington, D.C.  The House DC offers three overall opportunities of 

activity for area youth:

1.	 Summer Elementary Enrichment Program (SEEP):  The House DC’s SEEP initiative targets 

students aged 4-12 with low reading and comprehension skills and students exhibiting low 

self-esteem in the DC metropolitan area. SEEP provides a safe and fun environment dur-

ing the summer where these children can access and use current technological equipment 

in an atmosphere free from bullying and other distractions common to their experience 

at school. SEEP also provides summer employment for adolescents aged 18-25, many of 

20 This is the official designation for a non-profit organization.
21 Capitol Hill Pregnancy Center (CPHC) is a faith based 501(c)(3) non-profit organization offering help and support to women, men and their families who are in a crisis 
pregnancy. While CPHC does not preform or refer for abortions, they provide women and men with complete, medically accurate information about abortion.
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whom were graduates of The House DC after-school program (see below) to serve as counselors. 

These counselors serve as role models and mentors to reinforce positive work skills and habits, and 

promote behavioral changes for the younger children. Each summer, SEEP offers an enriched, lively 

and secure environment for about 30-40 children and employs 6-10 adults as counselors. 

2.	 After-School Program:  The After-School program is the 

centerpiece of The House DC’s relationship-based min-

istry in Anacostia. As previously described by Fitzhugh, 

The House takes a deliberately non-traditional structured 

‘homelike’ approach in ministering and nurturing the high-

schoolers who participate. The House DC provides a friend-

ly, nurturing environment where teens and positive role 

models gather to share life experiences. This equips the 

young men and women to navigate towards future social, 

emotional and spiritual success. As Andrea Counts, Execu-

tive Director of Youth & Community Outreach for the House 

DC,  

explained: 

 

      A typical curriculum addressing high-risk behavior is  

      taught in a classroom, and the students and teacher  

      presents information and tries to generate a discussion  

      to engage the students on topics, such as sexual activity  

      or drug use.  In The House, for example, I might be in the  

      kitchen with one of The House kids, and have the  

      opportunity to engage in a conversation about a  

      relationship or other situation in school that often relates  

      to a high-risk topic, and often it is the teen initiating the  

      conversation. 

 

In fact, afternoon snacks and dinner are prime opportunities to engage in these conversations, often 

involving an informal group conversation where the youths help one another by reviewing and pro-

cessing daily events. Handling everyday hassles and anxieties, before they become constant stress-

es or traumas, in a relaxed home-like environment through a process of casually unpacking their day, 

helps them make better decisions. For a variety of reasons, many of The House DC kids would not 

THE HOUSE DC: THE POWER OF PLACE
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have dinner due to poverty and homelessness, or eating alone, but instead have a chance to 

do so in a group setting with familiar faces each day. The House DC serves these afternoon 

snack and dinner to sixty or more students per day during the week. 

 

The House DC after-school experience also serves as a platform for students to become 

better acquainted with the Internet and other technology through its own recording studio, 

where students can also receive training in audio engineering and music production.   

3.	 The Next Level:  The Next Level is the newest House DC activity, under the direction of 

Jonathan Harris, Executive Director of the Life Skills Education Center at The House.  The 

goal of The Next Level is to support participants focused on the ages 18-30, many of whom 

were also after-school participants at The House during their high school years.  The Next 

Level provides a combination of job readiness and life skills to help individuals find employ-

ment and stability in life. This expansion of ministry to include young adults is very much in 

line with recent findings from social science, which suggest that the young adult years, in 

this current economy, require multiple supports to assist with successfully negotiating this 

phase of life. 

 

According to an article entitled Pathways to the Middle Class: Balancing Personal and Public 

Responsibilities22,  the key milestones for the transition to adulthood (ages 19-29) are:  

 

     i.  Live independently; and 

    ii.  Receive a college degree or have a family income >=250% of the poverty level. 

 

Before the creation of The Next Level, Jonathan Harris, who serves mainly as a mentor 

and trainer to The Next Level participants, saw the challenge that many of the after-school 

students faced after graduating high school. Harris related the story of one such House DC 

after-school completer, who we will name Yolanda: 

 

          I visited a restaurant where a former student from The House DC, Yolanda, happened to    

          be working.  She had the mindset of being abandoned by us after graduating high school.  

          I think she had become accustomed to our constant presence in her life, vouching for her  

          when she got in trouble, and being an ear to talk to. Now, without that hand-holding, she  

          feels like she is doing life all by herself, leaving her unhappy and feeling ill-equipped for  

          the responsibilities of adulthood. 

 

22 Sawhill, Isabel et al; Pathways to the Middle Class: Balancing Personal and Public Responsibilities; Center on Children and Families at Brookings; Brookings Institute; 
September 20, 2012.
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This experience, and others like it, prompted Bornstein and Harris and The House to dedicate more 

staff and resources to this new population in need of ministry support; namely, the young adult. The 

Next Level program carries the same relationship-intensive essence unique to The House DC, but 

also include some more structured job skills and soft skills training, as well as entrepreneurship to 

assist clients in achieving personal and financial independence. 

The House DC Staff: Walking the Talk

Bornstein and The House DC staff are acutely aware, particularly from their close relationships with the after-

school students, of the challenges and issues that arise due to family fragmentation in their community. Our 

American society in recent years has moved away from the traditional definition of marriage. Most of the 

House DC students do not have role models for traditional marriage in their lives or community. With respect 

to The House DC’s mission, most of the staff is married resulting in an active encouragement of marriage. 

The House DC staff finds creative ways to help the kids to whom they minister, by recognizing the challenging 

family situations many of them face. The staff and mentors at The House DC through conversation and regu-

lar interaction are able to encourage students and instill biblical principles in an informal setting. As Deuter-

onomy 6:6-7 encourages adults to impart God’s wisdom to the young on a daily and consistent way. Bornstein 

described one such event they recently held for Father’s Day:

Many of the kids who attend The House were abandoned by their fathers at birth or lost them to vio-

lence. In order to honor the fathers we do have, we invited members of the community to join us for Ms. 

Rita’s famous baked chicken, and showcased four fathers who have been especially active in the work 

at The House.  Though it takes some effort to keep people happy on what is for many an emotionally 

confusing occasion, with Andrea as emcee and our featured fathers taking seats of honor, the tone of 

the room was celebratory, with gift baskets distributed and words of praise bestowed on those who 

have been shining models of commitment to their immediate families and The House family at large.

Measuring the Impact of The House DC

There are both qualitative and quantitative ways to evaluate the impact of The House DC on the youth they 

serve and, by extension, the community where they reside. From a qualitative standpoint, The House DC is 

best understood in terms of its linkages to the Anacostia High School, with which The House has partnered 

for more than a dozen years. A year after The House accepted Anacostia High School as a partner, they were 

asked to host an all-day character seminar attended by the entire school, a clear testimony to the value Ana-

THE HOUSE DC: THE POWER OF PLACE
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costia High School placed on The House DC’s contribution to the well-being of the community at large.

As Shatane Porter, guidance counselor for Anacostia High School described:

The impact of The House DC on the kids participating in its after-school program shows up in terms 

of their behavior in school. The House DC staff serve both as an advocate for the students and as a 

voice of discipline and accountability in their lives. I have observed that the youth who are actively 

engaged with The House are generally more productive in school and are more likely to graduate and 

go to school. The students in The House DC represent a fairly accurate cross-section of the students in 

Anacostia, meaning that the higher performance of The House DC youth is not because they somehow 

cherry-picked the best kids in the school23. 

The House DC and the Partnerships

Another important linkage that The House DC has created is with the local police department, and especially 

with the school resource officers assigned to Anacostia High School. The Anacostia High School resource 

officers are particularly focused on the first hour after school ends, when students tend to congregate into 

groups and when altercations often occur.  The presence of The House DC is especially important because 

there are a high percentage of latch-key kids in the Anacostia community, and there are no other comparable 

community centers in the area that intentionally focus on providing relational models.

As school resource officer, Charles Jones, explained:

We observe fewer fights involving students that are actively engaged with The House. For a number of 

reasons. A lot of these kids are essentially raising themselves, and sometimes are raising their siblings 

as well. They come to The House for security and comfort, because the staff genuinely care, and they 

can see that and feel that. As I overheard one student say on his way to The House one day: ‘I’m going 

to the safe house, not the stress house’.

As mentors, The House DC staff model and encourage positive interactions and exchanges with the local 

police officers, which help the students recast how they may have perceived the Police officers. This in turn, 

helps the police develop positive relationships with The House DC youth which affects the impact of juvenile 

crime on the community.

23 The fact that House DC serves a cross-section of the teens in their community is especially relevant in the evaluation section, where we compare House DC student long-term 
outcomes with those of Anacostia neighborhood as a whole.
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Measuring the Value of The House DC – Methodology

The fluid, organic, and decidedly non-traditionally structured nature of The House DC ministry poses some 

initial challenges in the effort to assess their impact on individuals and the community.  Traditional pre/post 

evaluations24  of students that are taught a particular curriculum over a specified period of time does not work 

here, nor is it necessarily the best approach when trying to assess the value of a particular program/ministry. 

The two primary goals, one Core for House DC and one Outward for stakeholders are:

1.	 Core: To provide the process and tools for The House DC to better understand both the outcomes 

they produce and the data they need to collect on a regular basis to demonstrate the financial im-

pact of those outcomes on taxpayers in general. 

2.	 Outward: To project the value of The House DC in terms of long-term outcomes associated with 

active participants in its after-school and, for the future, The Next Level program, and the projected 

savings those outcomes produce for taxpayers.

Mapping Outcomes Through Logic Models

Logic Models25  are often a staple for community-based organizations seeking government or foundation 

funding, as they are often a required element of an application for funding. Sadly, the logic models developed 

for these purposes (i.e., need one to get funding) are rarely seen again if and when funding is received. Logic 

models, for purposes of this evaluation, play a central and ongoing function of helping The House DC bet-

ter understand the specific outcomes associated with their ministry efforts for the after-school and The Next 

Level programs26. 

Exhibit 1 (previous page) shows the logic model developed for the after-school and The Next Level ministries 

at House DC.

Longitudinal Data Collection for Projecting Outcomes

As previously described, traditional social services program evaluations often revolve around what is com-

monly referred to as “pre/post” analysis, whereby program participants are surveyed before and after partici-

pating in a specific class or program. The general purpose of this analysis is to demonstrate changes (hope-

24 This refers to the process by which program recipients are surveyed before and directly after the completion of  a given program, primarily aimed at assessing improvements in 
knowledge, skills and attitudes (KSAs) pertaining to the type of training and/or curriculum content.
25 A logic model (also known as a logical framework, theory of change, or program matrix) is a tool used by funders, managers, and evaluators of programs to evaluate the effective-
ness of a program. They can also be used during planning and implementation. Logic models are usually a graphical depiction of the logical relationships between the resources, 
activities, outputs and outcomes of a program.
26 As previously indicated, The House DC also operates a summer camp for elementary students (SEEP), which is not included in this evaluation due to a lack of needed data to 
perform the evaluation.
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fully improvements) in individual’s Knowledge, Skills, and Attitudes (KSAs). However, this approach is not a 

good match for trying to evaluate House DC’s after school program for two reasons:

1.	 Rather than traditional programs, The House DC provides a collection of interactions and activities 

that comprise the experience that youth have when they participate in The House DC’s after school 

program, which will differ for each youth, 

2.	 Changes/improvements in KSAs, while often an important precursor, do not in and of themselves 

represent an actual change in a particular youth’s behaviors and achievement of various milestones 

(e.g., graduating high school). Referring back to the logic model, what is most important is the ability 

to document improvements pertaining first to the intermediate and eventually to the desired long-

term outcomes.

Therefore, we decided to work with House DC staff to develop a cursory longitudinal study comprised of 336 

students over the past 12 years who, according to House DC staff, participated in the after-school program at 

least once a week during their high school years. We then took a random sample of 66 students by sorting 

the students alphabetically by last name and selecting every fifth student as part of our sample.  

The House DC staff then utilized any and all possible means (Facebook, email, phone, personal contact, etc.) 

to obtain the following information for each of these 66 alumni that participated in The House DC after school 

program:

•	 Graduated High School (Y/N)?

•	 Attended College (Y/N) 27 ? 

27 House DC staff also collected information on whether the individuals was employed and, if so, the name of the employer, and whether they were married.  In this first ROI projec-
tion, however, we were not able to incorporate this information.  Future ROI projections of House DC graduates will incorporate these and other data elements.

THE HOUSE DC: THE POWER OF PLACE
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Figure	1:		Comparative	Educational	Outcomes	-- House	DC	
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吀漀琀愀氀 攀猀琀椀洀愀琀攀搀 攀挀漀渀漀洀椀挀 椀洀瀀愀挀琀 昀漀爀 䠀漀甀猀攀 䐀䌀 瀀爀漀最爀愀洀 刀 ␀㤀㐀㜀Ⰰ㠀㄀㄀ 䘀漀爀洀甀氀愀㨀 一 ⬀ 儀 ⴀ 䔀猀琀椀洀愀琀攀搀 椀渀挀爀攀愀猀攀 椀渀 椀渀挀漀洀攀 琀愀砀 爀攀瘀攀渀甀攀猀 瀀氀甀猀 攀猀琀椀洀愀琀攀搀 
猀愀瘀椀渀最猀 搀甀攀 琀漀 爀攀搀甀挀琀椀漀渀猀 椀渀 挀爀椀洀攀 愀琀琀爀椀戀甀琀愀戀氀攀 琀漀 琀栀攀 栀漀甀猀攀 䐀䌀 瀀爀漀最爀愀洀

䔀挀漀渀漀洀椀挀 䜀愀椀渀猀㨀 刀攀搀甀挀琀椀漀渀猀 椀渀 瀀爀漀樀攀挀琀攀搀 氀椀昀攀琀椀洀攀 挀漀猀琀猀 漀昀 挀爀椀洀攀 搀甀攀 
琀漀 椀洀瀀爀漀瘀攀搀 栀椀最栀 猀挀栀漀漀氀 最爀愀搀甀愀琀椀漀渀 爀愀琀攀猀

␀㐀　㔀⸀　㔀㤀 䘀漀爀洀甀氀愀㨀 倀 ⨀ 䜀 ⴀ 䤀渀挀爀攀洀攀渀琀愀氀 愀渀渀甀愀氀 渀甀洀戀攀爀 漀昀 栀椀最栀 猀挀栀漀漀氀 最爀愀搀甀愀琀攀猀 琀椀洀攀猀 琀栀攀 
攀猀琀椀洀愀琀攀搀 瀀攀爀 瀀攀爀猀漀渀 氀椀昀攀琀椀洀攀 爀攀搀甀挀琀椀漀渀 椀渀 挀爀椀洀攀 挀漀猀琀猀

儀吀漀琀愀氀 攀猀琀椀洀愀琀攀搀 猀愀瘀椀渀最猀 椀渀 挀爀椀洀攀 挀漀猀琀 爀攀搀甀挀琀椀漀渀猀 瀀攀爀 愀渀渀甀愀氀 愀搀搀椀琀椀漀渀愀氀 
栀椀最栀 猀挀栀漀漀氀 最爀愀搀甀愀琀椀漀渀猀 愀琀琀爀椀戀甀琀愀戀氀攀 琀漀 琀栀攀 䠀漀甀猀攀 䐀䌀

␀㐀　㔀Ⰰ　㔀㤀 䘀漀爀洀甀氀愀㨀 倀 ⨀ 䜀 ⴀ 䤀渀挀爀攀洀攀渀琀愀氀 愀渀渀甀愀氀 渀甀洀戀攀爀 漀昀 栀椀最栀 猀挀栀漀漀氀 最爀愀搀甀愀琀攀猀 琀椀洀攀猀 琀栀攀 
攀猀琀椀洀愀琀攀搀 瀀攀爀 瀀攀爀猀漀渀 氀椀昀攀琀椀洀攀 爀攀搀甀挀琀椀漀渀 椀渀 挀爀椀洀攀 挀漀猀琀猀

儀吀漀琀愀氀 攀猀琀椀洀愀琀攀搀 猀愀瘀椀渀最猀 椀渀 挀爀椀洀攀 挀漀猀琀 爀攀搀甀挀琀椀漀渀猀 瀀攀爀 愀渀渀甀愀氀 愀搀搀椀琀椀漀渀愀氀 
栀椀最栀 猀挀栀漀漀氀 最爀愀搀甀愀琀椀漀渀猀 愀琀琀爀椀戀甀琀愀戀氀攀 琀漀 琀栀攀 䠀漀甀猀攀 䐀䌀

一吀漀琀愀氀 攀猀琀椀洀愀琀攀搀 椀渀挀爀攀洀攀渀琀愀氀 䰀椀昀攀琀椀洀攀 琀愀砀 爀攀瘀攀渀甀攀猀 昀漀爀 
䠀漀甀猀攀 䐀䌀 瀀愀爀琀椀挀椀瀀愀渀琀猀⸀

␀㔀㐀㈀Ⰰ㜀㔀㈀

䘀漀爀洀甀氀愀㨀 䰀 ⬀ 䴀 ⠀ 吀漀琀愀氀 瀀爀漀樀攀挀琀攀搀 椀渀挀爀攀洀攀渀琀愀氀 䰀椀昀攀琀椀洀攀 琀愀砀 爀攀瘀攀渀甀攀猀 愀琀琀爀椀戀甀琀愀戀氀攀 
琀漀 䠀漀甀猀攀 䐀䌀 昀漀爀 挀漀氀氀攀最攀 愀琀琀攀渀搀攀攀猀 瀀氀甀猀 琀漀琀愀氀 瀀爀漀樀攀挀琀攀搀 椀渀挀爀攀洀攀渀琀愀氀 䰀椀昀攀琀椀洀攀 琀愀砀 
爀攀瘀攀渀甀攀猀 愀琀琀爀椀戀甀琀愀戀氀攀 琀漀 䠀漀甀猀攀 䐀䌀 昀漀爀 䠀椀最栀 匀挀栀漀漀氀 䜀爀愀搀甀愀琀攀猀 漀渀氀礀⸀⤀

一吀漀琀愀氀 攀猀琀椀洀愀琀攀搀 椀渀挀爀攀洀攀渀琀愀氀 䰀椀昀攀琀椀洀攀 琀愀砀 爀攀瘀攀渀甀攀猀 昀漀爀 
䠀漀甀猀攀 䐀䌀 瀀愀爀琀椀挀椀瀀愀渀琀猀⸀

␀㔀㐀㈀Ⰰ㜀㔀㈀

䘀漀爀洀甀氀愀㨀 䰀 ⬀ 䴀 ⠀ 吀漀琀愀氀 瀀爀漀樀攀挀琀攀搀 椀渀挀爀攀洀攀渀琀愀氀 䰀椀昀攀琀椀洀攀 琀愀砀 爀攀瘀攀渀甀攀猀 愀琀琀爀椀戀甀琀愀戀氀攀 
琀漀 䠀漀甀猀攀 䐀䌀 昀漀爀 挀漀氀氀攀最攀 愀琀琀攀渀搀攀攀猀 瀀氀甀猀 琀漀琀愀氀 瀀爀漀樀攀挀琀攀搀 椀渀挀爀攀洀攀渀琀愀氀 䰀椀昀攀琀椀洀攀 琀愀砀 
爀攀瘀攀渀甀攀猀 愀琀琀爀椀戀甀琀愀戀氀攀 琀漀 䠀漀甀猀攀 䐀䌀 昀漀爀 䠀椀最栀 匀挀栀漀漀氀 䜀爀愀搀甀愀琀攀猀 漀渀氀礀⸀⤀

䘀漀爀洀甀氀愀㨀 嬀 䜀 ⴀ 䬀 崀⨀ 䌀 ⠀䤀渀挀爀攀洀攀渀琀愀氀 渀甀洀戀攀爀 漀昀 䠀椀最栀 匀挀栀漀漀氀 䜀爀愀搀甀愀琀攀猀 
愀琀琀爀椀戀甀琀愀戀氀攀 琀漀 䠀漀甀猀攀 䐀䌀 氀攀猀猀 椀渀挀爀攀洀攀渀琀愀氀 渀甀洀戀攀爀 漀昀 䌀漀氀氀攀最攀 愀琀琀攀渀搀攀攀猀 
愀琀琀爀椀戀甀琀愀戀氀攀 琀漀 䠀漀甀猀攀 䐀䌀 洀甀氀琀椀瀀氀椀攀搀 戀礀 琀漀琀愀氀 渀甀洀戀攀爀 漀昀 䠀漀甀猀攀 䐀䌀 
猀琀甀搀攀渀琀猀 猀椀渀挀攀 ㈀　　㐀 ⴀ ㈀　㄀㘀⸀

 ␀㌀㌀㜀Ⰰ㜀　㜀吀漀琀愀氀 瀀爀漀樀攀挀琀攀搀 椀渀挀爀攀洀攀渀琀愀氀 䰀椀昀攀琀椀洀攀 琀愀砀 爀攀瘀攀渀甀攀猀 愀琀琀爀椀戀甀琀愀戀氀攀 
琀漀 䠀漀甀猀攀 䐀䌀 昀漀爀 䠀椀最栀 匀挀栀漀漀氀 䜀爀愀搀甀愀琀攀猀 漀渀氀礀⸀

䴀

䘀漀爀洀甀氀愀㨀 䬀 ⨀ 䈀 ⠀䤀渀挀爀攀洀攀渀琀愀氀 渀甀洀戀攀爀 漀昀 䌀漀氀氀攀最攀 䄀琀琀攀渀搀攀攀猀 愀琀琀爀椀戀甀琀愀戀氀攀 琀漀
䠀漀甀猀攀 䐀䌀 洀甀氀琀椀瀀氀椀攀搀 戀礀 䤀渀挀爀攀洀攀渀琀愀氀 䰀椀昀攀琀椀洀攀 琀愀砀 爀攀瘀攀渀甀攀猀 昀漀爀 䌀漀氀氀攀最攀 
䔀渀爀漀氀氀攀攀 瘀攀爀猀甀猀 䠀椀最栀 匀挀栀漀漀氀 搀爀漀瀀 漀甀琀⸀⤀

 ␀㈀　㔀Ⰰ　㐀㔀吀漀琀愀氀 瀀爀漀樀攀挀琀攀搀 椀渀挀爀攀洀攀渀琀愀氀 䰀椀昀攀琀椀洀攀 琀愀砀 爀攀瘀攀渀甀攀猀 愀琀琀爀椀戀甀琀愀戀氀攀 
琀漀 䠀漀甀猀攀 䐀䌀 昀漀爀 挀漀氀氀攀最攀 愀琀琀攀渀搀攀攀猀⸀

䰀

䘀漀爀洀甀氀愀㨀 䜀 ⨀ 䨀 ⠀䤀渀挀爀攀洀攀渀琀愀氀 渀甀洀戀攀爀 漀昀 䠀椀最栀 匀挀栀漀漀氀 䜀爀愀搀甀愀琀攀猀 
愀琀琀爀椀戀甀琀愀戀氀攀 琀漀 䠀漀甀猀攀 䐀䌀 洀甀氀琀椀瀀氀椀攀搀 戀礀 椀渀挀爀攀洀攀渀琀愀氀 椀洀瀀爀漀瘀攀洀攀渀琀 椀渀 
䌀漀氀氀攀最攀 攀渀爀漀氀氀洀攀渀琀 愀琀琀爀椀戀甀琀愀戀氀攀 琀漀 䠀漀甀猀攀 䐀䌀⸀⤀

　⸀㠀䤀渀挀爀攀洀攀渀琀愀氀 渀甀洀戀攀爀 漀昀 䌀漀氀氀攀最攀 愀琀琀攀渀搀攀攀猀 愀琀琀爀椀戀甀琀愀戀氀攀 琀漀 䠀漀甀猀攀
䐀䌀⸀

䬀

䘀漀爀洀甀氀愀㨀 䠀 ⴀ 䤀 ⠀ 倀攀爀挀攀渀琀愀最攀 漀昀 䠀漀甀猀攀 䐀䌀 䠀椀最栀 匀挀栀漀漀氀 最爀愀搀甀愀琀攀猀 眀栀漀 
愀琀琀攀渀搀 挀漀氀氀攀最攀 氀攀猀猀 瀀攀爀挀攀渀琀愀最攀 漀昀 䄀渀愀挀漀猀琀椀愀 䠀椀最栀 匀挀栀漀漀氀 最爀愀搀甀愀琀攀猀 眀栀漀 
愀琀琀攀渀搀 挀漀氀氀攀最攀⸀⤀

㈀㄀─䤀渀挀爀攀洀攀渀琀愀氀 椀洀瀀爀漀瘀攀洀攀渀琀 椀渀 䌀漀氀氀攀最攀 攀渀爀漀氀氀洀攀渀琀 愀琀琀爀椀戀甀琀愀戀氀攀 琀漀 
䠀漀甀猀攀 䐀䌀⸀

 
䨀

匀漀甀爀挀攀㨀 䌀攀渀猀甀猀 䐀愀琀愀 ㈀　㄀㌀ⴀ㈀　㄀㐀㌀㌀─倀攀爀挀攀渀琀愀最攀 漀昀 䄀渀愀挀漀猀琀椀愀 䠀椀最栀 匀挀栀漀漀氀 最爀愀搀甀愀琀攀猀 眀栀漀 愀琀琀攀渀搀 
挀漀氀氀攀最攀⸀

䤀

匀漀甀爀挀攀㨀 䈀愀猀攀搀 漀渀 愀 ㈀　─ 爀愀渀搀漀洀椀稀攀搀 猀愀洀瀀氀攀 漀昀 㔀㐀 䠀漀甀猀攀 䐀䌀 猀琀甀搀攀渀琀猀⸀  
㄀㈀ 愀搀搀椀琀椀漀渀愀氀 䠀漀甀猀攀 䐀䌀 猀琀甀搀攀渀琀猀 椀渀 琀栀攀 猀愀洀瀀氀攀 愀爀攀 猀琀椀氀氀 椀渀 䠀椀最栀 匀挀栀漀漀氀⸀

 㔀㐀─倀攀爀挀攀渀琀愀最攀 漀昀 䠀漀甀猀攀 䐀䌀 䠀椀最栀 匀挀栀漀漀氀 最爀愀搀甀愀琀攀猀 眀栀漀 愀琀琀攀渀搀 
挀漀氀氀攀最攀⸀

䠀

䘀漀爀洀甀氀愀㨀 䌀 ⨀ 䘀 ⠀ 䄀瘀攀爀愀最攀 愀渀渀甀愀氀 渀甀洀戀攀爀 漀昀 䠀漀甀猀攀 䐀䌀 猀琀甀搀攀渀琀猀 攀氀椀最椀戀氀攀 
昀漀爀 最爀愀搀甀愀琀椀漀渀 洀甀氀琀椀瀀氀椀攀搀 戀礀 䤀渀挀爀攀洀攀渀琀愀氀 椀洀瀀爀漀瘀攀洀攀渀琀 椀渀 最爀愀搀甀愀琀椀漀渀猀⸀⤀

㌀⸀㤀䤀渀挀爀攀洀攀渀琀愀氀 渀甀洀戀攀爀 漀昀 䠀椀最栀 匀挀栀漀漀氀 䜀爀愀搀甀愀琀攀猀 愀琀琀爀椀戀甀琀愀戀氀攀 琀漀 
䠀漀甀猀攀 䐀䌀⸀

䜀

䘀漀爀洀甀氀愀㨀 䌀 ⨀ 䘀 ⠀ 䄀瘀攀爀愀最攀 愀渀渀甀愀氀 渀甀洀戀攀爀 漀昀 䠀漀甀猀攀 䐀䌀 猀琀甀搀攀渀琀猀 攀氀椀最椀戀氀攀 
昀漀爀 最爀愀搀甀愀琀椀漀渀 洀甀氀琀椀瀀氀椀攀搀 戀礀 䤀渀挀爀攀洀攀渀琀愀氀 椀洀瀀爀漀瘀攀洀攀渀琀 椀渀 最爀愀搀甀愀琀椀漀渀猀⸀⤀

㌀⸀㤀䤀渀挀爀攀洀攀渀琀愀氀 渀甀洀戀攀爀 漀昀 䠀椀最栀 匀挀栀漀漀氀 䜀爀愀搀甀愀琀攀猀 愀琀琀爀椀戀甀琀愀戀氀攀 琀漀 
䠀漀甀猀攀 䐀䌀⸀

䜀

䘀漀爀洀甀氀愀㨀 䐀 ⴀ 䔀 ⠀䄀瘀攀爀愀最攀 䠀椀最栀 匀挀栀漀漀氀 䜀爀愀搀甀愀琀椀漀渀 爀愀琀攀 昀漀爀 䠀漀甀猀攀 䐀䌀 
猀琀甀搀攀渀琀猀 氀攀猀猀 䠀椀最栀 匀挀栀漀漀氀 最爀愀搀甀愀琀椀漀渀 爀愀琀攀 漀昀 䄀渀愀挀漀猀琀椀愀  䐀䌀 
渀攀椀最栀戀漀爀栀漀漀搀 ⠀㈀　㄀㔀ⴀ㈀　㄀㘀⤀⸀

   ㄀㐀─䤀渀挀爀攀洀攀渀琀愀氀 椀洀瀀爀漀瘀攀洀攀渀琀 椀渀 最爀愀搀甀愀琀椀漀渀猀 愀琀琀爀椀戀甀琀愀戀氀攀 琀漀 䠀漀甀猀攀 
䐀䌀⸀

䘀

匀漀甀爀挀攀㨀 䌀攀渀猀甀猀 䐀愀琀愀 ㈀　㄀㔀ⴀ㈀　㄀㘀⸀㠀㈀─䠀椀最栀 匀挀栀漀漀氀 最爀愀搀甀愀琀椀漀渀 爀愀琀攀 漀昀 䄀渀愀挀漀猀琀椀愀  䐀䌀 渀攀椀最栀戀漀爀栀漀漀搀 
⠀㈀　㄀㔀ⴀ㈀　㄀㘀⤀⸀

 䔀

匀漀甀爀挀攀㨀 䈀愀猀攀搀 漀渀 愀 ㈀　─ 爀愀渀搀漀洀椀稀攀搀 猀愀洀瀀氀攀 漀昀 㔀㌀ 䠀漀甀猀攀 䐀䌀 
瀀愀爀琀椀挀椀瀀愀渀琀猀 昀爀漀洀 ㈀　　㐀 琀漀 ㈀　㄀㘀⸀  ㄀㌀ 愀搀搀椀琀椀漀渀愀氀 䠀漀甀猀攀 䐀䌀 猀琀甀搀攀渀琀猀 椀渀 琀栀攀 
猀愀洀瀀氀攀 愀爀攀 猀琀椀氀氀 椀渀 䠀椀最栀 匀挀栀漀漀氀⸀

㤀㘀─䄀瘀攀爀愀最攀 䠀椀最栀 匀挀栀漀漀氀 䜀爀愀搀甀愀琀椀漀渀 爀愀琀攀 昀漀爀 䠀漀甀猀攀 䐀䌀 猀琀甀搀攀渀琀猀⸀ 䐀
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Previous longitudinal research, including the aforementioned meta-analysis by the Brookings Institution, 

shows that both high school graduation and at least enrolling in college is a significant predictor, both for life-

time earnings and in terms of decreased likelihood of criminal involvement.  Figure 1 (previous page) shows 

the comparative educational outcomes for the sample of 66 The House DC graduates28,  as compared to the 

most recent high school graduation and college enrollment for the Anacostia community as a whole (per U.S. 

Census data).

Projecting Economic Value for Improved Educational Outcomes via ROI

The next step in the development of a projected ROI for The House DC is to translate this differential in edu-

cational outcomes into economic terms in three ways:

1.	 Incremental lifetime tax revenues for high school graduates versus high school dropouts

2.	 Incremental lifetime tax revenues for college enrollees versus high school dropouts

3.	 Estimated annual savings in the cost of crime per high school graduate.

In social science terms, these first two measures are generally referred to as prosocial outcomes, which, 

in this context, refers to the benefits of improved educational outcomes that accrue to taxpayers. The third 

measure is simply producing a value by measuring the absence of a negative outcome, which means tax-

payer savings associated with lower incidence and thus costs of crime associated with improved educational 

outcomes.

Based on an average of 28 The House DC ‘graduates’ per year (336 total active The House DC participants 

over 12 years), we project an average annual taxpayer benefit (comprised both of increased tax revenues 

from higher employment and earnings levels, and reduced taxpayer costs associated with lower incidence of 

crime) of close to $1 million. Based on the estimated average annual cost of $337,652 for the The House DC 

after school program over these past 12 years, this results in an estimated taxpayer ROI of $2.81 in taxpayer 

savings for every $1.00 invested in the program (see Exhibit 2 for the complete ROI analysis for The House 

DC’s after school program).

See Exhibit 2: Economic Savings: Projected Earnings Based on Academic Achievement (previous page).

28 13 of the 66 House DC participants in the sample had not yet graduated.  Information regarding college enrollment was available for only 43 of the 53 House DC participants that 
graduated high school.
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Conclusion

Though it may seem counterintuitive, some research suggests that religion’s influence provides the 

greatest impact on behavior in highly secularized and run-down communities29.  This line of thinking 

suggests that religion becomes least effective in highly integrated and organized communities where 

religious morality is redundant given the other sources of moral authority and social control. Conse-

quently, faith-based ministries located in very poor and disadvantaged communities, like The House 

DC in Anacostia, have the potential to play a unique and catalytic role in changing the trajectory of 

adolescents from these communities. It would seem prudent, therefore, that faith-based ministries 

seeking to aid youth be even more intentional about outreach efforts to youth residing in disadvan-

taged neighborhoods (i.e., high crime areas) rather than middle class suburbs. 

The present study suggests that future research concerning protective or resiliency factors for youth 

from disadvantaged communities may be short-sighted if the role of faith-based organizations in 

protecting disadvantaged black youth from harmful outcomes is overlooked. In the spirit of multifac-

eted approaches to various social problems, the religious community should be included in various 

partnership strategies to help youth become more resilient in the face of adversity. Though much 

more research is needed in this area, the current study provides preliminary evidence that organiza-

tions like The House DC may play an important role as an agency of local social control in communi-

ties too often hampered by disorder and disadvantage.

In conclusion, this study demonstrates that faith based organizations, and especially those led by 

African-Americans, should no longer be overlooked by scholars and key decision-makers. Moreover, 

social scientists should begin conducting both qualitative and quantitative studies of the efficacy of 

these agencies of local social control. On the qualitative side, for example, ethnographic research is 

needed to explore the formation and intensity of social support networks within faith-based orga-

nizations serving residents of inner cities. This research should also explore the potential linkages 

between these faith-based groups and the various beliefs they promote regarding coping mecha-

nisms and prosocial behavior within high disorder communities. Further, we need to know more 

about which factors motivate workers, volunteers, and mentors to assist, mentor, and collaborate 

with youth, particularly at risk youth, in addition to how and why these factors motivate in the first 

place. Finally, we need to conduct more rigorous research and quantitative analyses that facilitate a 

better understanding of the interaction between, as well as the direct and indirect effects of, religious 

involvement, and other intervening and dependent variables that are traditionally studied in social 

scientific research.

29 C.R. Tittle and Welch, M.R. (1983). Religiosity and Deviance: Toward a Contingency Theory of Constraining Effects. Social Forces 61, N 3 (March): pg. 653-682.
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