


IL
LU

ST
R

A
TI

O
N

 B
Y

 M
A

ST
ER

FI
LE

SCALE

www.ssireview.com STANFORD SOCIAL INNOVATION REVIEW 19

The Challenge of Replicating Social Programs

going to

HOMELESSNESS,
illiteracy, chronic unemployment: non-

profits struggle to address society’s most intractable
problems. And yet, as Bill Clinton noted, in reviewing school-

reform initiatives during his presidency, “Nearly every problem has been
solved by someone, somewhere.” The frustration is that “we can’t seem to

replicate [those solutions] anywhere else.”1

With a few exceptions, the nonprofit sector in the United States is comprised of cot-
tage enterprises – thousands upon thousands of programs, each operating in a single neigh-

borhood, in a single city or town. Often, this may be the most appropriate form of organization,
but in some – perhaps many – cases, it represents a substantial loss to society overall. Time, funds,

and imagination are poured into new programs that at best reinvent the wheel, while the potential of
programs that have already proven their effectiveness remains sadly underdeveloped.

One impediment to replication is the prevailing bias among funders to support innovative, “break-
through” ideas.2 Another is the fact that, for many people, the concept conjures up images of bureaucracy and

centralized control. Such images are uninviting in any sphere, but they are especially problematic in the non-
profit sector, where local “ownership” by donors and volunteers plays such an important part in organizational
success. Add in the fact that for many social entrepreneurs, autonomy is an important form of psychic income,
and it becomes easy to understand why implementing someone else’s dream tends not to be nearly as satisfying
as building one’s own.

In practice, however, replication is anything but a cookie-cutter process. The objective is to reproduce a suc-
cessful program’s results, not to slavishly recreate every one of its features. At the heart of replication is the move-
ment of an organization’s theory of change to a new location. In some cases, this might entail transferring a
handful of practices from one site to another; in others, the wholesale cloning of the organization’s culture.
Whatever the specifics, the right choice – including whether to replicate at all – will be strongly influenced by

the complexity of the organization’s theory of change and the degree to which it can be articulated and
standardized.3

Before turning to replication in the social sector, however, it is worth spending a moment on
its for-profit sector analogue, franchising. Born in the 1920s, the franchise has become one 

of the dominant organization forms of our time, accounting today for roughly 50 per-
cent of all U.S. retail sales. Franchise organizations align the energy and investment

of local entrepreneurs with the strength of a network that may encompass hun-
dreds or even thousands of units operating under the same trademark in 

different locations. While there are sharp differences between the for-
profit and nonprofit sectors, which limit the analogy, fran-

chising offers some thought-provoking lessons for
social enterprises seeking to grow.4

First is the value
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of a proven program. Leveraging the knowledge developed by
someone else can enable a new site to increase the speed of
implementation and the odds of obtaining the desired outcomes.
Independent start-ups in the for-profit sector face a much higher
failure rate than new units in a franchise chain.  The Small Busi-
ness Administration estimates that approximately half of all
small business start-ups fail within five years. The comparable rate
for franchise units is half that, or about 25 percent. Quite simply,
replication can reduce the risk of failure.

Adopting a recognized model can also make it easier to attract
resources. A well-known franchise will attract customers even in
a new market, because they associate the brand name with deliv-
erables they know they can count on. Comparable benefits can
accrue in the nonprofit sector. For example, prospective Habitat
for Humanity volunteers know what the organization is trying
to do, what to expect when they volunteer, and what the results
of their work will be. Likewise, prospective donors, who want
to be sure their gifts will have an impact, know that the organi-
zation is building on the experience of others who have used the
same program successfully.

Finally, by virtue of being part of a larger system, local pro-
grams may gain access to resources and expertise in areas such as
fund raising, human resources, and legal services that might be
unaffordable for a single unit. They will also be able to tap into ideas
and knowledge generated by other sites. A network provides a nat-
ural environment for experimentation and learning. McDonald’s
Big Mac, Filet-O-Fish, and Egg McMuffin were all innovations con-
ceived by local franchisees. Similarly, City Year’s Young Heroes pro-
gram, which engages middle-school students in service and has
spread throughout the system, was developed in Providence,
R.I., not at the organization’s headquarters in Boston.

The core of a franchise is a proven (which is to say a profitable)
business idea that can be replicated in multiple sites. What makes
replicating social ideas so complicated, and how can the key
issues be addressed?

Is Replication a Reasonable and Responsible Option?
Replicating programs that do not produce results is at best a waste
of precious social resources and at worst a source of active harm
to the participants. For this reason, the first question to ask is
whether there is enough substantive evidence of success to jus-
tify replication.

What constitutes “enough” will vary, depending on the nature
of the program, its longevity, and the scope of the contemplated
replication. Expanding from 10 sites to 100 requires more proof
of demonstrated success than opening a second location, while
programs that truly break new ground need more evidence that
the desired results can be sustained over time than those whose
methods are tried-and-true.5 At a minimum, however, an orga-
nization has to be able to show that its theory of change is strong,
that its initial outcomes are encouraging, and that it has systems
in place to track key performance data going forward.

Acquiring evidence of success can be challenging, not least
because much of the work nonprofits do involves social inter-
ventions, where outcomes are notoriously hard to define and the
full effects can take years to see. Nevertheless, the issue of demon-
strable results must be dealt with head-on if good decisions about
investing resources in creating social change are to be made. The
ability to assess (through direct measures or meaningful proxies)
whether a program is generating value for its key constituents is
an essential prerequisite for any discussion about replication.

Equally important is the ability to articulate the organization’s
theory of change, which reflects both its view of why its program
works and its understanding of the activities required to produce
successful outcomes for its key constituents – recipients, donor-
funders, staff, and volunteers. To illustrate, consider the problem
of early-childhood literacy. An organization with a strong theory
of change will be able to specify not only how it is going to
affect its participants’ reading ability (through one-on-one tutor-
ing, say), but also which of its activities are essential to create pos-
itive outcomes and how those activities must be executed.
Answers to questions such as “How will the tutoring be delivered?
How often? and By whom?” are, in essence, the organization’s
social technology. And it is this core technology that will have to
be replicated in new sites.

In some nonprofits, the organization’s culture is a key element
in its theory of change. City Year is a Boston-based organization
that brings together young people, ages 17 to 21, for a yearlong
stint of community service in urban areas. Its culture embraces
individual differences and embodies the belief that individuals can
change their communities.6 This worldview, which is both an out-
come of the program and a key element in making the program
work, is primarily a byproduct of how the organization operates
– its structures, systems, and processes, reinforced by the pur-
poseful efforts of City Year’s leaders. Replicating the culture of
an organization is a far more complicated undertaking than
replicating a few program elements.

One of the key dimensions on which theories of change
vary is their degree of complexity, as measured by the number
of activities required to create the desired outcomes. For orga-
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nizations seeking to produce value on a broad array of dimen-
sions, identifying the requisite interventions and ensuring that they
are all in place is a complex undertaking. Helping to stabilize trou-
bled families, for example, might entail the provision of counseling,
day care, and housing support, as well as economic assistance and
job training.

Yet even in organizations that provide seemingly simple ser-
vices, the level of inherent complexity can be significant. Habi-
tat for Humanity builds houses, but its theory of change goes well
beyond construction, as Eric Duell, one of its international part-
ners explains:

“Habitat has not chosen the easiest way to build houses! The
easiest way is like the construction companies do it, with paid
skilled labor and lots of it. Habitat does not work this way
because the ultimate goal is ... not the house but the people who
participate in the building of that house, the families who will live
in that house, the society that they are a part of, and [the volun-
teers] participating in so many different ways.”7

The more complex an organization’s theory of change, the
more difficult it is to replicate, which is why its leaders’ ability to
specify the activities that create their program’s value is so impor-
tant. The principle that should guide the analysis is minimum crit-
ical specification, defining the fewest program elements possible
to produce the desired value. In an organization like City Year,
which aspires to create value for the corps members, the com-
munity, and the private sector sponsors, many elements need to
be in place. But does it matter, for example, whether all corps
members wear red jackets, or companies sponsor individual
teams? These were key elements of the original program, but
what needs to be considered is whether they are critical to the
results City Year achieves.

One way to identify the core elements of a theory of change
is to ask whether varying an element would diminish the value
the program creates. Consider D.A.R.E., a 15-week program
taught by police officers to fifth-graders that focuses on resisting
the use of drugs.8 D.A.R.E. began in Los Angeles, and as other
cities became interested in it, some sites sought to change the tar-
geted grade level (D.A.R.E. approved this). Another city wanted
to reduce the length of the program to five weeks (D.A.R.E. dis-
approved). Yet another sought to eliminate police officers as
trainers (D.A.R.E. disapproved).

With a clear understanding of its theory of change, an orga-
nization may discover that what needs replication is a piece of the
program, not the entire program or the organization itself. Earth
Force aims to build young people’s civic skills so that they make
lasting changes in the environment and their communities. Its orig-
inal growth strategy focused on creating full programs in fran-
chise sites, but a clear-eyed picture of its theory of change led to

a different approach: “packaging” a handful of tools (such as how
to create and maintain youth councils) that others can use to repli-
cate the organization’s desired outcomes.

Without a strong theory of change, replication becomes
extremely difficult, because it is impossible to determine what is
working and why. One of the most daunting management chal-
lenges that nonprofit executives face is determining whether
the complexity of their programs is justified, or whether there
is a simpler way to create the same value. And even if some dilu-
tion of value were to occur with simplification, would that be off-
set by the increased ease of replication? Serious thought and
ongoing experimentation are essential to determine which of a
program’s elements really create value and which might have lit-
tle to do with results.

Going to Scale
If an organization has a clearly articulated theory of change, the
potential for replication is likely to rest on the degree to which
its key activities and the key components of its operating model
can also be articulated and standardized. As a general principle,
the greater the number of elements that can be standardized, the
more likely it is that replication will succeed.

In the for-profit sector, a critical success factor in franchising
is the ability to standardize the key activities in the founder’s busi-
ness model. At fast-food restaurants, for example, everything
from preparing the food to sweeping the floors to greeting the
customers is well documented, and the knowledge required to
perform those activities is codified into prescribed routines.

In the nonprofit sector, where critical knowledge is often
tacit, this process is far more challenging, as the STRIVE program
demonstrates. STRIVE provides three weeks of job training,
focused on improving attitudes and job-readiness, to the hard-core
unemployed. For those who graduate from the grueling three-
week program, STRIVE provides job placement and follow-up
for two years.

A part of the original model was the “tough-but-fair” approach

A Strong Theory of Change ...
1. Is as simple as can be – as many elements as needed
but as few as possible.
2. Uses systems thinking – shows causes and effects
among the parts of the operating model, and predicts
how changes in one element affect another. 
3. Is one in which both the theory and activities neces-
sary to produce results can be articulated clearly and con-
cretely.



taken by the trainers during the program. According to Frank Hor-
ton, STRIVE’s first director of training:

“It takes the right kind of person to do this training. There are
different ways, it’s not a formula – but you know it when you see
it in person. Then you can mold it and shape it. The STRIVE
method has been spread like an African folk tale – a combination
of watching others, hearing about it, and doing it yourself. You’re
not really a STRIVE trainer until you have been doing it for 18
months.”9

If this type of training truly is integral to STRIVE’s success, the
organization either has to specify the characteristics its trainers must
possess and standardize the process of recruiting and developing
them (as it ultimately did, after allowing some of the initial expan-
sion sites to experiment with a less “in-your-face” style of training)
or accept the fact that the program will replicate very slowly.

Making the knowledge lodged in an operating model explicit
is crucial to being able to transfer the model to new locations.
Jumpstart matches young children who are struggling in preschool
with college students (called corps members) for a one-year rela-
tionship. A program guide for corps members specifies how to
develop a customized curriculum for each child and offers a
range of reading activities associated with each developmental
need. Jumpstart’s ability to standardize the instruction process into
teachable routines, while still leaving wide degrees of latitude for
individual improvisation, has been instrumental in enabling it to
add new sites rapidly.

People. The skills of local site managers are often a critical ingre-
dient in making replication work. Finding the right people to fill
new positions depends on two distinct activities: (1) proper selec-
tion, and (2) training and socialization.

Selection entails having a clear understanding of the skills
required to manage a site and implement the theory of change.
As with the theory of change itself, this involves being explicit
about what is required. Training can then be used to fill any skill
gaps and/or to inculcate the culture of the program into new man-
agers. The importance of acculturation often leads organiza-
tions to believe they must promote from within, since “people
from the outside just don’t get the it of our program.” Oftentimes,
however, an organization’s reliance on insiders reflects nothing
more than the fact that the tacit knowledge in its operating
model has not yet been made explicit.

Context. Every program starts off somewhere, and the effec-
tiveness of its operating model is often context dependent. Sum-
merbridge prepares talented youngsters from diverse back-
grounds to succeed in school. The intensive summer program
was initially hosted in independent schools, and when the orga-
nization tried to present it in public schools, the model proved dif-
ficult to implement.10 Board members debated the causes and con-

sequences; some worried that the public schools’ bureaucracy and
thin resources would constrain the program, while others believed
the independent schools’ attractive campuses were part of the pro-
gram’s allure. Still others believed that the budgeting process
would put the program at risk to a variety of political and finan-
cial forces. Ultimately, the board decided that although it would
continue to experiment with alternate venues, the centerpiece of
its efforts would be independent schools. Effective replication often
depends on holding constant – standardizing – the context within
which a program will operate.

Financial structure. A critical aspect of standardizing a program
is making its underlying economics – costs as well as revenues –
transparent. Programs that struggle to stay afloat, bootstrap-
ping people and resources, and living on the edge, are not good
candidates for replication, however impressive their results. Nei-
ther are organizations that cannot articulate – and replicate – the
unit cost of their theory of change (the cost per child served, for
example, or the cost per house built). The fact that funders are
increasingly asking for performance metrics that reflect the true
cost of providing programs may not only encourage such eco-
nomic clarity, but also have an unintended benefit – underscor-
ing the fact that results never come for free.

Establishing a reliable source of funding – standardizing the
flow of money – increases the odds of success for two reasons.
First, new leaders can direct their time and energy to building the
program instead of finding new ways to raise funds. Second, it
can help to minimize the pressures created by funders’ varying
interests. In the case of Jumpstart, for example, some funders are
interested primarily in engaging older youth in the community,
while others focus on literacy (and thus the preschool tutees). The
cumulative effect of such pressures can be program drift or vari-
ations in the model that may diminish results.

Sometimes standardization is possible. Habitat has a financial
model that lays out how to finance construction, what can be
acquired through in-kind contributions, and how to attract funds
from local individuals. Similarly, City Year has clear expectations
about the percentages of funding that will come from govern-
ment, business, and the local community. Within the business seg-
ment, there is a standardized model for how corporate sponsors
will support teams of corps members.

Service Recipients. Most theories of change are designed to affect
a specific set of recipients: seventh-graders, alcoholics in recov-
ery, homeless, working poor. The consequent tight alignment
between the organization’s operating model and these intended
beneficiaries makes it difficult to serve other groups unless the
model is modified at the same time. STRIVE’s core job-training
program is tailored to meet the needs of the hardest to employ,
and its leadership monitors the performance metrics of local sites
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closely to see that this focus is maintained. Given its intended ben-
eficiaries, STRIVE expects that 10 to 15 percent of the participants
will drop out of the program and that, of those who complete
it, only 80 percent will be placed in jobs. Higher percentages in
either category would raise the possibility that a less difficult set
of clients was being served. Program leaders must be careful not
to drift into serving recipients to whom their theory of change
does not apply.

Replicating the Operating Model
Replication requires answers to three critical questions: (1) where
and how to grow; (2) what kind of network to build; and (3) what
the role of the “center” needs to be. While the right answers
require both good data and careful analysis, replication is basically
a process of planned evolution. Many replication efforts begin with
expansion to a handful of sites, which can then provide useful
lessons for broader initiatives. Learning from the planned – and
unplanned – experiments that occur along the way is an impor-
tant part of the implementation process.

Defining the Growth Strategy. Identifying the potential
demand for a program and determining where the critical ingre-
dients for success can be found are early challenges of imple-
mentation. In developing its growth plan, STRIVE examined sta-
tistics from the 50 largest cities across the United States to identify
those with (1) the highest concentration of unemployed people;
(2) lack of alternative job-training providers; and (3) interested
local funders. This detailed analysis led it to redouble its efforts in
some of its existing markets, where there was unmet demand, as
well as to prioritize new markets where there were both potential

funders and an absence of alternative providers. A key element in
Jumpstart’s model is the availability of Federal Work Study money,
which is used to compensate the corps members. Recognizing this,
Jumpstart prioritized college campuses according to the size of their
work-study budgets and now has programs on 31 campuses, 20 of
which are in the top 200 in terms of work-study funding. For City
Year, a key criterion might be the size of a city’s business base, since
corporate sponsors are an integral part of the model.

Often, careful analysis will reveal that a program has under-
penetrated its current markets. While there are sometimes com-
pelling reasons to go “national” (appealing to a corporate spon-
sor, for example), it is important not to overestimate the benefits
– or underestimate the risks – associated with expanding to new
sites. The Steppingstone Foundation is a Boston-based program
that prepares motivated urban fourth- and fifth-graders for admis-
sion to and success at top independent and public-exam schools.
After 10 years of operation – and the opening of a second site in
Philadelphia – it was considering further expansion, until analy-
sis demonstrated a compelling opportunity to double the size of
the program at home, in Boston.

Leveraging existing networks by identifying partners who can
supply essential resources is an important way to facilitate rapid
growth. Citizens Schools, an innovative after-school program that
addresses community needs while building student skills through
hands-on experiential learning activities, is pursuing a partnership
with the YMCA to replicate its program. Rather than develop
stand-alone “retail” programs, a partnership with the YMCA
will enable it to engage in “wholesale” distribution of the con-
cept. Similarly, Jumpstart has been able to replicate its model

The culture at City Year embraces individual differences and local empowerment. Replicating culture is far more complicated than replicating
programs.

PH
O

TO
G

R
A

PH
 B

Y
 P

EI
/J

O
H

N
 G

IL
LO

O
LY

 ©
 2

0
0

2



quickly by working through networks of university presidents
and administrators.

Even with clarity about where a program might best be repli-
cated, it is still crucial to find local champions, who will exert the
necessary energy and garner essential resources. Sometimes a pro-
gram can “sell” its model to new locations by meeting with local
people who can become its champions. Alternatively, local cham-
pions will sometimes identify themselves once they learn about
a successful program in another city. Some of the most notable
replication stories of the last decade were built on the visibility
provided by public figures ( Jimmy Carter’s involvement with
Habitat for Humanity, for instance, and Bill Clinton’s interest in
City Year) or media exposure (STRIVE, for example, was featured
on 60 Minutes).

In the nonprofit sector, it is very difficult to pursue pure
“push” strategies – literally taking a program to a city without
local involvement and support. At the same time, even in cases
where there is massive demand for the program, as was the case
for STRIVE, it is vitally important that the organization has
great clarity about the critical elements of its theory of change,
so that it can select new sites effectively.

Designing the Network. The relationship among local affil-
iates and between affiliates and the national office can range
from “tight” to “loose.” In a loose network, local sites operate with
very little direct involvement from the center: STRIVE’s affiliates
are independent entities that contract to follow certain program
guidelines and meet once a year at a conference. City Year is at
the other extreme: All the sites operate under one 501(c)(3) orga-
nization, and the local executive directors are all City Year employ-
ees. Extensive training, field visits, and regular participation in City
Year events make this a tight network characterized by a high
degree of involvement between a local site and the national
organization.11

The key dimension driving the shape of the network is the
degree to which the operating model can be standardized. The
greater the standardization, the looser the network can be, since
people are able to grasp the model quickly, and it is easy for local
and national leaders to identify deviations. Conversely, when
culture is an important part of the model, a tighter network is
likely to be required. This does not necessarily mean that control
has to emanate from the network’s center, but it is apt to involve
substantial interaction between the local office and the center and
among the programs (as it does, for example, at City Year).

A variety of tools, ranging from the network’s legal status to
its reporting requirements to the existence – or not – of training
manuals, can be used to structure the relationship between local
sites and the center. Ideally, networks would be self-organizing,
given the desire of most local managers to operate as

autonomously as possible and the fact that central activities
require additional resources. In practice, however, the challenge
is to design a network that is as loose as possible yet maintains
fidelity to the concept and produces results.

Striking the right balance between loose and tight is a mat-
ter of constant experimentation. There are no simple rules.
Jumpstart started with an organization model similar to City Year’s
and then shifted to a looser network, which relies on its univer-
sity partners to manage local sites. Conversely, STRIVE started
with a very loose network and then shifted to a somewhat tighter
system governed by a well-defined contract. What is crucial is that
the organization constantly reflect on what it is learning about
replicating the theory of change and producing results.

The Role of National. However a network’s founders choose
to organize its members, sooner or later they will need to con-
front three challenging issues: (1) ensuring quality; (2) facilitat-
ing learning; and (3) providing central services.

Ensuring quality and protecting the brand. Once a few sites have
been developed, a network begins to share a common public iden-
tity, or brand. Since brands invite generalization – for good or ill
– network leaders have an interest in ensuring that all the mem-
bers are delivering consistent results. Dorothy Stoneman, the
founder of YouthBuild, recounted the evolution of her program:

“Our initial desire was to get a good idea out there. We
wanted it to become a generic concept like a library or day care.
We were just trying to get resources and ideas to people. Even-
tually the sites told us that we needed to protect the brand.
Everyone said we needed to tighten up the system.”

YouthBuild now conducts a thorough audit every two years
that includes a site visit and an assessment of more than 100 indi-
cators of operational performance. A crucial element in ensur-
ing quality is to have a data collection system that provides evi-
dence that a local program is delivering the theory of change with
fidelity and that the program is producing results.

Facilitating learning throughout the network. The opportunity to
learn from other people is one of the great benefits of a network.
At Jumpstart, local executive directors talk on a conference call
every week to discuss their challenges and share new ideas. At City
Year, a daily newsletter reports on the events at different sites and
highlights innovations across the network. Many organizations
have annual meetings where peers can learn from peers. The cen-
ter plays a critical role in facilitating these interactions, and local
leaders tend to value them highly. Indeed, for some, it is the rea-
son they joined the network as well as the way in which the sys-
tem positions itself to improve.

Nevertheless, tension between local sites and the center is
almost inevitable, because the particularities of local conditions
are rarely 100 percent aligned with the national model. Sooner
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or later, these discrepancies will create some conflict in the sys-
tem. The key question is whether the conflict is constructive –
producing learning – or destructive.

Providing centralized services. The center can also play a criti-
cal role in providing functional expertise and services that local
sites might not otherwise be able to obtain. Training is an impor-
tant benefit for many local sites, for example, as is centralized pur-
chasing. Similarly, the ongoing development of the program – in
essence, the research and development function – is typically the
province of the center.

There is a natural life cycle to the center-affiliate relationship,
which makes it challenging for the center to continue to deliver
value as the network evolves. The first year in which affiliates are
part of the network, they cannot believe the “smarts” at national.
With a year of experience under their belts, affiliates typically feel
they have all the answers and begin to wonder what national has
done for them lately. Over time, the center must find ways to con-
tribute to the success of local sites.

The Paradox of Success in the Nonprofit Sector
The failure to replicate innovative social programs is usually
attributed to problems of strategy and management. Much of the
time, it is simply a problem of money. The fact that dollars seldom
follow success is one of the most vexing challenges nonprofit lead-
ers face. At precisely the moment when large amounts of capital
would flow to a proven idea in the for-profit sector, funders in the
nonprofit sector frequently back away. There are many reasons
– donor fatigue, a belief that equity requires spreading money
around, hesitance to make “big bets” – but the consequence is that
proven solutions to pressing problems do not spread.

There are two dimensions to the economic challenges of
replication. First, each new site needs resources to develop the
model. Given the difficulty of raising capital, it is not surprising
that there are few instances in which the center was able to pro-
vide the capital for building local sites. (In the for-profit sector,
by contrast, entire chains of retail outlets, department stores, and
grocery stores are funded, built, and managed by one company.)
This is why successful models often build in a template for the
financial structure of their new sites.

While private funders will sometimes provide seed money to
stimulate the development of local programs (a $50,000 match-
ing grant for the first two years of a site’s development, for
example), they rarely supply the capital to build a network of sites.
The one exception to this rule is the federal government, which
sometimes supports the proliferation of successful programs.
YouthBuild is a line item in the Housing and Urban Development
budget, and over the past seven years more than $300 million has
been devoted to supporting YouthBuild programs. Not surpris-

ingly, many high potential nonprofits pursue strategies that
involve tapping into government funding streams.

The second economic challenge is funding the national office.
Local sites pay fees to the center in many networks (at Jumpstart
the fee is $5,000 per year, per site), and this represents an impor-
tant indicator of whether the local sites value the center. But even
in loosely managed networks, these fees rarely cover the costs of
the center’s operations,12 and funders are notoriously reluctant
to provide support for non-programmatic activities. From a
social welfare perspective, the opportunity cost of this underin-
vestment is huge: tens or hundreds of sites serving thousands of
people without the support and management discipline that
might enable them to execute more powerfully.

If replication is to occur and proven ideas are to spread,
strong organizations are required both at the local level and at the
center. Yet, for the most part, the funding patterns of the non-
profit sector – small grants, for short durations, focused on pro-
gram work – conspire against building strong organizations.
There are a few examples of funders that are supporting repli-
cation and providing adequate capital for well-conceived strate-
gies, but many more are needed if the challenges facing our
society are to be addressed.
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