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INTRODUCTION

For the last 18 months, we have worked with the National Research Council Panel on
Community Level Program for Youth. Eccles chaired this panel. In the process, we have
learned a great deal about community-based programs. In this paper, we first very briefly
summarize what we (Eccles and Templeton) learned about the general assets adolescents nead
for both well-being during adolescence and a sucéessfui transition to adulthood. (Eccles has sent
an expanded paper on this topicwhich can be obtained from the Series organizers.) We also
include a very brief summary of what the general developmental literature tells us about the
essential characteristics of social contexts that support positive youth development as a guide for
the kinds of general characteristics that should typify community based programs. This Jist
provides a framework against which to think about the evaluation studies of programs for youth
summarized here. The bulk of this paper, then, focuses on experimental and quasi-experimental
studies of programs for youth. We begin with a very general discussion of the limitations and
advantages of such evaluation studies as they are applied specifically to community-based
programs for youth. We then summarize what we have leamed from such studies.

First, before one can evaluate community-based programs about youth, one needs to
decide what youth outcomes (i.e., psychological and social assets) these programs should be
facilitating. Many people have suggested a variety of such assets. These lists include confidence
in one’s ability to influence the world and achieve one’s goals (a sense of personal efﬁéacy), a
destre to engage in important activities (intrinsic motivation), a desire to master the learing
tasks one is confronted with in life (mastery motivation), good mental health (including positive

self-regard), a strong sense of social and emotional connectedness and support security, the



ability to control and regulate one’s emotions (good emotional coping skills), a sense of
optimism, confidence that what one does really makes a differences — that what you do matters,
coherent and positive personal and social identities, the skills necessary to succeed in school and
then the labor market, and an attachment to conventional prosocial institutions such as schools,

faith-based institutions, families, and community organizations.

Recently, the Search Institute has provided an extensive list of personal and social assets
along with the best review of supporting empirical research (Scales & Leffert, 1999) and
measurement tools for communities to use in assessing the extent to which their youth have these
assets. Their set falls into 6 general areas: Commitment to learning, positive values, social
competencies (including planning skills and both interpersonal and cultural competence),

positive personal identity, commitment to positive use of time, and a sense of autonomy and

~ "mattering”. Others have added good physical health, cultural knowledge and skills, ability to

navigate across multiple cultural settings and groups, creativity, the skills needed to get and keep
a job, and strong institutional attachments. For example, in one of the most parsimonious lists,
Connell and his colleagues (Connell et al., 2000) have proposed three critical assets: the ability
to be produétive, the ability to connect, and the ability to navigate. Finally, in a recent consensus
meeting of practitioners (see Roth and Brooks-Gunn, 2000), youth development advocates and
youth development researchers met and agreed upon the following set;
* Caring and compassion
* Character
« Competence in academic, social and vocational arenas
* Confidence
* Connection
In looking at the experimental evaluations, the NRC committee paid particular attention

to the extent to which the evaluations focused on these kinds of personal and social assets as the
desired outcomes of the programs being evaluated.

Second, the NRC looked at the existing developmental literatures to determine what the
critical components of positive social contexts might be. From this review, Eccles and
Templeton concluded that the following emerged with strong support across studies of families,

peer groups, schools, communities, and out-of-school programs for youth:



» Adequate provisions for physical and psychological safety, developmentally
appropriate levels of structure and adult supervision

» Supportive relationships with adults |

*  Supportive and respectful relationships among peers

* Opportunities to development a strong sense of belonging

* Opportunities to experience mastery and mattering

*  Opportunities to learn the cognitive and non-cognitive skills essential for
succeeding in school, work, and other prosocial social and institutional settings

* Strong positive social norms for behavior.

Eccles and Templeton also concluded that programs work better if they are well-linked to
the other programs, families and schools in which the youth participate. In reviewing the
numerous experimental and quasi-experimental evaluations of youth serving programs, we paid
particular attention to whether the programs had these characteﬁsﬁcs. We turn now to a
discussion of the experimental and quasi-experimental evaluations of community based
programs for youth. First we discuss general issues about doing this type of evaluation with
community-based programs for youth. Then we summarize our conclusions regarding the
existing reviews of this type of evaluation study. We end with our conclusion about the
implications of these evaluations for the importance of the contextual characteristics listed

above.

Considerations in Doing Experimental and Quasi-experimental Evaluations of |
Community-Based Programs for Youth

Every social program has many stakeholders, including government officials, journalists,
taxpayers, program developers, program staff, parents, and children. Stakeholders want to know
what works. Some concentrate on learning about the effectiveness of details from within a
program; others on the overall effect of a given program; and others on related kinds of
programs. But whatever the central focus, all stakeholders want to know whether something
makes g difference in the lives of young people and communities. A variety of methods have
been developed to answer this question. In this paper we focus on evaluations using
experimental or quasi-experimental methods of evaluation. Although these methods are often

considered to be the "gold standard” of program evaluation, they are quite expensive and difficuit



to implement, Consequently, before reviewing the evidence of what works from such
evaluations, we discuss when such methods should be used and how they should be done.
First one needs to ask which programs should be evaluated using this method? Critical to

this issue 1s the very definition of a community-based program for youth. Benson and Saito

(2000) classified the field of youth development settings into four general categories: programs

organizations, socializing systems, and community. Programs themselves are also comprised of
general and specific activities. In contrast, organizations represent settings in which a wide
variety of programs, activities, and relationships occur. Examples include school-based after-
school centers, parks and recreation centers and leagues, community centers, amateur sports
leagues, faith-based centers, and the myriad places and opportunities developed by community-
based and national youth organizations such as the YMCA, YWCA, 4-H, Boys' and Girls' Clubs,
Girls, Inc., Beacons, and the 215t Century Learning Centers. Socializing systems are the more
informal systems that influence youth development such as families, faith-based institutions, and
libraries. Community is the geographical and political place in which programs and
organizations operate, as well as the social norms, resources, relationships, and informal settings
that surround the developing youth. Increased theoretical and policy attention is being focused
on community as the best focal level for thinking about adequate provision of programs to
support youth development.

Evaluation can take place at many levels, ranging from policy evaluation at the macro
level to a micro level examination of components of a specific program, such as a homework
assistance program. The different interests of diverse stakeholders often determine the level at
which evaluation fakes place. Inherent in the classification system offered by Benson and Saito
(2000) is the notion that "higher order levels" are composed of "lower order levels." For
example, national organizations such as Boys and Girls Clubs and Girls Inc. are comprised of
many different programs; programs are made up of activities, and activities can be broken into
specific activity components. Many funders and stakeholders are interested in whether the
“higher order" level of the organization is working rather than the more specific programs and
activities since they usually fund an organization specifically and then rely on the organization
staff to make more specific decisions about the specific programs or activities to include.
However, the most comprehensive theories about programming effects usually focus on either

the program itself or the activities within the program. Some of these program activities are also



widely used (e.g., mentoring, service learning) and therefore need to be evaluated in order to
justify their inclusion in so many larger organizations.
Most of the program evaluations discussed in this paper focus on this level — that is the

activity or the program rather than the organization or the socializing system. These programs or

programming units are often either included as part of large national organizations or are offered

as stand alone programs that can be implemented in a variéty of settings, This is a good level at
which to do evaluation for two reasons (1) Such programs and activities are simpie enough to
allow for explicit theories regarding the nature of the proposed impact of the program on youth
development and (2) such activities are small enough to make random assignment to the
treatment and control groups possible. They are also usually sufficiently well developed that
manuals and essential materials can be designed and disseminated to organizations throughout
the country.

We believe that programs rather than organizations should be the major focus of the kind
of expensive and complex evaluations proposed in this paper. In addition we believe that
experimental evaluations of programs and activities should focus on those programs likely to be
widely used in organizations that draw heavily on public funds. Given that these programs are
provided to large numbers of youth and are likely to be incorporated into many organizations, it
is important that we know that they are effective — that is that they actually influence positive
development in youth. Not all community programs for youth need such an evaluation because
not all community programs have such aspirations and outreach. Nonetheless, small community-
based programs can use experimental procedures to monitor their own programs and to guide
program development.

We were struck in our reviewing of the newly emerging programs with a new trend — a
trend toward large scale community development efforts to increase the range of pfograrns
available to youth. Many positive youth development advocates are now stressing the need for
this approach to youth programming (see for example Connell et al., 2000). It is unlikely that
experimental randomized trial designs are appropriate for studying such community wide
initiatives. Instead approaches more closely linked to the new theory based models of program
evaluation (e.g., Connell et al, 2000; Gambone, 1997, 1998).

There are also a variety of challenges to evaluating large nationally visible organizations

and programs. First, national organizations differ in their local programming. Consequently,



even if one could successfully implement a truly randomized trial evaluation design for specific
sites, it is not clear that the information gained would generalize to other sites. In addition, since
these organizations are complex and offer a varied assortment of programs, the level of
evaluation needs to be quite general. For example, one could assess whether an organization

provides the kinds of general environmental conditions outlined above and then whether

participation in the organization leads to increases in the very general level outcomes outlined
above. One might also step back and evaluate the organizational characteristics needed to
support high-quality programming for youth by randomly assigning some of the organizational
sites to one form of management and other sites to different forms of management. Such
information would be very helpful in furthering our understanding of the reasons why
organizations and programs often fail due to inadequate political, economic, and community
social supports as well as why programs found to be effective in one setting are not effective in
other settings.

Evaluating programs (as opposed to organizations) has different challenges. Some
community programs are associated with organizations, such as schools or YMCAs that already
have an infrastructure in place to implement the program; others do not and thus must deal with
organizational start-up issues in addition to program implementation issues. Most community
programs (except some that are nested within the school day) are also voluntary. Although
parents may try to insist that their children attend, their ability to enforce their desires on their
children declines as their children move through adolescence. Finally, as noted above, many
community organizations for youth include a diverse array of programs from which youth select.
Often their selections can vary from week to week or day to day—making each individual
youth's experiences at the organization more unique than his or her experiences at school.

Each of these program characteristics has implications for program evaluation. For
example, the voluntary nature of most community programs creates a problem with selection
bias. Typically school-based programs benefit from the benign coercion schools have over
students while they are in the building or on the school grounds. Student representatives can be
randomly selected from the student body and then randomly assigned to different program
options in order to examine the relative effectiveness of these different options. In contrast,
joining and attending non-school community programs or non-mandatory school programs is

usually voluntary. Consequently researchers are faced with uncontrolled factors that influence



attendance. In general, it is more difficult to control for these various variables when evaluating
voluntary community programs and most community programs for youth fall into this category.
Similarly, the diverse nature of many community programs for youth makes exact

specification of the treatment problematic. Because individuals can select which parts of the

programming to attend and how often, the evaluators often know little about each individual's

exposure to various aspects of the centers programming. Such variation makes it difficult to
determine which aspects of the programming are responsible for which developmental outcomes.

Finally, the evolving nature of many community programs also poses problems for
evaluation. Experimental methods, preferred by many in the scientific community, assume a
static linear system. Community programs are dynamic—shifting, for example, in response to
seasonal activity structures, changing clientele, changing staff, and information derived from on-
going reflective practice and self-evaluation. Work by McLanghlin and her colleagues
(Mclaughlin, 2000; Mclaughlin, Irby, & Langman, 1994) suggests that the most successful
community programs for youth are quite dynamic — frequently adapting programs to the clientele
as well as involving the youth themselves in designing new aspects of the program. This work
also indicates that a cookie-cutter model of importing canned programs tested elsewhere on a
different population is usually not very successful. To the extent that this is frue, evaluating
programs with experimental designs is both difficult and of questionable utility.

Nonetheless, for the reasons outlined above, youth-serving organizations and the
programs they provide are coming under increasing pressure to do rigorous "scientifically” based
evaluations that provide as definitive as possible an answer to the question of "effect". In the
next section, we discuss the most rigorous such method (the randomized trial) within a much
more comprehensive perspective on program evaluation based on the work of Tom Cook (e.g.,
Cook et al., 1993, 1999). Bear in mind however that, although the randomized trial is the most
rigorous way 1o assess impact, we believe that randomized trial evaluations focused only on
youth outcomes do not provide the breadth of information needed to fully understand if, when,
and why programs are effective. Answering this broader set of questions requires a more

comprehensive approach to program evaluation.



Comprehensive Experimental and
Quasi-experimental Evaluations
A comprehensive program evaluation effort should address at least the following four

questions:

1. Is the theory of the program explicit and plausible?
2. How well has it been implemented?

3. Isthe program effective?

4. If effective, why?

In this section, we briefly discuss these questions. However, it is important to note that it
is very difficult to answer all four well in one study and evaluations should not routinely be
expected to do so. The questions have a logical ordering: rigorous investigation of the last two
questions requires high quality answers to the first two. For exampié, to evaluate program
effectiveness well, the theory linking program characteristics to changes in the “outcome”
variables needs to be well specified so that both the program characteristics and the “outcome”
variables can be adequately operationalized and measured. In addition, it is critical that the
program was well implemented before one assesses “outcomes”. The appropriate questions to
answer in any specific evaluation depend in large part on the stage of maturity of a program,
whether previous questions have been answered, and the financial and human resources

available.
Is the Theory of the Program Plausible and Explicit?

Good causal analysis requires a cléé.r, substantive theory that explicitly states the
processes by which change will occur. Ideally, this theory should be the driving force in
program development and should guide the decision of what to measure and how. At the
program operation level, the theory should explicitly state the components that must be present
for the expected effects to occur (i.e. the specific aspects of the programs—-such as good adult
role models—that mediate the programs' effects on such “outcomes” as increasing self-

confidence} and the various characteristics of the program, the youth, and the community in



which the programs is placed that influence just how effective the programs is with specific
individuals (i.e,, the moderators of the program’s effectiveness).' These components must then
be measured to evaluate whether they are in place in the form and quantity expected.

At a more abstract level, the theory must also be plausible, taking into account current

knowledge in the relevant basic sciences, the nature of the target population, and the setting in

which the program intervention takes place. Once specified, these causal models can be used for
two purposes: (1) to design the assessment of the strengths of the program implementation; and
(2) to judge how plausible it is to infer that the observed results are due to processes built into the
program theory.

Rarely di we find a well-specified model underlying either program design or program
evaluation. It is likely that the development of such theoretical models probably requires a
prolonged and genuine collaboration between basic researchers, applied researchers, program
developers, providers, and program evaluators. More complex models that involve theorizing at
the community, program, cultural, and individual levels are needed. Gambone, Connell, and
their colleagues developed one such model (see Connell et al., 2000). Another formed the basis
for Public/Private Venture's new project around community change for youth development
(Gambone, 1997). But even these are quite general and need further explication to fully inform
program design and evaluation. Cook and his colleagues developed a more comprehensive
model in their efforts to evaluate the Comer School Intervention (Cook et al., 1999). Their
model provides an excellent example of the kinds of theoretical program models that would be

useful for evaluation of community programs for youth
How Well Was the Program Implemented?

Part of the program'’s operational theory deals with the treatment components—or
components of the program activities—and "dosage" necessary to achieve the expected
outcomes. An analysis of the implementation of the components of a program is therefore
necessary to determine whether participants received the intended treatment. Unfortunately,
many outcome evaluations conclude that a program is not effective without having completed an
appropriate implementation analysis. Without such an analysis, it is impossible to know if the

lack of effectiveness is due to the failure of the program theory, to a poor implementation of



what might otherwise be an effective treatment, or to poor evaluation that failed to detect true

effects. If evaluators find that participants did not receive the planned treatment and that the

expected effects did not occur, then valuable information has been gained. Although the

proposed theory of change was not tested, it is obvious that there needs to be greater attention to

_the factors that support.« Qrmdszmmejuccessful_implementatzonv—()bwously,—xﬁs—imposmble to
achieve perfect implementation in the real world of social programming, but we have much to

learn from programs even when the expected effects do not oceur.

In addition, programs in the early stages of delivery should focus on implementation
analysis. During this stage of development, it is likely that the program itself will change as the
realities of the place, time, and people involved require adaptation. This process of growth
should be carefully studied for the information it provides to our basic understanding of social
systems and human development. Evaluation focused on program effectiveness is not
appropriate until the program has matured, the theory of change has developed through the
process of studying implementation and the appropriate indicators of both the treatment and the
outcomes have been developed.

In determining how well a program was implemented for a comparison group design, it is
important not to forget that the comparison group is never a "no treatment” group. Itis essential
to describe what happens in the comparison groups to see whether their behavior might have
been influenced by knowledge of what treatment group members were doing or whether they
spontaneously received services——or were provided opportunities that have similar
characteristics to the services under evaluation

Both quantitative and qualitative methods should be used to assess how well a4 program is
being implemented. Good quantitative analysis requires a clear program theory and quantitative
measures that can be used repeatedly over time to determine the extent to which the program is
moving toward sound implementation. When done well, these quantitative analyses can prov;de
a good assessment of how well a specific and fixed intervention has been implemented,

The best qualitative methods for studying and assessing implementation involve long-
term field observations and interviews, Ethnographic studies allow researchers to examine
unexpected events in depth, to understand important mediating processes not part of the original
theory, and to describe how the program evolves over time. Such methods require a substantial

time investment. But we believe these kinds of qualitative, ethnographic studies are necessary
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for collecting the type of in-depth information needed to understand either implementation or

program effects.

Is the Program Effective In Terms Of Its Planned Goals?

Another way to state this question is would the observed changes in the youth have
occurred without the program? Although this question is often not a top priority for practitioners,
itis of pnimary importance to stakeholders, such as taxpayers and funders, who are looking for
accountability in results from the programs. It is, however, essential that this question not be
asked too early before a program is fully established.

The best way to answer this question with certainty is through an evaluation that is
experimental or quasi-experimental in design. However, despite the fact that experimental
designs with random assignment allow the highest level of confidence in evaluating planned
program effects, true experimental designs are not always feasible or practical. Strong quasi-
experimental designs are often more realistic. A strong quasi-experimental design entails two
things at a minimum: (1) Extensive knowledge of the pretest, which should include pretest
knowledge on the same measures that are used for the posttest; and (2) comparison groups that
are selected to be minimally different from the program groups, perhaps because of careful
matching in ways that also avoid statistical regression problems.

Done propetly, both experimental and quasi-experimental methods provide guite valid
information about program effectiveness. Intemal validity is addressed by random assignment of
subjects to control and experimental groups. Pretest measures are used to make sure the groups
are similar on the major “outcome” and “moderator” variables prior to the program intervention,
and tests can be used to determine whether the two groups remain similar over time (that is, that
those who drop of the study from the two groups are similar to each other — leaving the
remaining members of the two groups similar to each other on the pretest measures). Analyzing
the experimental-control group contrast in order to assess whether there are differences between
the groups on valid and useful outcome measures gives us sound evidence of the effectiveness of
the program.

However, as we discussed earlier, doing rigorous experimental and quasi-experimental

evaluation studies is very difficult for community programs for youth because such programs by
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their very nature make randomized trial designs very difficult to implement. Consequently,
stakeholders should be sure they need this level of evaluation before asking for it. Also, as
discussed in the next chapter and as pointed out in Chapters 3 and 4, there is good reason to
believe that the best programs for youth are dynamic and evolving in nature. In other words they

are continually experimenting with ways to.improve and are better characterized as a learning

system than as a tightly specified program. Such programs are almost impossible to evaluate
with a randomized trial design. Box (1958) has provided an alternative model of evaluation that
is better suited to this type of situation—the "evolutionary evaluation method." Essentially Box
lays out a method for doing mini-randomized trials within an organization to test the
effectiveness of new activities and program modifications. As far as we know this method has
not been used in community programs for youth., But it would a useful tool for organizations to
use as they make changes in their array of programs.

Given the difficulties noted above with implementing random assignment evaluation for
community programs for youth, some evaluators have suggested an alternative—theory-based
evaluation (e.g., Connell et al, 2000). These evaluation theorists claim that theory-based |
evaluation can be used to study the effectiveness of social programs. They argue that many social
and physical scientists test their causal hypotheses by comparing obtained data with predictéd
patterns of data. The predicted pattems are derived from strong theory. They propose that a
stmilar strategy is more useful than randomized trials for studying the effectiveness of many
social programs, particularly those based on strong and complex theories of chénge. Although
this remains a controversial claim, we (the authors of this paper) believe this approach provides a
very useful alternative to random assignment evaluation particularly when more complex
organizations and community wide initiatives are the target of study. Not surprisingly, many
foundations and some scholars are now turning to theory-based evatuation as an alternative to
experiments, especially in complex settings like communities

Theory-based evaluation acknowledges the importance of substantive theory, quantitative
assessment, and causal modeling, but it does not require experimental or even quasi-
experimental design. Instead it focuses on causal modeling derived from a well-specified theory
of change. First, the researchers, usually in collaboration with the program developers, work out
a comprehensive model of change that specifies all of the relations (both mediated and

moderated relations) among the various contextual characteristics and youth “outcome”
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characteristics. Often these theoretical models include several layers of hypothesized relations
between different aspects of the context as well as between different aspects of the context and
youth outcomes. The models lay out a predicted sequence of contextual changes that must occur
before one can expect to changes in youth “outcomes”. Thus these models propose which

o _contextual features must change first in order to produce changes in other contextual features as

well as which contextual features are likely to influence on change on which specific youth
outcome measures. Finally, these models sometimes specify how characteristics of the youth
themselves, as well as the program personnel, are likely to affect the relations outlined in the
general model. For example, the most comprehensive of such models hypothesize differential
effectiveness of prégram characteristics for various groups of youth and program personnel.

Measures are developed and then collected on all of the causal links between contextual
or program characteristics and “outcome” variables. In the best of such designs, these measures
are collected over time so that the hypothesized mediational and moderational relations can be
tested as the program is implemented. The researchers then use the data collected from these
measures to do causal analyses, typically using sophisticated longitudinal data analytic
techniques. If the causal modeling analyses indicate that the obtained data are consistent with
what the program theory predicts, then the researchers are willing to conclude that the theory is
valid and the program is successful for the reasons outlined in the theory.

Even if time does not permit assessing all the postulated causal links, information on the
quality of initial program implementation is typically gathered because implementation variables
are usually the first constructs in the causal model of the program. Thus even if the hypothesized
youth outcome results are not initially obtained, the early data provide some evidence about the
extent to which the implementation is proceeding as predicted by the theory. The evaluators can
then recommend that further evaluations be conducted when sufficient time has passed for the

proposed mediating mechanisms to have their full effect on the proposed outcomes.

If Effective, Why?
Mixed methods are the most appropriate way to answer the question of why a program is
effective. Theory-based evaluation is especially appropriate here and depends on the following

steps (Cook et al, i press).
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1. Clearly stating the theory a program is following in order to bring about change. This theory
should explicitly detail the program constructs and both mediator and moderator relations
that are supposed to occur if the intended program intervention is to impact major target

outcomes.

2. Collecting both qualitative and quantitative data over time to measure.all.of the constructs-

specified in the program's theory of change,

3. Analyzing the data to assess the extent to which the predicted relations among the
“treatment” and the “outcome” variables have actually occurred in the predicted time
sequence. If the data collection is limited to only part of the postulated causal chain, then
only part of the model can be tested. The goal, however, should be to test the complete
program theory.

A qualitative approach to theory-based evaluation collects and synthesizes data on why
an effect came about; through this process, this approach provides the basis to derive subsequent
theories of why the change occurred. The qualitative data are used to rule out as many
alternative theories as possible. The theory is revised until it explains as much of the
phenomenon as possible.

Both quantitative and quantitative implementation data can tell us a great deal about why
programs fail as well. In addition, these studies make it clear how the programs are nested into
larger social systems that need to be taken into account. When adequate supports are not
available in these larger social systems, it is unlikely that specific programs will be able to be

implemented well and sustained over time.

Summary

We have outlined an idealized comprehensive view of experimental and quasi-
experimental program evaluation. On the one hand, this type of evaluation can provide valid and
very useful information about a program's effectiveness. Comprehensive evaluations provide
valid, useful information about the plausibility of the program theory, about implementation
quality, about effects on individual program participants, about differential effects on different
kinds of participants, about community-level effects, and about the processes causally generating

effects. On the other hand, this type of evaluation is expensive and time-consuming and is
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probably not needed for most programs. In fact, it is really only critical for the kinds of
programs that are national in scope, draw on large amounts of public funds, serve many different
types of youth, and are likely to be adopted by many organizations around the country, In

addition, such an evaluation is only sensible once the program has reached maturity and has

can implement various subcomponents of the evaluation techniques outlined with other types of
self-study. |

We move now to a review of the application of this type of evaluation by summarizing
some of the major experimental and quasi-experimental program evaluations of community
programs for youth. Very few of the program evaluations we found, used the kind of
comprehensive approach just summarized. Most included only one component—the
experimental or quasi-experimental design. Consequently, we actually learned very little about

why program effects were or were not obtained despite the experimental nature of the evaluation.
REVIEW OF EVALUATION STUDIES OF PROGRAMS FOR YOUTH

In this section, we summarize the results of seven major reviews of evaluation studies of
programs for youth drawn from the fields of mental health, violence prevention, teenage
pregnancy, and positive youth development. The reviews appeared in either published,
professionally reviewed journals or select government documents between 1997 and 2000. In
the latter category, only government documents using rigorous methods of review were included
in order to reduce the potential biases associated with reviews conducted by groups with high
stakes in positive or negative conclusions. The most often cited positive youth development

programs are summarized in Table 1.

Mental Health Programs
Durlak and Wells

Durlak and Wells (1997, 1998) conducted two meta-analytical reviews of primary and
secondary prevention mental health programs done prior to 1992 for youth under the age of 19.
(Primary prevention programs attempt to intervene with normal populations to prevent problems

from developing. Secondary prevention programs target individuals already at-risk or exhibiting



problems). Both meta-analyses included only programs with a control group of some type (e.g.,
a group that is not participating in the program or a group that is on a watting list to participate in
the program). Randomized designs were used in 61 percent of the primary prevention program

evaluations and 71 percent of the sécondary prevention program evaluations, The primary

— preventionreview (Durlak and Wejls, 1997) included 177 programs; the secondary prevention

review (Durlak and Wells, 1998) included 130 evaluations. Finally, most of these programs took
place in schools, which is likely the reason that these studies had such low attrition rates (people
leaving the program before completion and final testing).

In general, the results suggest that preventive mental health programs based on well-
established principles of clinical intervention can be effective across a variety of psychological
outcome measures for periods of up to two years following the intervention exposure, They are
particularly effective at increasing competencies such as assertiveness, communication skills,
feelings of self-confidence, and skill performance. More specifically, the meta-analysis of the
‘primary prevention programs (Durlak and Wells, 1997) revealed that most types of programs

- significantly reduced problems (e.g., anxiety, behavior problems, and depressive symptoms) and
increased competencies.

This meta-analysis compared the effects of environment-centered vs. person-centered
approaches. Person-centered programs worked directly with individuals using techniques based
on social learning theory [either modeling appropriate behaviors or reinforcing appropriate
behaviors] and other direct instructional approaches focused on educational and interpersonal
problem solving. Environment-centered programs tried to change either the home setﬁng
(through parent education) or the school setting (though teacher training in interactive
instructional techniques and classroom management skills). All of the person-centered programs
were effective for some outcomes, particularly for increasing competencies. Of the
environment-centered approaches, only school-based programs were effective and these were
more effective at increasing competencies than reducing problems. Most of the school-based
environment-centered programs focused on changing the psychological and social aspects of the
classroom environment through increasing either interactive instructional techniques or effective
classroom management techniques.

It is particularly interesting that 9 of the 177 school programs produced small iatrogenic

effects (problem behaviors in the experimental group increased). Typically, these effects
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resulted when the experimental group was composed primarily of adolescents already engaging
in high levels of aggressive problem behaviors.
In their secondary prevention meta-analysis, Durlak and Wells (1998) compared the

effectiveness of behavioral, cognitive-behavioral, or non-behavioral treatments. In general, all

three treatments were effective at both problem.reduction and competency enhancement—In

addition, cognitive-behavior treatment was more effective than either behavioral treatment or
non-behavioral treatment at reducing mental health problems, and the behavioral treatments were
more effective than the non-behavioral treatment at improving children's competencies.

In terms of testing theories of change, these studies and these meta-analyses tell us much
less. The data on program goals and procedures were the only indicators of theory and
implementation provided in most of the studies. Only 64 (36 %) of the primary program
evaluations stated specific program goals; only 29.3 percent indicated that an intervention
program manual was available. We need to know much more about the theory underlying the
predicted treatment effects and about the quality of the implementation before we can reach firm
conclusions on what aspects of the programs are actually responsible for the treatment offects.
This is particularly important if these types of programs are to be implemented as part of positive
youth development programs in community-based settings outside of school hours. We have no
idea of the extent to which youth would voluntarily continue to participate in these types of

intervention programs.

Greenberg and Colleagues
Greenberg and colleagues (1999) reviewed 130 universal, selective, or indicated mental

disorder prevention programs for children and adolescents. The universal prevention programs
targeted normal populations. The selective programs targeted individuals or subgroups identified
as at risk for developing mental disorders. The indicated prevention programs targeted
individuals identified as having early warning signs of mental disorders, but not vet meeting
diagnostic criteria. From the sample of 130 programs, they reviewed 34 that met the following
criteria; a randomized experimental design or quasi-experimental design with a comparison
group; pre- and post-test measures; a written manual specifying the theory and procedures used
in the program intervention; and a clearly defined sample, with adequate information about their

behavior and social characteristics; and some evidence of positive mental health outcomes.
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Follow-up assessments were preferred but not required. Many of the programs evaluated were
school-based, in part because experimental control is more feasible in this context. In general,

Greenberg et al. concluded:

M_W._‘.m__L_MuLﬁ;yﬁaLpz&ueniL\Le_pxogram&prnduceJ,ongeri,epmeﬁfectsihanﬁsheﬁuteﬁm@r@gfam

interventions

2. Preventive program interventions should be directed at risk and protective factors rather than
at categorical problem behaviors such as scheol dropout, delinquency, substance abuse, and
teenage pregnancy.

3. Thefew studies with follow-up data suggest possible "sleeper effects” in program benefits
(that is, some programs showed a greater effect at a time somewhat distant from the end of
the treatment than immediately following the intervention). If this is true, programs that do
not collect follow-up data may underestimate the impact of their program. |

4. Prevention programs targeting multiple domains (i.e. individual, school, and community) are |

more effective than programs targeting one domain.

We looked more closely at whether these conclusions held true for the 10 programs
targeting 10 to 18 year olds.

Do short-term program interventions produce time-limited benefits? This was difficult to
determine for this subset of programs because half of the eight short-term program evaluations
(less than one year) did not do follow-up testing. Of the three programs that did, two (the
Adolescent Transition Project and Coping with Stress Course) found mixed results and one (the
Penn Prevention Project) found positive follow-up effects.

After 12 weekly 90-minute sessions focused on life skills training using a variety of
social learning, direct instruction, and role modelling, the parents and adolescents in the
Adolescent Transition Project reported significantly less home problem behavior at the follow-up
assessment than at the pretest for all treatment groups; in contrast, however, there was an
increase in the teacher reports of school problem behavior for the adolescents in the Teen focus
treatment group.

In the Coping with Stress Course, adolescents with elevated self-reported depressive

symptomatology were targeted for fifteen 45 minute-long group sessions focused on learning life
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skills using a variety of social learning and modeling techniques. Adolescent's reports of
depressive symptomatology declined from pre to post test. This decline disappeared at the 12-
month follow-up. In conirast, however, there were fewer cases of MDD or Dysthymia [a milder

from of depression] in the treatment group than in the control group at the follow-up testing,

Only the Penn Prevention Project found unambiguous evidence of both follow-up and

"sleeper effects." This selected intervention program targeted children ages 10 to 13 years at risk
due to elevated depressive symptoms or family conflict. Intervention groups met weekly for 12
weeks after school for 1.5 hours. The youth were tanght life skills and self-management skiils
using a variety of social learning, direct instruction and role modeling techniques. Cognitive
behavioral techniques were also used to help the youth learn new more effective explanatory
styles. Post-intervention data showed fewer depressive symptoms, better classroom behavior,
and reduced likelihood of attributing negative events to stable enduring causes for the treatment
group. While levels of experimental and controls group's depressive symptomatology increased
over the 24-month follow-up period in the Penn Prevention Program, this increase was larger in
the control group than in the treatment group. Also, even though there were no significant
differences at the posttest, parents of the intervention group reported more improvements in the
children's home behavior at the 24-month follow-up than parents of the control group. Effects
were maintained at the 12, 18, and 24 month follow-ups. Interestingly, although this program is
considered short«term, it was the only program of the six with follow-up data suggesting a
possible "sleeper effect” in program benefits. This calls into question the claim that short-term
interventions yield only short-term effects.

Do multi-year programs foster more enduring benefits than short-term nrogram

interventions? Four programs come closest to meeting the multi-year criteria, but only two, the
Improving Social Awareness-Social Problem Solving (ISA-SPS) and the Bullying Prevention
Program, actually extended beyond one year. The ISA-SPS two-year program targeted the
transition to middle school by focusing on changing the school culture. The program also taught
social skills refated to decision making, conflict management, and social awareness. Follow-up
effects were evident at six years after the program intervention.

The Bullying Prevention Program, part of a national campaign against bullying in
Norway, lasted two years. It is a school-based universal prevention program focused on

reducing bullying problems by increasing awareness and knowledge of the problem, involving
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teachers and parents, establishing clear rules against bullying behavior, and providing support
and protection for bullying victims. The positive effects of this program were maintained at least
through the 20-month follow-up assessment.

The other two programs, Big Brothers Big Sisters and The School Transition

Environmental Project, were 9-12 months in length. Mentors in the Big Brothers Big Sisters

program met with their assigned child 3 times per month for 3 to 4 hours for at least I year,
Treatment effects were found across multiple outcome measures ranging from hitting behavior to
academic performance. Follow-up data were not collected.

The School Transitional Environmental Project focused on changing the school social
climate to assist in the transition to middle school in large schools with many feeder schools.
Adopting the middle school philosophy of advisories, homeroom teachers were assigned to
smaller cohorts to function as a liaison and guidance counselor. They meet with their students
daily and with their students’ families on a regular basis. The effects of the program intervention
were positive, but a follow-up did not test for the stability of the effects over time.

In sum, positive long-term effects were found in the two longer-term programs that tested
for follow-up effects. However, with only two programs as examples, it would be unfair to
conclude that multi-year programs contribute to longer lasting effects than short-term programs,
especially given the evidence of sustained effects from two of the short-term programs discussed
earlier.

Are programs targeting multiple levels and settings (i.e. individual, school, community)

more effective than programs targeting one domain? The programs most relevant to youth give

mixed support for this conclusion. On the one hand, the eight programs concentrating on
individual change achieved positive post-intervention effects. The two programs with follow-up
data, the Penn Prevention Project and thé Coping with Stress Course, also showed evidence of
sustained effects at follow-up. Thus programs targeting the individual can be effective,
However, it is quite likely that these programs also indirectly created changes in other domains
such as the family or school. On the other hand, the four programs targeting multiple levels also
yielded positive post-intervention effects and the three programs with follow-up data showed
long-term effectiveness as well.

In summary, from the 12 programs targeting youth ages 10 to 18, we can draw several

conclusions. Short-term programs can be just as effective as programs lasting nine months to
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two years at preventing problem behaviors and promoting positive youth development. Program
interventions concentrating on individual change seem to be as effective as those focusing on
multiple domains are. One program, a selected intervention, demonstrated evidence of a "sleeper

effect”. Thus, from these evaluations, it appears that mental disorder prevention programs can be’

designed to support positive psychological and emotional development. By and large, the
effective programs used skill building instruction and extensive opportunities to practice these
new skills at the individual level, and social support and social norm building strategies at the
school level. Future evaluation research in this domain should focus on the causal links between
program interventions and outcomes. In addition, it is not clear which of the programs can be
successfully implemented in non-school settings with voluntary participation.
Sammary

By and large, the program interventions designed to promote positive mental health can
be quite effective, and when assessed, appear to have long-term positive consequences. On the
one hand, programs based on clinical theories of behavior change and sound instructional
practices are effective at both reducing problem behaviors and increasing a wide range of social
and emotional competencies. On the other hand, generalizabilty is an issue due to the very small
number of replications particularly in non-school settings. We do not know how well such
programs will work in community based programs in which participation is entirely voluntary.
Nonetheless, there is sufficient evidence to conclude that programs such as these reviewed,
targeting the prevention of mental disorders, can be effective in both reducing problems and

increasing social and emotional competencies.

Violence Prevention Programs

The Center for the Study and Prevention of Violence at the University of Colorado at
Boulder published a series of "Blueprints" describing program interventions effective in
preventing violence. The Blueprints series was developed to give practical information to
communities to help them select a program intervention that best matched their needs and
resources. Out of the 450 delinquency, drug, and violence prevention programs they reviewed,
the Blueprints highlighted ten that met most of the following criteria; an experimental design
with random assignment or a strong quasi-experimental design; evidence of a statistically

significant deterrent (or marginal deterrent) effect on delinquency, drug use, and/or violent
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behavior; at least one additional site replication with experimental design and demonstrated
effects; and evidence that the deterrent effect was sustained for at least one year post-treatment.

Of the ten model programs, six included youth ages 10 to 18 in their target population:
Big Brothers Big Sisters, Quantum Opportunities, Midwestern Prevention Project, Life Skills

— e Lraining, Multisystemic Therapy, and Bullying Prevention Program. The Bullying Prevention .
Program was described earlier. The other 5 are summarized briefly here (see Table 1 for more
details).

Big Brothers Big Sisters (BBBS) is a community-based mentoring program that matches
an adult volunteer (Big Brother or Big Sister) to a 10 to 16 year old (Little Brother or Little
Sister) with the expectation that a caring and supportive relationship will develop. The match is
well supported by mentor training, and both ongoing supervision and monitoring of the
relationship by a professional staff member.

The Quantum Opportunities Program (QOP) was designed to serve very poor adolescents
ltving in high-risk neighborhoods by providing comprehensive education, service, and
development activities, as well as financial incentives, from ninth grade through high school
graduation. Adolescents f'rém families receiving public assistance entered the program in the
ninth grade and continue for four years through high school.

The Midwestern Prevention Program (MPP) is a comprehensive, community-based,
multi-faceted program for the prevention of adolescent drug abuse, with a major emphasis on
cigarette smoking, alcohol use, and marijuana use. The program targets young people in sixth
and seventh grade and includes program interventions with the community, schools, and
families.

The Life Skills Training program is a school-based universal prevention program
designed to prevent drug use. The program intervention is a curriculum to teaéh general life
skills and social resistance skills training. |

Multisystemic Therapy (MST) uses a family ecological systems approach to help serious
violent or substance abusing juvenile offenders. The therapy focuses on getting families
involved in changing those aspects of the youth's setting (i.e. peers, school, family, community)
that contribute to the problem behavior. The primary method is teaching effective parenting
skills and helping parents overcome such barriers to effective parenting as parental drug abuse

and lack of a social support network in the community.
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In an effort to understand the source of change, Elliot et al. (1999) locked for evidence
that change in risk or protective factors mediated change in violent behavior. They found that
program evaluations either had not collected the necessary data to analyze the causal processes
or had not reported on the analysis. Likewise, because the studies evaluated whole program
__ packages, rather than specific program components,_it was not possible to determine.exactly .
what worked in any given program. Nonetheless, these ten programs do provide models of what
can be done in communities to decrease rates of violence. Interestingly, most of the programs
involved the kinds of experiences and settings outlined earlier as critical for promoting positive
youth development. Teaching life Skii_ls and providing better adult social supports were common

across all of the effective programs.

Teen Precnancy Prevention Proorams

Kirby (1998) reviewed evaluations of primary prevention programs designed to reduce
sexual risk-taking and teen pregnancy. These programs met the following criteria: published in
1980 or later, used experimental or quasi-experimental design; included a minimum sample size
of 100 in combined experimental and control groups; targeted 12-18 year .olds; conducted in the
United States or Canada; and measured program impact on sexual or contraceptive behavior or
pregnancy or birth rates. Kirby summarized the strengths and limitations of each evaluation
based on the following methodological principles: sampling; random assignment; sample size;
long-term follow-up; measurement of behavior (sexual and contraceptive behaviors); statistical
an'alyses; publication of results; replication; and independent evaluation. Kirby concluded that
few studies abide by high standards for each principle, thus limiting generalizations about which
specific programs or types of programs reduce sexual risk-taking and teen pregnancy.

The review divided programs into three groups based on whether they focused primarily
on sexual antecedents (i.e. age, gender, pubertal timing), on non-sexual antecedents (i.e. poverty,
parental education, parental support, drug and alcohol use), or on a combination of sexual and
non-sexual antecedents. We are most interested in the latter two groups because of their fit with
a youth development framework. Youth development programs were further categorized as
service-learning, vocational education and employment, and other. All three categories focused
on improving education and life options as the means to reduce pregnancy and birth rates.

Service learning programs consisted of unpaid service time in the community as well as
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structured time for training, preparation, and reflection. The results for such programs .were
equivocal. On the one hand, Teen Outreach Program (TOP) participants reported lower rates of
pregnancy and school failure than the controls during the school year in which they participated
in the program intervention. The Teen Outreach Program (TOP) is a national volunteer service

program designed to prevent adolescent problem behaviors by promoting healthy social

development in high school students. The program targets high school-aged
adolescents.Similarly, a health education curriculum combined with service learning was
effective at reducing reported sexual activity.

On the other hand, although a quasi-experimental evaluation of Learn and Serve programs
showed a similar short-term trend in reduced pregnancy rates, the result was not statistically
significant and the trend disappeared one year later.

Vocational education and employment programs included academic education and either
vocational education or actual jobs. Again the results were equivocal. On the one hand, the
Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot Projects (YIEPP) was effective at reducing birth rates and
increasing both teen employment and school enrollment. This program guaranteed part-time
employment to youth during the school year and full-time employment during the summer if
they remained in high school. On the other hand, four very rigorously evaluated employment
and education programs were not effective in reducing pregnancies or birth rates. This evidence
suggests that vocational and employment programs are not effective in decreasing pregnancy or
birth rates.

In summary, the strongest evidence for program effectiveness using a youth development
framework comes from the Teen Outreach Program. Why was this service-learning program
effective while the others were not? Again, we do not have an answer for this question because
causal links in the interventions were not evaluated. Therefore, we do not know whether to
attribute the success of TOP to the service-leaming component or to other characteristics of the
program such as strong bonds with the adults in the program. Nonetheless, the program
evaluations do offer promise that a youth development approach may be effective in providing

youth opportunities that reduce their risk for teenage pregnancy.
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Posttive Youth Development Prosrams

Catalano and Hawkins et al,
The Hawkins and Catalano et al. Positive Youth Development report (see Catalano et al,
1998, 1999; Hawkins et al., 1999), funded by Department of Health and Human Services

(DHHS), examined evaluations of positive youth development programs. The authors solicited

information on promotion/prevention programs from a wide variety of sources. Only research
designs using a control or strong comparison group with measures of youth behavioral outcomes
were included. The programs selected had to include at least one of the following objectives

identified by the authors as important for positive youth development;

¢ Promote bonding

* Foster resilience

* Promote social, emotional, cognitive, behavioral, and moral competence

* Foster self-determination, spirituality, self-efficacy, a clear and positive identity,
belief in the future, and/or prosocial norms

* Provide recognition for positive behavior and/or opportunities for prosocial

involvement

Seventy-seven program evaluations were reviewed and twenty-five were chosen for the
report (see Table 1 for details). The other 52 programs were excluded because they either did
not meet scientific criteria or there was no evidence of effectiveness of the program componenfs.

The authors concluded that the most effective programs sought to strengthen social,
emotional, cognitive and/or behavioral competencies, self-efficacy, and family and community
social norms for healthy social and individual behavior. To achieve these goals, most program
interventions targeted a combination of social settings (family, school, church, community, and
work). Of the social settings mentioned, 88 percent had a school component, 60 percent had a
family component, and 48 percent had a community component.

Regarding positive youth development goals, competence, self-efficacy, and prosocial
norms were present in all 25 programs. Opportunities for prosocial involvement and recognized
positive behavior were provided in 88 percent of the programs. Social bonding was promoted in

76 percent of the programs. The other five constructs (positive identify, self-determination,
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belief in the future, resiliency, and spirituality) occurred in less than half of the programs.
Catalano and Hawkins et al. identified two general program strategies that were used to
promote positive youth devéiopment: skill building and environmental/organizational change. A

focus on skill building, primarily social or cognitive behavioral skills, occurred in 96 percent of

e the programs; decision-making and selfzmanagement skills in 73 percent;.coping skills in62. —

percent; and refusal-resistance skills in 50 percent. Environmental/organizational change
programs focused on changing teacher classroom practices and peer social norms. Overall, the
characteristics and strategies of effective positive youth development programs summarized in
this review match the personal and contextual features summarized at the start of this paper as
important for healthy adolescent development.

Unfortunately these positive youth development program evaluations had many of the
same limitations found in the previous reviews. Of the 25 programs meeting the inclusion
criteria, only 64 percent used experimental designs with randomization and only half gathered
any follow-up data. None included comprehensive information about the program, the
implementation process, the youth development constructs being addressed, and the relation
between the implementation information and outcomes. Also, assessment measures were raely
adequate to track positive youth development over time, and problem behaviors were measured
much more frequently than positive behaviors.

In summary, 25 well-evaluated programs give support that a positive youth development
approach can reduce problem behaviors and increase personal asscts. Skill building and
environmental change were the two most common strategies of effective programs, All 25 of the
programs targeted competence, self-efficacy, and prosocial norms. And, as has been true in the
previous reviews, there was very little information about why programs work due to the lack of

attention given to understanding causal processes at work.

Reth and Brocks-Gunn et al.

Roth et al. (1998, see also Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2000) reviewed over 60 evaluations of
prevention and intervention programs for adolescents to evaluate the usefulness of the youth
development framework. They defined youth development programs as "developmentally-
appropriate programs designed to prepare adolescents for productive adulthood by providing

opportunities and supports to help them gain the competencies and knowledge needed to meet
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the increasing challenges they will face as they mature." Of the 60 programs reviewed, 15 were
selected for inclusion in the review (see Table 1 for details). These fifteen shared the following
characteristics: a positive youth development focus; an experimental or quasi-experimental
design; and a focus on youth not currently demonstrating problem behaviors. The programs
were grouped in three categories listed in order of how closely they matched a youth

development framework: (a) positive-behavior focused; competency/asset enhancing programs;,
(b) problem-behavior focused; competency/asset enhancing programs; and (c) resistance skills-
based prevention programs.

The authors concluded that programs incorporating more elements of the youth
development framework showed more positive outcomes. Youth development programs
decreased adolescent risk-taking behaviors and increased competencies. The evaluations
supported the importance of a caring adult-adolescent relationship and life skill development. In
addition, they concluded that longer-term programs that engaged youth throughout adolescence
were the most effective, suggesting the possibility of cumulative effects. .

This review stands out because it included a framework to categorize vouth development
programs, it focused on community-based (rather than school-based) programs, and it insisted on
rigorous standards of evaluation before concluding that a program was effective. Thus it
provides credibility to community youth development programs by demonstrating effectiveness
with rigorous methodological standards. Like the previous reviews, life skill training and strong
adult support were common components of many of the effective programs. But we still do not
know much about either the long-term effects or the generalizability of these programs. We also
know very little about which specific aspects of the programs were most effective for any

particular outcome or population group.

Adventure Education

Although adventure education programs do not take place in communities and the
evaluations of these programs suffer from the same methoedological problems we have
encountered with other fields, this review is included because their success can inform us of
potential program components important for healthy development. Common features of
adventure programs include: wilderness or backcountry settings; groups of less than 16; mentally

and/or physically challenging objectives; intense social interactions often relating to group
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problem solving and decision making; trained non-directive leaders; and average duration of 2-4

weeks.

Hattie and colleagues (1997) performed a meta-analysis of the effects of adventure

programs. They found short-term positive effects that were maintained, and sometimes even

—increased, over time. Adventure prograrms had their greatest effects on psychological, emotional

and cognitive assets summarized at the start of this paper (such as self-control, confidence in

one's abilities to be effective, good decision-making, improved school achievement, leadership,
independence, assertiveness, emotional stability, social comparison, time management, and

flexibility). Longer programs (more than 20 days) were more effective than shorter programs,
Summary and Conclusions

Few evaluations meet the criteria laid out at the start of chapter for high quality
evaluation. Although many use a rigorous experimental or quasi-experimental design, few have
a well arficulated theory of change guiding program design implementation, selection of
outcomes, or specification of the mediating and moderating conditions that might connect the
program characteristics to the youth outcomes. Few have included high quality implementation-
evaluation techniques. Consequently, it is very difficult to determine why the program either
succeeds or fails to support positive youth development.

Closely linked to the scarcity of theory, there is little overlap between the measures
collected in most of the evaluations summarized in these reports and the assets and
characteristics of settings outlined at the beginning of this paper. In part this reflects the scarcity
of well-validated measures of these psychological and contextual characteristics. In part it
reflects the disconnection between research and practice traditions.

Despite these shortcomings, we can draw some conclusions with regard to the outcome
and contextual characteristics outlined at the beginning of this paper. Mapping this framework of
assets and features of settings to promote adolescent development onto the community programs
reviewed was a challenge. We know from the evaluations that programs can bé effective in
promoting healthy development; we know much less about why. Each program consisted of
several components that appeared to be consistent with the assets and contextual features

summarized earlier. However, without appropriate information, we cannot say much about
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which particular component or combination of components responsible for the effect. Without
this information, we cannot decisively state, for example, which and how many of the
characteristics of settings summarized earlier were critical for the success of these programs.
Nonetheless, in this section we attempt to loosely bridge this gap by comparing program

interventions with our framework

Social and Emotional Support from Adults

Social and emotional support was a major component of most of the programs reviewed.
Mentoring activities are the most salient example of an effort to provide increased social and
emotional support. But most of the programs provided youth with some form of supportive
contact with non-familial adults, In many cases "mentoring” was not explicitly stated as a
program goal, but the aduit-adolescent contact in these programs often took the form of
mentoring. For example, Quantum Opportunities used a case-management approach to tailor
their program to meet individual needs and circumstances. In addition, many of the programs
officially designated mentoring as the central component of the program. The best example of
this is Big Brothers Big Sisters. The positive effects of mentoring were clearly supported in the
evaluation of the BBBS program. Follow up was done to understand the factors contribuﬁng to
positive supportive mentoring relationships. Through telephone interviews with 1101 mentors in
98 mentoring programs and through youth focus groups and youth interview data (Herreraetal |
2000), the evaluators found that mentors with the closest and most supportive relationships
reported more than 10 hours of contact per month, shared interests between the mentor and
mentee, and shared decision making about activities. They also found that the most supportive

relationships were between mentors and elementary school aged youth.

Opportunities to Belong

We hypothesized earlier that healthy development is promoted by fostering a sense of
belonging, an area where the Quantum Opportunities Program excelled. Instilling a sense of
belonging was at the core of the QOP mission as reflected in their motto, "Once in QOP, always
in QOP". If participants stopped attending QOP activities and disappeared from the program,
program staff tracked them down to find out what was wrong, to assure them they were still part

of their QOP family and to coax them back to the program. This attitude of refusing to give up
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on youth was considered by Hahn (1994) to be a crucial component of the program.

Pro-Social Norms

Basically all of the programs, even when not explicitly stated as a program goal,

oo promoted pro-social norms. However, the programs with community service component best

exemplify this feature. Two of the four model programs, Quantum Opportunities and the Teen
Outreach Program, had community service components ag part of their program intervention.
Participants in the Across Ages program were matched with a mentor who was 55 years old or

| older. These young people received classroom-based social problem-solving skills training and
participated in community service activities with their mentors. In many cases, parents also
participated in workshops to enhance their parenting skills in the areas of providing opportunities

for prosocial behavior, rewarding positive behavior, and strengthening parent-child bonds.

Opportunities to Experience Mastery and to Engage in Activities that Matter

Providing opportunities for autonomy, mattering, taking responsibility, and challenge
seems especially important for older adolescents as they approach the transition to adulthood,
however most prdgram interventions did not address opportunities for efficacy directly. Two of
the model programs, Quantum Opportunities and the Teen Qutreach Program, were successful in
involving high school students in community service, life and family skills training, and support
in planning for college and jobs. Although we can only hypothesize as to the reason for their
success, it 1s possible that these experiences and activities in both programs provided

opportunities to experience both mastery and mattering.

Opportunities for Skill Building

Opportunities for skill building were plentiful in the programs reviewed. An emphasis on
social skills was a frequent program goal. Skills in resistance were common in programs
primarily focused on preventing problems such as drug and alcohol use, teen pregnancy, and
HIV/AIDS (see for example program descriptions for ENABL, Life Skills Training, and Project
ALERT). Also, many of the programs focused specifically on the parent-youth relationship and
included building youth communication skills with the parents, as well as training specifically

for the parents (e.g., Adolescent Transitions Project, Creating Lasting Connections, Functional
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Family Therapy, Improving Social Awareness-Social Problem Solving, Midwestern Prevention
Project, Social Competence Program for Young Adolescents, Teen Qutreach Program).
Other programs focused on individual cognitive, social, and emotional skill development.

Some focused on such social and emotional skills as coping and self-regulation skills (Coping

with Stress Course, Functional Family Therapy, Penn Prevention Project). Others provided

employment/economic management skills through part-time employment with mentoring,
encouragement for opening savings accounts, financial incentives for participation (Quantum

Opportunities, Summer Training and Education Program, Louisiana State Youth Opportunities).

Integration of Family, Schools, and Community

Several programs excelled in integrating family, school, and community into their
program interventions. The Midwestern Prevention Project (MPP) included a set of programs
activities to prevent adolescent drug use: (1) mass media programming with news clips,
commercials, and talk show discussions on drug use in incorporated with information on their
program; (2) a school-based program teaching resistance and counteraction skills for drug use;
and (3) parent education and organizing. Project Northland also used a community-wide
approach. Students received skills training to enhance their social competency in dealing with
their parents, their peers, and the norms surrounding alcohol use. Parent education and
involvement was also stressed and community-level changes in alcohol-related programs and
policies were also targeted. Finally, the Valued Youth Partnership Program participants were
given training in how to tutor and then engaged in tutoring of younger students for at least four
hours per week. Parents were involved in school activities, and students were exposed to role

models in the community through presentations and field trips.

Other Features

The two contextual characteristics from our list that were not easy to identify in program
descriptions are appropriate structure and physical and psychological safety because these
two characteristics received little mention in the program descriptions. Perhaps this omission
reflects that fact that these characteristics are considered so basic that they are not worthy of
explicit mention. One of the fundamental reasons for community programming for youth is to

provide safe places for youth to go. Wisdom would dictate then that programs must enable
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youth to feel and be psychologically and physically safe. Programs would need to include clear
and consistent rules, expectations, and boundaries. Nonetheless, the absence of these features is
likely to be a major reason why programs fail and why some programs produce negative results.
Because such programs are unlikely to be candidates for rigorous evaluation, it is unlikely the

consequences of the absence of these characteristics will be documented in experimental and

quasi-experimental evaluations.
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