Final Report:

Neighborhood Youth Center

Program Evaluation

Report Prepared for the

State of Connecticut
Office of Policy and Management

March 2004

Stephen A. Anderson & Ronald M. Sabatelli

Julie Liefeld & Stacey Rubinfeld

University of Connecticut

School of Family Studies

Center for Applied Research

Introduction to the Evaluation Process

The goal of this project was to conduct an evaluation of the Neighborhood Youth Center Program.  The Neighborhood Youth Center Program is designed to increase the range and extent of positive experiences for at-risk youth.  It focuses specifically on supporting neighborhood youth centers that serve youth between the ages of twelve and seventeen who live in seven of Connecticut's largest cities (Bridgeport, Hartford, New Britain, New Haven, Norwalk, Stamford, and Waterbury).  Centers are located conveniently for youth within target neighborhoods and are open evenings and weekends.
The Neighborhood Youth Center Program is administered by the Office of Policy and Management, State of Connecticut.  This is a competitive program within each of the seven municipalities (Bridgeport, Hartford, New Britain, New Haven, Norwalk, Stamford and Waterbury) with re-bidding in 1996, 1999 and every two years thereafter.  A key element to this program is an intensive focus on specific neighborhoods; it is not intended to support general citywide programs.  For the fiscal years 2001/2002 and 2002/2003, 26 grants were awarded.

The state law governing this program can be found in C.G.S. Section 7-127d through 7-127g.

The Neighborhood Youth Centers (NYC’s) involved in this evaluation all provide recreational activities, leadership opportunities, skill training, and consistent contact with supportive adults and peers.  Research has shown that programs with these characteristics promote feelings of competence and a connection to the community within the youth that they serve.

An Overview of the Evaluation Process
The Center for Applied Research at the University of Connecticut was contracted to conduct an evaluation of the Neighborhood Youth Center Programs that were funded for July 1, 2001 through June 30, 2003.  The evaluation team from the Center for Applied Research reviewed relevant literature on programs designed to foster positive youth development and finalized an evaluation plan based upon the review of this literature.  The team then provided a training session with programs to familiarize them with the evaluation procedure; provided technical assistance for the evaluation; analyzed data; and completed this final report.

The Final Report

The final report is divided into five parts.  In Part One, we review the previous research on the components of successful community-based youth programs.  We believe that this research provides an important context for the evaluation of the Connecticut NYC’s as it clearly demonstrates how these programs are grounded in a “Positive Youth Development” approach to working with at-risk urban youth.  Positive Youth Development programs provide youth with opportunities to acquire developmental skills and competencies that foster positive development over time.
Part Two consists of a summary of the “process data” that were collected as part of the evaluation.  This includes descriptive information on the populations served by the centers and summary reports on attendance and participation patterns of the youth using the centers.  These reports are presented for all centers combined as well as for the individual centers.  These data provide insight into how centers are used by the youth in their communities.

Part Three consists of a summary of focus groups that were done with the parents of a select number of youth attending the NYC’s.  These focus groups were conducted in an effort to get a sense of how the parents view the role that the centers play in their children’s lives as well as their perceptions of the strengths and weaknesses of the centers.
Part Four is a summary of the “outcome study” that was conducted as part of the evaluation.  Youth who participated in the activities of the centers were surveyed in the fall of 2002 and then again in the fall of 2003.  Youth’s responses to questionnaire items help us understand the possible positive effects of the centers on their lives.

Part Five consists of a summary of the entire evaluation.  Within this section, we discuss the implications of the data that were collected and make recommendations regarding future evaluations of the NYC’s.

PART ONE

Overview of the Positive Youth Development Framework:

Support for the Neighborhood Youth Center Model

According to Roth & Brooks-Gunn (2003), over the past 10 years the youth development movement has called for a paradigm shift from deterrence to development.  This has led to an increased acceptance of youth preparation and development as desirable goals for youth programs.  This Positive Youth Development (PYD) approach to youth programming draws a distinction between problem prevention programs, youth activity programs and positive youth development programs through designating the expected outcomes and interventions found within the programs.

Youth programs subscribing to a positive youth development approach target global psychosocial development as their goal.  Promoting global development is viewed, within the PYD framework, as a way of preventing problems before they occur.  Youth within PYD programs are provided opportunities for developing constructive skills and competencies within a supportive environment (Pruett, Davidson, McMahon, Ward, & Griffith, 2000; Roth, Brooks-Gunn et. al., 1998).  That is, rather than implementing programs to combat specific youth problems, such as teen pregnancy or gang involvement, the PYD framework seeks to positively influence youth development by fostering intellectual, social and emotional competencies within youth.  These skills and competencies are thought to proactively prevent negative outcomes by increasing the abilities of youth to make positive choices and demonstrate a higher degree of resistance skills (Catalano, et al 2002; Masten, 1994; Werner & Smith, 2001).
Examples of the desired “endpoints” or outcomes of PYD programs (based on reports by Lerner et. al., 2000 and the National Research Council and Institute of Medicine, 2002) include the following developmental skills and competencies:
· Competence in academic, social and vocational arenas

· Constructive connections to community, family and peers

· Character or positive values, integrity, and moral commitment
· Caring and empathy

· Confidence in self or positive identity
· Intrinsic motivation (self control)

· An increasing sense of competence and mastery (communication, leadership, abilities)

· Feelings of safety and well being
· Attachment to family, community and social institutions.
In order to accomplish these youth development objectives, Roth & Brooks-Gunn (2003), highlight the need for youth programs to organize their approach to programming around “universal building blocks.”  These universal building blocks focus specifically on:

· Support of youth’s emerging sense of self

· Empowerment
· Boundaries and expectations

· Constructive use of time.
Additionally, the National Research Council and Institute of Medicine (2002), has identified a list of program components that define a Positive Youth Development Program.  A youth program is considered a "PYD program" when it provides/facilitates:

· Involved interactions between youth and staff
· Engagement in program and activities
· A sense of membership
· Physical and psychological safety
· Developmentally appropriate structure
· Positive social norms/rules
· Supportive relationships
· Support for efficacy/mattering
· A sense of belonging and opportunities for skill building

· An integration of family, school and community.
In sum, the goals of effective PYD programs are to help adolescents develop skills and competencies that then help them to take charge of their lives (Larson, 2000).  Programs that promote the acquisition of these “protective factors” are thought to be more likely to have a positive impact on youth than programs addressing the problem behaviors themselves (Barton, Watkins, & Jarjoura, 1997).  Along these lines, participation in PYD programs has been linked—in many studies—to higher self-esteem, self-control, and educational goals and achievement (Larson, 2000).  Furthermore, PYD programs have been found to help youth develop social skills and self-esteem (directly), and reduce delinquency and substance use (indirectly), although longitudinal research is limited (Larson, 2000).  Lastly, programs that involve youth in their communities have an empowering effect (increasing connection and reducing alienation), especially when youth are given choices in their types of involvement (Allen et al., 1990).
The NYC programs subject to this evaluation include a number of positive youth development components.  Specifically, each of these centers is conveniently located within urban neighborhoods and they make their programs available to youth after school and in the evenings.  Each of the centers offers programs that allow opportunities for youth to get help with school work, provide enrichment opportunities for youth, and focus on skill training as one of their program objectives.  In addition, the centers offer youth access to athletic/recreational programs and make an effort to involve parents and youth in the planning and management of the centers.
PART TWO

Process Data:

Summaries of Youth Attendance Patterns

As part of the evaluation, information was collected on youth attendance at the different NYC’s.  All of the NYC’s were required to submit monthly attendance summaries to the University of Connecticut (UConn).  These monthly summaries listed the youth attending the centers during that month and also included the number of days youth attended the centers each month.  The NYC’s were required to provide these monthly summaries from January of 2002 through April of 2003—a period of 16 months.

We begin our review of the attendance patterns by first presenting a table that lists the NYC’s and summarizes their compliance with the requirement that they provide the Center for Applied Research at UConn with monthly attendance reports.  As can be seen from the table, the compliance with this reporting requirement ranged from 0 to 100% with only 15 of the 26 centers (58%) involved with the evaluation providing an attendance report for every month of the reporting period.  It should be noted that from January 2002 on, when centers failed to provide UConn with attendance summaries, UConn staff routinely contacted the “non-compliant” agencies in an effort to assist them in the preparation of their attendance summaries.

Table 1

NEIGHBORHOOD YOUTH CENTER PROGRAM EVALUATION

Attendance Data Submissions (marked with an X) to UConn by September 1, 2003

	
	
	2002
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2003
	
	
	
	% of Months Attendance Data Submitted

	
	CENTER
	JAN
	FEB
	MAR
	APR
	MAY
	JUN
	JUL
	AUG
	SEP
	OCT
	NOV
	DEC
	JAN
	FEB
	MAR
	APR
	

	1a
	Boys & Girls Club of Bridgeport-East Side
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	100%

	1b
	Boys & Girls Club of Bridgeport-Hollow
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	100%

	2
	Bridges, Hartford
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	19%

	3
	Burroughs Comm. Center, Bpt.
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	CLSD
	CLSD
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	50%

	4
	Central CT Coast YMCA, New Haven
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	44%

	5
	Centro San Jose, Inc., New Haven
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	100%

	6
	Charles D. Smith, Jr. Foundation, Bpt.
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	CLSD
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	93%

	7a
	City of New Britain-Pulaski
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	CLSD
	CLSD
	CLSD
	CLSD
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	100%

	7b
	City of New Britain-Roosevelt
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	CLSD
	CLSD
	CLSD
	CLSD
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	100%


Table 1 (continued)

	
	
	2002
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2003
	
	
	
	% of Months Attendance Data Submitted

	
	CENTER
	JAN
	FEB
	MAR
	APR
	MAY
	JUN
	JUL
	AUG
	SEP
	OCT
	NOV
	DEC
	JAN
	FEB
	MAR
	APR
	

	7c
	City of New Britain-Slade
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	CLSD
	CLSD
	CLSD
	CLSD
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	100%

	8
	City of Norwalk
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	56%

	9
	City of Stamford
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	100%

	10
	Hall Neighborhood House, Inc., Bpt.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0%

	11
	Hill Cooperative Youth Services, NH
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	
	
	12%

	12
	McGivney Community Ctr., Bpt.
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	CLSD
	CLSD
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	100%

	13
	MiCasa Family Serv. & Ed. C., Hfd.
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	100%

	14
	New Haven Boys & Girls Club, NH
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	CLSD
	CLSD
	CLSD
	CLSD
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	92%

	15a
	New Opportunities for Wby., Wby.-B-W
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	100%

	15b
	New Opportunities for Wby.-Brooklyn
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	100%

	15c
	New Opportunities for Wby. -South End
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	100%

	16
	Progressive Training Associates, Bpt.
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	25%

	17
	Ralphola Taylor CC, YMCA, Bpt.
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	62%

	18
	So. Arsenal Nei. Dev. Corp., Hfd.
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	100%

	19
	South End Comm. Center, Bpt.
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	100%

	20
	Walnut-Orange-Walsh NRZ, Wby.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0%

	21
	Waterbury Youth Serv. System, Wby.
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	100%


The next table, Table 2, provides a summary of the total numbers of youth served by the NYC’s.  The table also includes information on the ages of the youth served by the programs.  The NYC’s were funded by OPM to provide programs for youth between the ages of 12 to 18.  As depicted by the table, many of the centers serve a considerable number of individuals outside of this 12 to 18 age range.  In all instances, the centers serving a relatively low percentage of youth between the ages of 12–18 have a relatively large number of younger children attending their centers.  The total number of youth served by the centers varied from a low of 35 to a high of 688.
Table 2

NEIGHBORHOOD YOUTH CENTER PROGRAM EVALUATION

Number of Youth Served Within Each NYC Broken Down By Age Groups: January 2002 through April 2003

	
	CENTER
	Youth 12 - 18
	Other Youth
	Total Number Served
	Percent 12 - 18
	Percent Other

	1a
	Boys & Girls Club of Bridgeport, East Side
	316
	272
	588
	54%
	46%

	1b
	Boys & Girls Club of Bridgeport, Hollow
	356
	62
	418
	85%
	15%

	2
	Bridges, Hartford
	268
	27
	295
	91%
	9%

	3
	Burroughs Comm. Center, Bridgeport
	136
	4
	140
	97%
	3%

	4
	Central CT Coast YMCA, New Haven
	370
	9
	379
	98%
	2%

	5
	Centro San Jose, Inc., New Haven
	122
	46
	168
	73%
	27%

	6
	Charles D. Smith, Jr. Foundation, Bridgeport
	56
	64
	120
	47%
	53%

	7a
	City of New Britain-Pulaski
	180
	
	180
	100%
	

	7b
	City of New Britain-Roosevelt
	203
	
	203
	100%
	

	7c
	City of New Britain-Slade
	184
	
	184
	100%
	

	8
	City of Norwalk
	41
	56
	97
	42%
	58%

	9
	City of Stamford
	168
	18
	184
	91%
	9%

	10
	Hall Neighborhood House, Inc., Bridgeport
	NO DATA
	
	
	
	

	11
	Hill Cooperative Youth Ser., New Haven
	75
	2
	77
	97%
	3%

	12
	McGivney Comm. Center, Bridgeport
	243
	234
	477
	51%
	49%

	13
	Mi Casa Family Service & Ed. Center, Hartford
	406
	77
	483
	84%
	16%

	14
	New Haven Boys & Girls Club, New Haven
	78
	19
	97
	80%
	20%

	15a
	New Opportunities for Waterbury, Berkeley-Warner
	125
	20
	145
	86%
	14%

	15b
	New Opportunities for Waterbury, Brooklyn
	109
	21
	130
	84%
	16%

	15c
	New Opportunities for Waterbury, South End
	198
	139
	337
	59%
	41%

	16
	Progressive Training Associates, Bridgeport
	29
	6
	35
	83%
	17%

	17
	Ralphola Taylor Community Center, Bridgeport
	206
	37
	243
	85%
	15%

	18
	South Arsenal Neighborhood Development Corp., Hfd.
	150
	66
	216
	69%
	31%

	19
	South End Community Center, Bridgeport
	129
	559
	688
	19%
	81%

	20
	Walnut-Orange-Walsh NRZ, Waterbury
	NO DATA
	
	
	
	

	21
	Waterbury Youth Service System, Waterbury
	219
	115
	334
	66%
	34%


Table 3 provides a summary of monthly attendance patterns broken down for each of the centers.  Included in this table is information on the following “participation patterns” for the various centers:

· # of Youth Registered: This is a count of the total number of different youth registered at the centers.  We do not know whether the centers update their registration rosters yearly.

· # of Youth Contacts Per Month: This is the average number of times per month that youth engaged in some activity at the center.  This number is larger than the number of different youth who actually attend the center because every day a youth attends the center, it is counted as a contact.
· Average # of Days Center Open Monthly: This is the average number of days each month the center was in operation over the entire reporting period.

· Average # of Days Youth Attended Monthly: This number represents the average number of days the “attendees” went to the center during the months of the evaluation.

· Average # of Youth Served Daily: This is the average number of youth using the centers on a daily basis.  These data are adjusted for the number of months that the centers were in operation.

Table 3

NEIGHBORHOOD YOUTH CENTER PROGRAM EVALUATION

Attendance Profiles Broken Down by Each Center: January 2002 through April 2003

	
	CENTER
	# of Youth Registered
	# of Youth Contacts Per Month
	Avg # of Days Center Open Monthly
	Avg # of Days Youth Attended Monthly
	Avg # of Youth Served Daily

	1a
	Boys & Girls Club of Bpt.-East Side
	3687
	1748
	25
	18
	131

	1b
	Boys & Girls Club of Bpt.-Hollow
	1858
	1207
	25
	6
	26

	2
	Bridges, Hartford
	295
	286
	17
	7
	21

	3
	Burroughs Comm. Center, Bpt.
	351
	306
	16
	11
	32

	4
	Central CT Coast YMCA, NH
	583
	581
	23
	13
	109

	5
	Centro San Jose, Inc., New Haven
	670
	639
	22
	4
	9

	6
	Charles D. Smith, Jr. Foundation, Bpt.
	467
	460
	16
	6
	17

	7a
	City of New Britain-Pulaski
	1763
	792
	17
	6
	25

	7b
	City of New Britain-Roosevelt
	2490
	1101
	16
	6
	38

	7c
	City of New Britain-Slade
	1968
	813
	16
	6
	27

	8
	City of Norwalk
	363
	359
	20
	16
	145

	9
	City of Stamford
	1121
	989
	23
	13
	26

	10
	Hall Neighborhood House, Inc., Bpt.
	
	
	
	
	


Table 3 (continued)

	
	CENTER
	# of Youth Registered
	# of Youth Contacts Per Month
	Avg # of Days Center Open Monthly
	Avg # of Days Youth Attended Monthly
	Avg # of Youth Served Daily

	11
	Hill Cooperative Youth Ser., NH
	150
	123
	23
	8
	13

	12
	McGivney Comm. Center, Bpt.
	1226
	989
	23
	13
	26

	13
	MiCasa Family Serv & Ed C., Hfd.
	3484
	1245
	22
	6
	17

	14
	New Haven Boys & Girls Club, NH
	1118
	533
	15
	4
	14

	15a
	New Opportunities for Wby, B-W
	538
	512
	20
	14
	31

	15b
	New Opportunities for Wby, Brooklyn
	513
	513
	15
	11
	29

	15c
	New Opportunities for Wby, So. End
	3404
	491
	24
	16
	51

	16
	Progressive Train. Associates, Bpt.
	376
	114
	19
	9
	14

	17
	Ralphola Taylor CC, YMCA, Bpt.
	1851
	974
	23
	5
	29

	18
	So. Arsenal Nei. Dev. Corp., Hfd.
	307
	303
	21
	5
	12

	19
	South End Comm. Center, Bpt.
	2581
	2249
	17
	16
	55

	10
	Walnut-Orange-Walsh NRZ, Wby.
	
	
	
	
	

	21
	Waterbury Youth Serv. Sys., Wby.
	918
	681
	22
	5
	15


As can be seen from the table, the centers varied considerably with respect to the different numbers of youth they served during the average month (Range: 29 to 194) and the number of youth they served on a daily basis (Range: 9 to 131).  Some centers, like the Boys and Girls Club in Bridgeport Eastside, had contacts with a relatively large number of youth each day (131) and had a relatively large number of contacts each month with the youth who attended their centers (18).  In contrast, other centers, like the Centro San Jose Center in New Haven, had contact with a relatively small number of youth on a daily basis (9) and saw the youth who attended the center an average of only 4 days in the typical month.

PART THREE

Summary of Parent Focus Groups

As part of our evaluation efforts, we decided to conduct focus groups with parents from a small number of the NYC’s.  Focus groups enable researchers to gain a relatively large amount of information in a short period of time (Sabatelli, Anderson, & LaMotte, 2001).  The purpose of the focus groups done with parents of youth attending the NYC’s was to explore their overarching impressions of the NYC’s.  Using focus groups enabled us to explore and probe parents’ attitudes, feelings, beliefs, experiences and reactions to the NYC’s in ways that may not be feasible using other data collection methods (e.g., interviewing or questionnaire surveys).
Three centers (Mi Casa Family Services & Education Center in Hartford, the Charles D. Smith , Jr. Foundation in Bridgeport, and the centers sponsored by the Parks and Recreation Department of the City of New Britain) volunteered to participate in this aspect of the evaluation.  The centers were asked to set up a meeting with a small number of parents from within their communities.  The focus groups were conducted by two group facilitators from the Center for Applied Research at UConn.  One of the facilitators took primary responsibility for soliciting information from the parents.  The other was responsible for recording field notes.  The field notes were used to summarize the information elicited from the parents.  The focus group with the parents from the Mi Casa center was conducted in Spanish.
The focus groups were organized around the following basic questions:

Question 1: What do you like about the center?

Question 2: How is the center good for children?

Question 3: How is the center good for you?
Question 4: Do you send your children to the center or do they come on their own?
Question 5: What are your thoughts about the staff?

Question 6: Have you seen positive changes in your children?

Question 7: Are there any changes/improvements you would like to see in the center?

There was a striking degree of similarity with respect to the parents’ views of the constructive ways in which each of the respective centers influenced their children.  Thus, the information collected during these focus groups is summarized for each of the questions that were asked (rather than broken for each of the centers separately).

Question 1: What do you like about the center?
Respondents were unanimous in their support of the centers.  They liked the fact that the centers provided their children with a safe place to go.  One parent, at the Mi Casa center, liked the fact that the center creates a “family environment.”  Other parents praised the centers for helping their children with schoolwork.  One parent of a special needs child commented that the center is “…a safe place for my very special needs son.  He doesn't talk or nothing and they are so good with him.  It (the center) has changed everything for us.”

Question 2: How is the center good for children?

Parents appreciated the value of the positive relationships that their children had with the staff at the centers.  They also praised the centers for the ways in which they helped their children with their schoolwork.  Other parents mentioned the value of their children coming into contact with children of other nationalities.  They liked the diverse and supportive environments created in the centers.  In addition, parents in two of the centers mentioned the importance of the leadership skills that their children were learning through their contacts with the centers.

Question 3: How is the center good for you?

Parents appreciated the ways in which the centers supported them as parents.  They routinely commented on the value of having a reliable and safe place to send their children.  They reported feeling less tensions and stresses in their lives as a result of their children’s participation in the centers.  In addition, the parents at the Mi Casa center were grateful to the centers for the GED and English classes that they offered.  The parents, in other words, were happy to have opportunities through the centers to advance themselves as individuals and as parents.
Question 4: Do you send your children to the center or do they come on their own?

All of the parents at all of the focus groups wanted their children to attend the centers.  They did not, however, force or coerce their children to attend the centers.  As a result the children were left to decide on their own when they wanted to attend the centers.  One parent, however, noted that there was no problem getting the children to go the center because “they can’t wait to get out of school to come to the center.”

Question 5: What are your thoughts about the staff?

Parents praised the staff for the supportive and caring ways in which they interacted with their children.  They clearly trust the staff with their children and value the fact that the staff are willing to communicate with the parents about their children.  The parents seem to value the advice and support that they get from the staff.  They appreciate the role that the staff plays in their children’s lives.  One parent commented on how much she valued the fact that the “staff are able to do things with my children that I do not have time to do.”  All in all, in other words, the parents clearly feel supported by the staff and feel the staff function in a highly professional manner.

Question 6: Have you seen positive changes in your children?

All of the parents at the focus groups expressed the view that their children’s school performance had improved as a result of their involvement with the centers.  In addition, parents routinely expressed the view that their children’s self confidence and self esteem had been enhanced through their participation at the centers.  Some parents, in addition, noted that their children were behaving better as a result of their connections to the staff at the center.  Put another way, parents saw their children as benefiting academically, socially, and emotionally from their involvement with the centers.

Question 7: Are there any changes/improvements that you would like to see at the centers?

One parent accurately depicted the views of all the parents who attended the focus groups when she said, “I have nothing negative to say about the centers, but I do have a wish list.”  What parents wished for included longer hours of operation at the centers, the desire that the centers stay open throughout the summer, the desire for a bigger and better location, and the ability of the center to expand the types of activities and programs that they offered.  Several parents expressed the view, in addition, that they wished the funding for the centers could be expanded.

As can be seen by the responses, the parents have very favorable views of the centers.  They like the staff, feel the centers are responsive to their needs and the needs of their children, and they observe positive changes in their children.  The parents are relieved, clearly, to have a place for the children to go that keeps them off of the streets.  The parents tend to be aware that the centers seem to be under-funded. 

PART FOUR

Survey Results

Satisfaction with the Centers

Positive Youth Development Outcomes
The evaluation of the NYC programs consisted of a pre-test survey administered in the fall of 2001 and a post-test survey administered in the fall of 2002.  The survey administered to the youth as part of the evaluation was developed by the research team and is grounded in a PYD approach to program evaluation.  There were two basic objectives associated with this aspect of the evaluation: (1) we were interested in exploring youth’s satisfaction with and attitudes towards the centers and (2) we wanted to assess how participation in the programs at the center influenced patterns of youth psychosocial adjustment.  As a way of assessing the influence that the programs had on youth development, information was also collected on parent involvement and support, peer support, and staff support.

Survey Data Focusing on Youth Satisfaction With, and Attitudes Towards, the Centers

Description of the Study

One of our evaluation goals was to explore the youth’s feelings about the centers.  We accomplished this objective by asking youth a number of questions about their happiness with the centers and a number of questions about how they thought the centers helped them.  The items inquiring about youth’s happiness with the centers were merged to create a measure assessing their satisfaction with the centers.  The items asking youth about how the centers helped them were combined to create a measure of youth’s attitudes about the helpfulness of the centers.  These actual items contained on the survey can be found in Tables 4 and 5, respectively.
Description of the Sample

The sample for this portion of the evaluation includes 1773 youth ranging in ages from 12 to 21.  The mean age of the youth within the sample was 13.9 years of age (Median = 13 years of age).  Slightly over 55% of the total sample is accounted for by youth between the ages of 12 and 13 years of age—meaning that older youth are somewhat under-represented in this survey.  Males comprise 57% of the sample.  With respect to the race/ethnicity of the study’s participants, 4.4% were white, 37.2% were Hispanic, 50.8% were African-American, and the remaining 7% of the sample was made up of youth from other racial or ethnic backgrounds.  The family status of the youth who participated in the study was quite varied.  Twenty-nine percent of the youth resided with both their biological mother and father.  Another 39.7% of the participants resided within a mother-headed household and 14.1% of the participants resided in a household comprised of their mother and step-father.  Slightly over 2% of the youth within the sample resided within a father-headed household and another 2% resided with their biological father and a step-mother.  Just over 10% of the youth resided with relatives other than their biological parents.  The remaining small percentage of participants resided with other non-related adults.  Slightly over 64% of the youth within the sample received free or reduced meals at school.  The youth responding to the questions about their satisfaction with the centers attended the centers an average of 3.3 times/week.
Youth Reports of Satisfaction with the Neighborhood Youth Centers

The questions and the youth’s responses to the questions are presented in Table 4 below.

	

	Table 4

	Youth Reports of Their Satisfaction With the Centers

	

	                                                                             Percent Saying                 Percent Saying

	                                                                     Very Happy or Happy      Very Unhappy or Unhappy

	

	Overall, how happy are you with the center?                  94.8                                  5.2

	

	Overall, how happy are you with the programs
at the centers?                                                                  93.6                                   6.4

	

	Overall, how happy are you with the staff?                     91.3                                  8.7

	

	Overall, how happy are you with the facilities?              93.4                                  6.4

	


In addition to these satisfaction questions, youth were asked a number of questions designed to elicit their attitudes towards the centers.  Specifically, youth were asked a number of questions about how the centers “help them.”  The basic premise here was that more positive attitudes towards the centers would be reflected in youth feeling as if the centers helped them in a number of specific ways.  These items and the youth’s responses to them are summarized Table 5.

	

	Table 5

	Youth’s Attitudes Towards the Centers

	

	                                                                           Percent Saying        Percent Saying       Percent Saying

DOES THE CENTER HELP YOU:                        A Lot                   Somewhat            Not at All

	

	Stay out of trouble?                                                        70.0                        25.5                       4.5

	

	By offering a safe place to go?                                      69.3                        26.6                       4.1

	

	Do better with schoolwork?                                           61.5                        30.4                       8.1

	

	Feel better about yourself?                                             61.7                        30.7                       7.6

	

	Be a better leader?                                                          62.8                        29.2                       8.0

	

	Be a better friend?                                                          63.6                        28.9                       7.5

	

	Learn to resolve problems with others?                         58.5                        33.1                       8.4

	

	Learn teamwork?                                                            65.1                       28.3                       6.6

	

	Feel more a part of your neighborhood?                        54.2                       32.5                      13.4

	

	Be more responsible in your neighborhood?                 53.7                       33.4                      12.9

	


While these satisfaction data do not provide us with direct insight into whether the centers had a positive impact on youth, it is important to note the strong and positive feelings that youth, in general, had towards the centers.  As can be seen from the data summarized in the tables, youth were quite happy with the programs.  Youth, as well, felt, in general, that the programs provided them with concrete forms of assistance and influenced their lives in positive ways.  In addition, through their involvement with the centers youth appear to develop a positive sense of connection to their neighborhoods.
Results of the Multivariate Examination of the Predictors of Youth Outcomes

One of the basic objectives of the survey that was administered to the youth was to assess whether participation in the NYC’s had a positive influence on youth development.  Our original hope was to address this research objective using a pre/post-test research design.  The design of this study called for youth to fill out the questionnaires twice – with a one year interval between survey administrations.  Specifically, 996 youth filled out the survey in the fall of 2001.  An additional 874 youth filled out the survey in the fall of 2002.  However, when we examined the data from these two survey administrations, we discovered that only 97 youth filled out both surveys.  This resulted in the research team needing to reconsider how to best use the data collected to evaluate the NYC programs.
One of the ways that we decided to use these data was to analyze the surveys from all youth who answered the questionnaire only once.  This one-time survey data provided us with an opportunity to explore how youth involvement with and experiences within the centers co-vary with selected indicators of psychosocial development and adjustment.  In other words, we decided to use the survey data to explore “the predictors” of youth development and adjustment.  The predictors that were used in this study included youth’s satisfaction with the centers, their views on the helpfulness of the centers, and their experiences with the staff at the centers.  It needs to be acknowledged that youth development is influenced by many factors, including, of course, experiences with their family and friends, so the study also explored peer and family support and involvement as predictors of these selected developmental outcomes.  The questionnaires representing these predictor variables can be found in the Appendix.

The “youth outcome indicators” selected for use in this study included questionnaires designed to assess youth’s Achievement Motivation, Attitudes Toward School, and Peer Self Efficacy.  In addition, questions were asked probing the youth’s use of harmful and illegal substances (specifically, tobacco, alcohol and other illegal drugs).  These items were combined into a scale measuring Level of Substance Use.  The questions representing these outcome categories can be found in the Appendix.  Each of these questionnaires was found to perform reliably during both the pre and post-test administrations.  For example, the reliability of the various measures, as computed using Cronbach’s alpha, ranged from .70 for the Peer Self-Efficacy measure to .92 for Achievement Motivation.
In sum, while a primary focus of this evaluation was on youth programs as they influence development and adjustment, we decided to explore, in addition, the connections between youth and their peers and families as these connections are related to developmental outcomes.  The basic premise was that positive development results from the experiences that youth have within the NYC’s AND from the qualities and characteristics of the relationships that they have with their friends and families.
Description of the Sample

The sample for this portion of the evaluation included the 1773 youth described above.  It is important to note that although there has been an extensive amount of research on the “predictors” of youth development and adjustment, there is very little research that has focused on minority youth and poor youth (Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2003).  Hence, this study addresses some of the limitations that are present in the existing research.
The Predictors of Youth Developmental Outcomes

Multiple regression statistical procedures were used to determine the factors most associated with the adjustment and personal development of the youth within this sample.  Multiple regression procedures can be viewed (a) as a means of evaluating the overall contribution of the independent variables to variations in dependent variables; and (b) as a means of evaluating the contribution of a particular independent variable with the influence of the other independent variables controlled.  In the context of the present evaluation, regression procedures were used to explore the combined impact of NYC factors, family factors and peer factors as these statistically related to the variations in levels of youth adjustment.  In addition, it was important to explore the individual contributions of family, peer, and neighborhood youth center variables to reported levels of adjustment with the influence of the other independent variables controlled.

To accomplish these objectives, the technique of backward multiple regression was used.  The backward solution enters all variables on the first step and proceeds to eliminate those variables—when controlling for all other independent variables—that fail to add substantially to the variance accounted for in the dependent variable.  Thus, the first step of the backward regression solution provides insight into whether all of the predictors in combination with one another are statistically significantly related to the indicators of youth adjustment.  The final step of the backward procedure provides insight into which of the independent variables contribute most strongly to the total variance in youth adjustment when all of the other independent variables are statistically controlled.

Tables 6, 7, 8, and 9 contain summaries of these analyses.  Note that only the statistically significant predictors will be shown within these tables.

Findings with Respect to Achievement Motivation

With respect to the data examining the predictors of Achievement Motivation, all of the predictor variables accounted for 13% of the variation in Achievement Motivation.  The statistically significant predictors, as determined by the size of the Beta Coefficients, were the views that youth had of the Helpfulness of the Centers, followed by Parental Monitoring, Satisfaction With the Center, Staff Support, and Family Support.  In other words, a number of variables were found to be associated with achievement motivation—including the satisfaction with the centers, the attitudes that the youth had towards the centers, and their supportive connections with the center staff.

	

	Table 6

	Predictors of Achievement Motivation 

	

	( R2 = 0.13)

	

	Predictor Variables                                Beta                                
	 Significance Level

	
	

	Satisfaction With the Center                  .06                                                                      
	                 p < .03

	
	

	Helpfulness of the Center                      .24   
	        P < .001

	
	

	Staff Support                                         .08     
	                  P < .01

	
	

	Parental Monitoring                              .18 
	                 P < .001

	
	

	Family Support                                     .05                          
	                 P < .02

	
	


Findings With Respect to Attitudes Toward School

All of the predictors examined together accounted for only 4% of the observed variance in the responses of youth to the Attitudes Toward School questionnaire.  As listed in Table 7, the positive experiences of the youth in the centers, their experiences of staff support, and parental monitoring emerged as the most statistically significant predictors of school attitudes.
	

	Table 7

	Predictors of Attitudes Towards School 

	

	( R2 = 0.04)

	

	Predictor Variables                                Beta                                
	 Significance Level

	
	

	Helpfulness of  the Center                    .11                                      
	                 P < .001

	
	

	Staff Support                                         .08     
	                 P < .01

	
	

	Parental Monitoring                              .11 
	                 P < .001

	


Findings With Respect to Peer Self-Efficacy

All of the predictors examined together accounted for 17% of the observed variance in the youth reports of their sense of mastery within their peer relationships.  It is interesting to note that Attitudes towards the Centers was clearly the most significant of these predictor variables.  Put another way, youth who find the centers to be helpful tend to be those youth who report high levels of mastery and efficacy within their peer relationships.
	

	Table 8

	Predictors of Peer Self-Efficacy

	

	( R2 = 0.17)

	

	Predictor Variables                                Beta                                
	 Significance Level

	
	

	Satisfaction With the Center                  .09                                                                      
	                 p < .001

	
	

	Helpfulness of the Center                      .26                              
	                 p < .001

	
	

	Parental Monitoring                              .16 
	                 p < .001

	
	

	Peer Support                                          .10                          
	                 p < .001

	
	


Findings With Respect to Levels of Substance Use

Lastly, it is interesting to note, with respect to the predictors of substance use, that little variance was explained and that only family variables emerged as significant predictors.
	

	Table 9

	Predictors of Substance Use

	

	( R2 = 0.03)

	

	Predictor Variables                                Beta                                
	 Significance Level

	
	

	Parental Monitoring                              .10                         
	                 p < .001

	
	

	Family Support                                      .09     
	                 p < .005

	
	


In sum, while it is not possible, based on these analyses, to talk in a causal way about the effects of the centers on youth development, the data highlight how positive connections to the centers co-vary with indicators of psychosocial adjustment.  Generally speaking, the youth who scored higher on the measures of psychosocial adjustment used within this study were those who also tended to find the centers helpful, were satisfied with the operation of the centers, and experienced supportive connections to the staff at the centers.

Results of the Designed Pre/Post-Test Program Evaluation

Program evaluations often employ the use of a Pre/Post-Test Research Design when attempting to demonstrate how individuals change as a result of their participation in a program.  If the NYC’s are indeed promoting youth development through the programs they offer within the centers, then it is reasonable to expect that youth involved with the programs over time would show positive changes in their motivations to achieve, their attitudes towards school, and their peer self efficacy.  Also, it is reasonable to expect that youth involved with the NYC’s should show less involvement with harmful drugs as well.

Description of the Sample

The sample for this portion of the evaluation includes the 97 youth who filled out both the fall of 2001 and the Fall of 2002 surveys.  Though this sample is small, it is comparable to the sample of youth who filled out the survey only once.  In other words, as explored via-t-test analyses, no statistically significant differences were noted in the ages of the youth in the pre/post test study when compared to those who constitute the sample used in the multivariate study described above.  The gender, racial/ethnic, family, and economic profiles of the two samples are comparable as well.  We mention these findings here because they support the conclusion that the small sample of youth participating in the pre and post-test study are representative of the youth who attend the NYC’s.

Approach to the Analyses of the Pre/Post Test Data

In general it was expected that youth involved in the NYC programs would show positive changes in the psychosocial measures used as outcomes within this evaluation.  Specifically, it was expected that involvement with the NYC’s would result in positive changes in youth’s achievement motivation and attitudes towards school.  Similarly, it was expected that youth involvement with the NYC’s would result in youth reporting greater comfort interacting with peers and less usage of harmful substances.
In order to address these questions, the pre-test scores of the youth involved in the evaluation study were contrasted with their performance on the post-test survey.  To determine whether or not the differences in the pre and post-test scores were statistically significantly different, the data were analyzed using “repeated measures” Analysis of Variance statistical procedures.  In all instances, we were interested in determining whether changes occurred in youth outcomes as a result of their involvement with the NYC’s over the course of the year.  We also were interested in determining whether or not the intensity of the youth’s involvement with the centers, as reflected in their own reports of the number of times per week they attended the centers, in some way influenced their development and adjustment over time.  Lastly, we explored whether the pattern of results was different for males as compared to females.  The pre and post-test scores on each of these outcome measures are summarized in Table 10.

Findings With Respect to Achievement Motivation

No statistically significant differences were found when comparing pre and post-test scores on the measure of achievement motivation.  In addition, no significant effects were found for the number of times the youth attended the centers, on average, per week over the course of the year.  Furthermore, the pattern of results was similar for males as compared to females.
Findings With Respect to Attitudes Towards School
The pre-test and post-test responses to the Attitudes Towards School questionnaire were found to be statistically significantly different (F = 6.71; p < .01).  No effects were noted, however, for gender or for the number of times the youth attended the centers per week.  These findings suggest that the youth involved with the centers develop more favorable attitudes towards school over time.

Findings With Respect to Peer Self-Efficacy

No statistically significant differences were found when comparing pre and post-test scores on the measure of peer self-efficacy.  In addition, no significant effects were found for gender or for the number of times the youth attended the centers, on average, per week over the course of the year.
Findings With Respect to Substance Use Levels

No statistically significant differences were found when comparing pre and post-test scores on the self-report measure of substance use.  In addition, no significant effects were found for gender or for the number of times the youth attended the centers, on average, per week over the course of the year.
	

	                                                 Table 10

	             Average Scores on the Pre-Tests and Post-Tests

	

	                                     Pre-Test Scores             Post-Test Scores

	

	Achievement Motivation         53.5                               53.1

	

	Attitudes Towards 

	School                                     43.1                                46.4

	

	Peer Social Self-

	Efficacy                                  20.3                                20.9

	

	Substance Use                        .13                                   .57

	


Summary of the Pre/Post-Test Analyses

A number of psychosocial outcomes were examined within this evaluation.  The findings suggest that involvement with the NYC’s has a positive influence on youth’s attitudes towards school.  That is, the youth involved with the NYC’s showed significant increases in their attitudes toward school over the time period of the study.  While similar increases in the other youth outcomes explored in this study were not found, we feel that these changes in attitudes toward school represent an important finding.
PART FIVE

Discussion of the Results of the Evaluation
Attendance Data

The Neighborhood Youth Centers serve a fairly large number of mostly minority youth from relatively poor families.  The average number of youth attending the centers each day varied considerably from center to center.  There are several centers that appear from the attendance data to have a relatively low number of daily contacts with youth, particularly considering the total number of youth registered at the centers.  In addition, it should be pointed out that many of the centers were not compliant with the requirement of submitting center attendance data.  That is, only 58% of the centers provided the Center for Applied Research with all of the requested data.  Without this required data it is hard for us to present a comprehensive picture of how the centers are used by the youth within the communities.  In the future the centers should pay more attention to documenting the numbers of youth who use the centers.  Data like these are useful when it comes to justifying requests for future funding.

Focus Groups With Parents

Overall, the parents who participated in the focus groups felt that their children benefited from attending the NYC’s.  Of course the information obtained from these focus groups may not be representative of how all the parents in those neighborhoods feel about the centers nor does it provide us with insights into how parents in other city neighborhoods feel about their centers.  The information, however, is striking in that it clearly shows the value that parents attribute to the presence of the centers in their communities.  They were relieved when their children were at the centers.  They recognized that the centers are a safe place for their children and they felt that their children benefit socially, emotionally, cognitively, and academically from their contacts with the centers.
Youth Survey

There are essentially three different surveys that were performed as part of this evaluation.  Survey data were used to explore the youth’s satisfaction with and attitudes about the helpfulness of the centers.  These data are quite striking in demonstrating the degree to which youth participants were overwhelmingly positive in their views of the centers.  Put another way, it is clear that the youth had very strong and positive feelings about the programs they attended.  They made friends and felt supported by the staff within the centers.  In addition, they felt safe at the centers and had experiences within the centers that personally benefited them.  These findings are important as these types of positive experiences and connections have been found to promote positive development within youth.

The findings from the two different analyses that we conducted with the survey data provide insight into the positive benefits that youth derive from their involvement with the NYC’s.  Specifically, the multivariate analyses done with the one-time survey data suggested that the “better adjusted youth” within the sample tended to be those youth who also had more positive experiences within the neighborhood centers.  That is, the youth who found the centers most helpful were also the youth who were more motivated to achieve, had more positive attitudes towards school, and had more confidence in their abilities to manage their relationships with their friends.
Similarly, youth’s positive experiences with the staff were found to consistently be associated with the outcome measures used within the evaluation.  Specifically, the youth who experienced the staff as being supportive scored higher on the measure of achievement motivation.  Perceiving the staff as being supportive was also associated with youth having more positive attitudes towards school.
These findings are striking because we also explored the experiences of the youth with their parents and their friends as predictors of psychosocial adjustment.  We believe that it was important to examine these other contextual shapers of development along with the experiences that the youth have within the NYC’s because by doing so we are able to speak more directly to the role of the NYC’s as mediators of youth development.  In our opinion, the survey data provide strong support for the value of the NYC’s as a shaper of youth development.  That is, these survey data are striking as they show how youth experiences within the NYC’s predict positive developmental outcomes even when the influence of these other mediators of development and adjustment are taken into account.
Lastly, the pre and post-test comparisons that address changes in youth over time speak directly to the influence of the NYC’s on youth development.  We think it is particularly noteworthy that attitudes toward school were found to change in positive directions over the evaluation period.  Both boys and girls, regardless of how often they attended the centers, reported more positive attitudes towards school and learning over time.  Apparently the positive connections that youth experience with the centers and the staff at the centers encourage youth to develop favorable attitudes towards school and learning.  These favorable school attitudes are, in theory, related to youth performing better in school.

In sum, the survey data provide insight into the positive benefits derived from attending the NYC’s.  Youth enjoyed attending the centers and felt they were helped by the centers.  In addition, the youth who had positive attitudes towards the centers and favorable experiences with staff demonstrated relatively high levels of psychosocial adjustment.  Put another way, the youth who scored highest on the indicators of psychosocial adjustment where those same youth who found the centers helpful, were satisfied with the centers and experienced positive and supportive connections to the staff at the centers.  Lastly, the youth involved with the centers over time show positive changes in their attitudes towards school.  These data, taken together, all speak to the positive ways in which the NYC’s influence youth.

Recommendations

While we believe the Neighborhood Youth Centers provide an important service to youth and their communities, it is hard to document this in the absence of reliable information about attendance and participation patterns.  Clearly the number of youth registered at the centers has little to do with the actual numbers of youth served by the centers.  This being the case, more attention on the part of the directors of the centers needs to be given to documenting attendance and participation patterns.

Overall the youth survey indicated that the centers were well received by the youth and that youth involvement with the centers seems to promote positive youth development.  However, it is clear that in order to better document the effect that the centers have on youth, future research is needed that looks more closely at the type of programming being done within the various NYC’s to determine which programming philosophies and activities resulted in these positive youth developments.  In other words, in order to build on the positive results noted within the evaluation study, we think it is important to explore in greater depth and detail the programming strategies that were responsible for these changes.  This type of information would help to guide future planning and programming.
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Neighborhood Youth Center

YOUTH QUESTIONNAIRE Fall 2002

Please carefully read and fill out the following questions. When you are finished fold it and put it in the envelope and seal it.  The reason for this survey is to improve the Neighborhood Youth Centers (like yours) in the state, your honest answers are important.  Thanks 

Your Name: _________________________(please print clearly)

Name of the Center you attend?   ________________________

Gender:
____ Male

____ Female 

Year of Birth: 19__

Grade in school: Check the one that applies for September 2002

____K
____4
____8
____12

____1

____5
____9
____College

____2
____6
____10
____Not in school or college

____3
____7
____11


What are your average grades in school:

____ A (90 – 100%) or (3.3 to 4.0 grade point average)

____ B (80 – 89%) or (2.3 to 3.2 grade point average)

____ C (70 – 79%) or (1.3 to 2.2 grade point average)

____ D (60 – 69%) or (.3 to 1.2 grade point average)

____ F (0 – 59 %) or (0 to .2 grade point average)

____ Not in school or college

Race/Ethnicity: Check the one that best applies:

____ White (not Hispanic/Latin)

____ Black (not Hispanic/Latin)

____ Hispanic/Latin

____ Asian

____ American Indian

____ Other

YOUR FAMILY:

Family Status: Check the line that best describes the adults living in your house right now.

____ Mother and Father

____ Foster Parents

____ Mother only


____ Mother and Stepfather

____ Father only


____ Father and Stepmother

____ Other relatives
____ Other: unrelated (Please describe)_____________

Household income: It is important to know something about the household income of the families using the Center.

Do you receive free or reduced meals at school?
____Yes
____No

Please check the income range below that matches your household’s income:

____$0 - $1,000 per month OR $0 - $12,000 per year

____$1,001 - $2,000 per month OR $12,001 - $24,000 per year

____$2,001 - $3,000 per month OR $24,001 - $36,000 per year

____$3,001 - $4,000 per month OR $36,001 - $48,000 per year

____$4,001 per month OR $48,001 per year and over

Do you play a school sport or participate in any after school activities (like band or student council)?



____No



____Yes (tell us about at least 1 activity):______________

Circle the best answer to the following questions




Overall, how happy are you with: 


the center?  

(4) Very HAPPY        (3) Somewhat HAPPY
(2) Somewhat UNHAPPY         (1) Very UNHAPPY

 the programs at the center? 


(4) Very HAPPY        (3) Somewhat HAPPY
 (2) Somewhat UNHAPPY         (1) Very UNHAPPY


the staff at the center? 

(4) Very HAPPY        (3) Somewhat HAPPY
(2) Somewhat UNHAPPY          (1) Very UNHAPPY

the physical facilities at the center

(4) Very HAPPY        (3) Somewhat HAPPY
(2) Somewhat UNHAPPY           (1) Very UNHAPPY
Would you recommend the center to other kids? 


yes
no

On average, how many days per week do you attend the center? ______  days
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
During the 30 days, how many days have you used the following substances?
Tobacco


_______ days

Any alcohol


_______ days

Alcohol to intoxication

_______ days



(5 or more drinks in one setting)

Other illegal drugs

_______ days

Circle about how many days each week you participate in the following activities offered at your center.

SPORTS/RECREATION:
DOING THINGS LIKE:
SPORTS TEAMS/SPORTS FOR FUN/CHEERLEADING/ DANCE/COMPUTER GAMES CRAFTS/POOL/DRILL TEAM/INDOOR GAMES/ MARTIAL ARTS/WEIGHT ROOM/AEROBICS

I DO ACTIVITIES LIKE THIS AT MY CENTER ABOUT
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7 
DAYS EACH WEEK
ENRICHMENT AND TUTORING: DOING THINGS LIKE:
HELP WITH HOMEORK/TUTORING/ COMPUTER CLASS/ART CLASSES/SPECIAL PROJECTS/FIELD TRIPS/CLUBS/LIBRARY

I DO ACTIVITIES LIKE THIS AT MY CENTER ABOUT
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7 
DAYS EACH WEEK
SKILLS TRAINING: DOING THINGS LIKE:

SCOUTS/DRUG AND ALCOHOL CLASSES/MENTORING/LEADERSHIP TRAINING/CONFLICT RESOLUTION/TEAMWORK /PREGNANCY PREVENTION/ DISCIPLINE/OUTREACH AND COMMUNITY SERVICE

I DO ACTIVITIES LIKE THIS AT MY CENTER ABOUT
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7 
DAYS EACH WEEK

OTHER/SPECIAL ACTIVITIES: DOING THINGS LIKE:
MOVIES/DANCES/ PARTIES/AWARDS DINNERS /WATCHING A SPORTING EVENT

I DO ACTIVITIES LIKE THIS AT MY CENTER ABOUT
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7 
DAYS EACH WEEK

These questions are about your parent(s)/caretaker(s):

Circle the best answer to the questions

How often do your parent(s) know what you are doing when you are not at home?
1

2

3

4

5

Almost

Most of
About half
Occasionally
Practically

all the time
the time
of the time


never

How often do your parent(s)/caretaker(s) know who you are with when you are not at home?

1

2

3

4

5

Almost

Most of
About half
Occasionally
Practically

all the time
the time
of the time


never

The rest of the questions are about you: Tell us about the people you go to for support.

Please rate the following comments from 1 “very strongly agree” to 7 “very strongly disagree”:

                                           Very strongly                                   Very strongly

                                              agree                                                  disagree

My family really tries to help me:
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

I get the emotional help & 

support I need from my family:
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

I can talk about my problems 

with my family:


1
2
3
4
5
6
7

My family is willing to help me

make decisions:


1
2
3
4
5
6
7

My friends really try to help me:
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Very strongly                                   Very strongly

                                            agree                                                 disagree

I can count on my friends

when things go wrong:

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

I have friends with whom I can 

share my joys and sorrows:

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

I can talk about my problems

with my friends:


1
2
3
4
5
6
7

There is a special staff person

at the Center who is around 

when I am in need:


1
2
3
4
5
6
7

There is a special staff person

at the Center with whom 

I can share joys and sorrows:
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

I have a special staff person at the 

Center who is a real source of 

comfort to me:


1
2
3
4
5
6
7

There is a special staff person 

at the Center who cares about my 

feelings:



1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Please circle the response that best reflects your current feelings.

HOW IMPORTANT IS IT TO 

HAVE A COLLEGE EDUCATION?
Very
                       Quite
               Somewhat
           Not too                                  Not at all

Important
      important
      important
     important
                    important

OWN YOUR OWN HOME?
Very
                       Quite
               Somewhat
           Not too                                 Not at all

Important
      important
      important
     important
                    important

HAVE A GREAT DEAL OF MONEY?

Very
                       Quite
               Somewhat
           Not too                                 Not at all

Important
      important
      important
     important
                    important

HAVE A GOOD REPUTATION IN THE COMMUNITY?
Very
                       Quite
               Somewhat
           Not too                                 Not at all

Important
      important
      important
     important
                    important
HAVE A HAPPY FAMILY LIFE?

Very
                       Quite
               Somewhat
           Not too                                 Not at all

Important
      important
      important
     important
                    important

STUDY HARD FOR GOOD GRADES?

Very
                       Quite
               Somewhat
           Not too                                 Not at all

Important
      important
      important
     important
                    important
WORK HARD TO GET AHEAD?

Very
                       Quite
               Somewhat
           Not too                                 Not at all

Important
      important
      important
     important
                    important

SAVE MONEY FOR THE FUTURE?
Very
                       Quite
               Somewhat
           Not too                                 Not at all

Important
      important
      important
     important
                    important

BE CAREFUL WHAT YOU SPEND?

Very
                       Quite
               Somewhat
           Not too                                 Not at all

Important
      important
      important
     important
                    important

BE POPULAR?

Very
                       Quite
               Somewhat
           Not too                                 Not at all

Important
      important
      important
     important
                    important

GET A JOB TO HELP OUT YOUR FAMILY?
Very
                       Quite
                Somewhat
           Not too                                 Not at all

Important
      important
      important
     important
                    important
HELP OUT AROUND THE HOUSE?
Very
                       Quite
               Somewhat
           Not too                                 Not at all

Important
      important
      important
     important
                    important

Here is a list of thoughts that students can have about school.  Read the statements carefully and then mark the circle that best shows how much you agree or disagree with each one.  


Totally
Totally

Agree 
Disagree
1. I like my teacher(s)

2. The principal cares about students

3. I am doing well in school

4. I am learning a lot in school

5. I try hard to get good grades

6. I usually do my homework on time

7. I enjoy school activities such as sports or clubs

8. I plan to complete high school

9. I am angry at my school

10. My teacher(s) don’t care about me

11. My teacher(s) don’t really understand me 

12. I am not interested in what my teachers have to say to me

13. I am not really learning anything important in school

14. I don’t really care about my grades

15. I do not feel a part of my school

Circle the best answer to the following questions.

How confident do you feel to use the following techniques to control your anger and/or resolve conflicts nonviolently?

Stay out of fights?     
Very                          Somewhat
               Not Very

 Not At All

Confident                  Confident                  Unsure
             Confident

Confident
Understand another person's point of view     

Very                          Somewhat
               Not Very

 Not At All

Confident                  Confident                  Unsure
             Confident

Confident

Calm down when you are mad
Very                          Somewhat
               Not Very

 Not At All

Confident                  Confident                  Unsure
             Confident

Confident

Talk out a disagreement
Very                          Somewhat
               Not Very

 Not At All

Confident                  Confident                  Unsure
             Confident

Confident

Learn to stay out of fights
Very                          Somewhat
               Not Very

 Not At All

Confident                  Confident                  Unsure
             Confident

Confident

_________________________________________________________

Does the center help you:

By offering a safe place to go



a lot      somewhat      not at all
Stay out of trouble? 




a lot      somewhat      not at all


Do better with schoolwork



a lot      somewhat      not at all
Feel better about yourself



a lot      somewhat      not at all
Be a better leader




a lot      somewhat      not at all
Be a better friend




a lot      somewhat      not at all
Learn to resolve problems with others 

a lot      somewhat      not at all
Learn teamwork




a lot      somewhat      not at all
Feel more a part of your neighborhood


a lot      somewhat      not at all
Be more responsible in your neighborhood

a lot      somewhat      not at all

______________________________________________________________________________________

 When you are finished, please fold your survey.  Put it in the envelope, seal it and sign the back before your turn it in.  

Thank you again for helping with this survey.  Your answers will help us to improve the center's programs

