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YOUTH INVOLVEMENT PRACTICES

Executive Summary

Over the past two decades, youth advocates, community builders, youth, and scholars have been calling for
a more meaningful incorporation of youth in civil society. They put forth cogent arguments about the value
of young people’s involvement in decisions that affect their lives. And, they mobilized the academic
community to study the effects of youth involvement on young people, as well as on organizations and
communities.

The study described in this report contributes to this body of literature by exploring the link between youth
involvement practices in youth development programs and youth outcomes at the program level. That is, do
young people who attend programs that are committed to and successful at implementing youth
involvement practices report better adjustment than young people who attend programs with fewer youth
involvement opportunities?

This study is part of a larger evaluation project conducted for the Governor’s Urban Youth Violence
Prevention (GUYVP) program. GUYVP is a competitive program administered by the State of Connecticut
Office of Policy Management (OPM). Under the GUYVP program, OPM awards grant monies to
municipalities and nonprofit agencies for the purpose of reducing urban youth violence. In fiscal years 2007-
08 and 2008-09, OPM awarded grants to 19 different youth programs.

As part of the GUYVP grant award, youth development programs received technical assistance from the
Youth Development Training and Resource Center (YDTRC) at The Consultation Center (TCC). YDTRC staff
provided trainings on youth engagement strategies, youth leadership development, program governance,
and community involvement. Additionally, they maintained regular contact with each program, offering
consultation and practical advice on what youth involvement entails and how to promote it. Furthermore,
they encouraged program staff to attend YDTRC professional development courses, including a 30-hour
Advancing Youth Development course and a 15-hour Supervising & Managing course.

The Center for Applied Research in Human Development (CARHD; hereafter, the Center) at the University of
Connecticut conducted a process evaluation of the participating youth development programs. For this
purpose, the Center asked youth within each program to complete a survey with questions about
psychological wellbeing, alienation, ethnic identity development, drug and alcohol consumption, and
demographic characteristics (e.g., age, gender, grade in school, ethnicity). A total of 1,090 surveys were
collected in March 2009. Of these, 1,067 surveys completed by middle-school and high-school students
were analyzed in this study.

In addition to the youth surveys, youth program staff completed leadership ratings of young people in their
program. Staff members were asked to rate each participating young person as (1) a demonstrated leader,
(2) an emergent leader, or (3) a general participant in the program. These ratings were used to create a
measure of youth involvement practices within each youth development program. The measure was based
upon the percentage of youth within each program who had been rated as demonstrated leaders.
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Moreover, YDTRC staff, because of their familiarity with all participating programs, were asked to serve as
external raters. Using a set of criteria consistent with youth involvement principles, external raters ranked
each youth development program in terms of its commitment to and success in implementing youth
involvement practices. Staff leadership ratings and external rankings were used as measures of youth
involvement practices: one from the perspective of youth program staff and the other from the perspective
of technical assistance providers.

Comparison of youth outcomes based on staff leadership ratings indicated statistically significant differences
on 3 out of 4 measures of psychosocial functioning (alienation, exploration of ethnic identity, and
commitment to ethnic identity). Average scores on these measures were more positive (higher for ethnic
identity and lower for alienation) in programs with higher percentages of demonstrated leaders than in
programs with lower percentages of demonstrated leaders.

Comparisons of programs with many demonstrated leaders (> 25% of participants) and programs with few
demonstrated leaders (< 10% participants) resulted in no statistically differences on behavioral indicators
(consumption of alcohol and drugs). However, correlational analyses indicated that there was a negative
relationship between the percentage of demonstrated leaders in a program and the percentage of youth
who consumed marijuana or alcohol two or more times in the year prior to the survey. As expected,
programs with a higher percentage of demonstrated leaders also had lower percentages of youth who
reported engaging in such drug and alcohol use.

Program comparisons based on external raters’ rankings corroborated these findings: on average, youth
scores on the measures of psychosocial functioning were higher in the programs ranked in the top five when
contrasted with programs ranked in the bottom five. As with comparisons based on staff leadership ratings,
this was true for alienation and ethnic identity development, but not for the measure of general
psychological wellbeing. Also, the percentage of youth who reported consumption of alcohol was lower in
the programs that external raters ranked in the top than in the bottom five.

Taken together, these findings indicate that youth involvement practices within youth development
programs show much promise. However, our findings should be considered exploratory in nature. We
cannot provide a definitive answer to the question of whether youth outcomes are better in programs that
are more committed to and successful at implementing youth involvement principles and practices without
additional research. Studies using experimental designs and assessing a wider range of youth adjustment
indicators would provide a more definitive answer.
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Introduction

This study is part of a larger evaluation project conducted for the Governor’s Urban Youth Violence
Prevention (GUYVP) program, a competitive program administered by the State of Connecticut Office of
Policy and Management (OPM). The program awards grants to municipalities and nonprofit agencies to
serve young people, ages 12 to 18, with an aim of reducing urban youth violence.

There is broad agreement among policymakers, scholars, and researchers across the United States that
youth violence merits attention.' It is widely recognized that exposure to and participation in community
violence is associated with undesirable consequences to young people and to their communities. Some of
the consequences to young people include higher risk for injury, death, significant mental-health problems,
and involvement with the juvenile justice system. Likely consequences to communities include diminished
social cohesion and social trust, deterioration of economic infrastructure, and decreased safety.

In the U.S., public policy makers and community professionals have been turning to the promotion of youth
development for solutions to youth violence. The youth development approach underscores the importance
of opportunities, resources, and supports for young people. The rationale for this approach is that young
people are “more likely to achieve positive outcomes, such as school success and emotional wellbeing, and
less likely to enact risky lifestyles that include delinquency and violence” when they are provided with
developmental experiences in community settings.” Research conducted over the past two decades provides
empirical support for this rationale.”

Consistent with national trends and practices, Connecticut has embraced the youth development approach.
In 2001, the Connecticut for Community Youth Development (CCYD) project was started “with a goal of
stimulating state and local commitment to positive youth development.”” Over time, the CCYD project
evolved into a statewide approach to the development of young people. This approach is rooted in a belief
“that youth are valuable and capable resources who should be encouraged to get involved and take on

nv

youth leadership roles in community-based activities.”” Accordingly, youth programs that received GUYVP
funding were required to promote youth involvement by (1) providing youth opportunities for input into
program planning and management; (2) offering youth leadership development activities; and (3)

recognizing and awarding youth participation and achievement.

To assist GUYVP-funded organizations with implementing youth involvement practices, OPM contracted
with the Youth Development Training and Resource Center (YDTRC). The YDTRC exists within The
Consultation Center (TCC), a cooperative endeavor of the Yale University School of Medicine, the
Connecticut Mental Health Center, and the Consultation Center, Inc. (formerly the Community Consultation
Board, Inc.). For over 25 years, TCC has promoted the development of individuals and families by providing
direct services to children, youth, and adults; conducting research and program evaluation; providing
training and consultation to diverse community members and organizations; and promoting mental health
and prevention strategies.

w ‘ Introduction
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The YDTRC was formed in 1994 in collaboration with New Haven’s City Wide Youth Coalition. It is a capacity-
building intermediary organization committed to promoting positive youth development by increasing the
effectiveness of youth workers and youth-serving organizations through five core activities:

1. youth development training for youth workers, program managers, youth funders, advocates,
policymakers, and other community members;

2. technical assistance to help agencies and staff implement youth development programs and best
practices for engaging youth as community resources;

3. communication and advocacy efforts aimed at increasing support for youth and essential programming
for adolescents;

4. development and dissemination of youth development curricula, research findings, and program
resources; and

5. participation in efforts to strengthen networks and work collaboratively on behalf of youth at the local,
regional, state, and national levels.”

YDTRC staff provided annual trainings on youth engagement strategies, youth leadership development,
program governance, and community involvement. Moreover, they maintained regular contact with each
program, offering technical assistance and practical advice. Furthermore, they encouraged program staff to
attend YDTRC professional development courses, including a 30-hour Advancing Youth Development course
and a 15-hour Supervising & Managing course.

To evaluate services provided by GUYVP grantees, OPM contracted with the Center for Applied Research in
Human Development (CARHD; hereafter “Center”) at the University of Connecticut.” The Center conducted
a process evaluation of youth development programs that received GUYVP funding during the fiscal years
(FY) 2007-08 and 2008-09. The details of this evaluation are available in CARHD (2009). In addition to the
process evaluation, the Center was contracted to conduct a supplemental study exploring relationships
between youth involvement practices in GUYVP-funded programs and youth outcomes at the program level.

This report outlines the findings of the supplemental study.

Youth Involvement

The concept of youth involvement has different meanings for different people. One common meaning refers
to participation in out-of-school time activities. Used in this sense, youth involvement connotes “breadth”
and “intensity” of participation—that is, the number of activities (breadth) and the frequency of

viii

participation in any given activity (intensity).” For example, Rose-Krasnor and colleagues (2006) studied
youth involvement defined as breadth and intensity of participation. They examined the relationship
between involvement in extracurricular activities and youth development outcomes. They found that both
dimensions of involvement were positively related to young people’s personal wellbeing, academic

orientation, and social development.

Another example is a well-known study by Eccles and Barber (1999). These researchers studied whether
participation in certain types of activities made a difference in youth development. The findings indicated
that involvement in pro-social activities (such as church attendance or community service) was linked to
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positive educational paths and low rates of risky behavior (such as drinking, using drugs, skipping school). In
contrast, involvement in team sports was linked to positive educational paths and high rates of alcohol
consumption.

An alternative meaning of the concept of youth involvement refers to “the direct involvement of youth in

nix

shaping the direction and operation of their programs organizations, communities.”” Used in this way, youth
involvement entails not only breadth and intensity of participation, but also “the process of involving people
in the decisions that affect their lives.”” For example, Dorothy Stoneman (2002) of YouthBuild USA described
pathways by which youth programs can foster non-partisan youth involvement in organizational and
community decision-making. She challenged the widely accepted notion of adults as people who must

»xi

“educate, direct, control, discipline, and entertain youth people.”” Instead, drawing from her experience of
working with youth, she described an alternative role for adults, one that involves listening to young people,
learning from them, and giving “them the resources to help create the world the way they envision a better
society ought to be.” Furthermore, she emphasized that adults need to help harness young people’s
energy and creativity through involvement in project creation, institution governance, and issue-based

advocacy.

Another example of youth involvement as involvement in decision-making is evident in a study conducted
by Zeldin and colleagues (2000). These authors explored the effects of youth involvement on adults and
organizations. They identified a number of positive outcomes and concluded that “mutual contributions of
youth and adults [to organizational decision-making] can result in a synergy, a new power and energy that
propels decision-making groups to greater innovation and productivity.”"

In this study, we use the term in its latter sense. We define youth involvement as young people’s
participation in and active contribution to organizational decision-making. Defined in this way, youth
involvement has been used interchangeably with a number of other terms, including youth participation,
youth voice, youth leadership, and youth engagement.®” Therefore, to inform our work on this project, we
reviewed journal articles and research reports that employed any of these terms to denote young people’s
participation in organizational and community decision-making. Our review of the literature indicated that
there is evidence to support the link between youth involvement and positive outcomes for youth, adults,

and organizations. Youth outcomes identified in research studies include the following:*"

Leadership skills

Teamwork skills

Communication skills

Strategic thinking

Self confidence

Personal wellness

Enhanced sociopolitical awareness
Social capital

Social responsibility

® & & & 6 O O o o o

Hopefulness
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Outcomes of youth involvement for adults who work with young people include the following:*"'

Perception of young people as legitimate contributors to decision-making processes
Enhanced commitment and energy to the organization
Greater sense of effectiveness and confidence in working with and relating to youth

* & o o

Stronger sense of community connectedness

And, the outcomes of youth involvement for organizations include:"

¢ Greater connectedness and responsiveness to youth in the community
¢ Greater value placed on inclusivity and representation

¢ Reaching out to the community in more diverse ways

This study contributes to existing research by further examining the link between youth involvement
practices within community-based youth development programs and youth outcomes at the program level.

STUDY PURPOSE

All programs participating in this study received training and technical assistance on youth involvement
principles and practices. However, not all programs were equally successful at incorporating these practices
in their day-to-day programming. This study compares youth outcomes across youth development programs
with varying levels of adherence to youth involvement principles. Although a few studies have compared
youth outcomes across organizational activities,"" there is little information on comparisons of youth
development programs based on commitment to and success at implementing youth involvement practices.
Therefore, the purpose of this study was to answer the following question: are youth outcomes better in
youth development programs that are more committed to and successful at incorporating youth

involvement practices into their day-to-day programming?

Before answering this question, it is important to briefly outline what youth involvement meant for the
participating programs: that is, what were programs striving to do? First, programs were required to include
a youth involvement component in their applications for the GUYVP grant award. In the request for
proposals, this component was defined in the following manner: “Youth involvement means youth have
many viable opportunities for input into the planning and management of the site and programs and have
had such involvement in the preparation of the applicant’s proposal. This also means youth leadership
development activities with community service components. Youth participation and achievement must be
recognized and rewarded regularly.”™

Second, participating youth development programs received training and technical assistance from YDTRC
on how to implement youth involvement principles and practices. The YDTRC approach to youth
development is based on the premise that “young people are most likely to succeed in life if they are given
opportunities to become actively involved in leadership roles — whether at home, in school, in community
programs, or in faith-based activities.” Accordingly, YDTRC staff encouraged programs to make space for
young people’s input in program planning, implementation, and governance; moreover, they encouraged

programs to involve youth in interpretation of process evaluation results and the design and
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implementation of programmatic changes; furthermore, they promoted youth-led issue-based advocacy and
youth-led community service projects; lastly, they promoted the development of structures, such as the
Youth Council, that would institutionalize youth participation in organizational decision-making.

Participating Youth and Youth Programs

For the fiscal year 2007-08 and 2008-09 funding period, OPM awarded 17 grants to 19 different youth

development programs.™ Youth within each of these programs completed an evaluation survey developed
by the Center.”" In some programs, youth leaders contributed to data collection by encouraging other youth
participants to complete the surveys. The survey included carefully designed instruments that assessed
general psychological well-being, sense of alienation from the broader social system, ethnic identity
development, and youth program developmental quality ( ). Additionally, the survey included a
set of questions about young people’s demographic characteristics (e.g., age, gender, ethnicity), and

questions about drug and alcohol consumption.

A total of 1,090 surveys were collected in March 2009. Of these, 1,067 surveys completed by middle-school
and high-school youth (ages 11 through 18) were used in this study. In addition to youth surveys, the data
analyzed in this study included leadership ratings of youth by staff in each youth program (leadership
ratings) and program rankings by the YDTRC staff (external rankings).

More specifically, program staff rated each participating youth in terms of leadership engagement within
that program. Rating categories included (1) demonstrated leader, (2) emergent leader, and (3) general
participant. Staff members were not given specific criteria for these categories so that they could rate youth
in terms of involvement in their particular program rather than global characteristics. Staff leadership

ratings were used to create a measure of youth involvement practices for each youth development program.

This measure was based upon the percentage of youth enrolled in each program who had been rated as
demonstrated leaders.

In addition to program staff ratings of youth participants, two YDTRC staff, who worked with the youth
development programs throughout the duration of the GUYVP grant, were asked to serve as external raters
of participating programs. The two raters discussed their impressions of each youth development program,
using a set of criteria consistent with the youth involvement approach ( ) and then arrived at a
mutually agreed upon ranking of each program. Programs were ranked from 1 = Most successful to

19 = Least successful in incorporating youth involvement principles and practices into day-to-day
programming.

As noted previously, the overarching goal of this study was to explore relationships between youth
involvement practices within youth development programs and youth outcomes at the program level. In
other words, the purpose of this study was to investigate whether youth outcomes differed as a function of
programs’ youth involvement practices. Using youth surveys, youth leadership ratings by program staff, and
external raters’ program rankings, the following question was addressed: are youth outcomes better in
youth development programs that are more committed to and successful at implementing youth

~ ‘ Participating Youth and Youth Programs
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involvement practices? Youth outcomes of interest included well-being, alienation, ethnic identity
development, and marijuana and alcohol consumption.

PARTICIPATING YOUTH

A greater percentage of young men than women completed the surveys (Figure 1, below). This is consistent
with previous evaluations of Connecticut’s urban youth programs (cf., Sabatelli et al., 2007). In terms of
students’ grade in school, approximately the same percentage of middle (grades 5 to 8) and high-school
youth (grades 9 to 12) completed the surveys (Figure 2, below).

Figure 1. Gender Figure 2. Grade in School
60.0 60.0
50.0 - 50.0 -
40.0 - 40.0
30.0 - 30.0 -
20.0 - 20.0 -
10.0 - 100 -
0 - 0 -
Male Female 5-8th grade 9-12th grade

Figure 3 (below) shows a large majority of youth who completed the surveys selected Black or African
American (53.3%) and Latino/a American or Hispanic (24.7%) as categories of ethnic identity. More than two
thirds of survey respondents indicated that they were eligible for free or reduced-price lunch (Figure 4,
below).

Figure 3. Ethnicity Figure 4. Free or Reduced-Price Lunch
60.0 80.0
50.0 70.0
40.0 60.0
50.0
300 40.0
20.0 30.0 -
10.0 12.7% 20.0 -
.0 - 10.0 -
Black or Latino/aor White Other .0 -
African  Hispanic No free/reduced Free/reduced lunch
American lunch

The distribution of self-reported grade-point averages (GPA) is shown in Figure 5 (below). A majority of
participants reported that they received mostly B’s and A’s; about one third reported that they received
mostly C’s. Few reported D’s and F’s as their typical grades.
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Young people’s educational aspirations are shown in Figure 6 (below). Most students indicated that they
hoped to receive a college degree or higher. A large percentage (17%) indicated that they were not sure

xxiii

about their educational aspirations.

50.0 50.0

46.8%

40.0 45.8% 40.0
30.0

20.0

10.0

3.7% I 7%

T 1

Mostly Mostly Mostly Mostly Mostly
As Bs Cs Ds Fs

PARTICIPATING YOUTH PROGRAMS

All GUYVP grantees were located in Connecticut’s low-income urban neighborhoods. Although most were
housed in community-based organizations, a few were located in public schools. Some were part of national
organizations such as Boys & Girls Club and Urban Leagues, and others were strictly local operations.

A majority of participating youth development programs served both middle- and high-school youth.
However, four programs served only middle school students and two served only high school students. In
four programs, the percentages of middle- and high-school students were approximately equal. In six
programs, the percentage of high school students was substantially higher than the percentage of middle-
school students (62 — 85% vs. 14 — 38%); and in three programs the percentage of middle-school students
was substantially higher than the percentage of high school students (66 — 78% vs. 22 — 33%).

In ten participating youth development programs, there were approximately as many young women/girls as
young men/boys. The percentage of boys was substantially higher than the percentage of girls (63 — 80% vs.
37 — 15%) in seven programs. In two programs, the percentage of girls was substantially higher than the
percentage of boys (~62% vs. ~38%).

In terms of poverty, approximately 50% of youth were eligible for free or reduced-price lunch in four
programs. There was a greater percentage of youth eligible for free or reduced-price lunch in thirteen
programs (66 — 85% vs. 10 — 32%), and a lower percentage of respondents eligible for free or reduced-price
lunch in two programs (~66% vs. ~32%).

Lastly, in terms of ethnic background, most respondents (56 — 58%) identified as African American/Black in
eleven programs. In six programs most respondents (42 — 54%) identified as Latino/a American; in two
programs most respondents (44 — 86%) identified as European American/White.

Participating Youth and Youth Programs
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Findings

The purpose of this study was to explore relationships between youth involvement practices within youth
development programs and youth outcomes at the program level. That is, are youth outcomes better in
programs that are more committed to and more successful at incorporating youth involvement practices
into their day-to-day programming? This question was examined in two ways (see for methods).

First, we compared average youth outcomes across programs according to the percentage of demonstrated
leaders. In doing so, we assumed that programs that were more effective at implementing youth
involvement practices would have a greater percentage of demonstrated leaders. This assumption was
informed by studies that show that adults’ unwillingness to acknowledge young people’s capacity for

XXV

leadership is a major obstacle to youth involvement.”™ We compared programs with high percentages of
demonstrated youth leaders to programs with low percentages of demonstrated youth leaders. These

results are presented in the first section below.

Second, we compared programs that received high rankings by the external raters with programs that
received low rankings. Of interest was whether youth in programs ranked “high” in promoting youth
involvement had higher average scores on youth outcome measures than youth attending programs rated
as “low” in promoting youth involvement. These results are presented in the second section below.

COMPARISON OF PROGRAMS BASED ON STAFF LEADERSHIP RATINGS

This section presents results of program comparisons based upon staff leadership ratings—that is, the
percentage of youth enrolled in a given program who had been rated as demonstrated leaders. This
percentage varied considerably from program to program, with a range of 2.8% to 43.6% of youth
determined to be demonstrated leaders. Based on these percentages, programs were divided into three
groups: those with fewer than 10% (n = 6), between 10% and 25% (n = 7), and over 25% (n =6) of youth
identified as demonstrated leaders. Comparisons were made between the group of programs with fewer
than 10% of youth identified as demonstrated leaders and the group of programs with more than 25% of
youth as demonstrated leaders.

Figure 7 (below) shows program comparisons based upon the measure of
general psychological well-being ( ). There were, essentially, no differences between youth
development programs with many demonstrated leaders (> 25% participants) and youth development
programs with few demonstrated leaders (< 10% participants) on the measure of general psychological well-
being (M = 4.16 vs. 4.15). In other words, regardless of youth involvement practices within youth
development programs, youth reported, on average, the same relatively high level of general psychological
well-being.

Figure 8 (below) shows program comparisons on the measure of alienation from
the broader social system, which may be defined as a sense of self-estrangement, social isolation, and a
belief that socially unacceptable means may be used to achieve one’s goals ( ). Average
alienation scores were lower in programs with the highest percentages of demonstrated leaders (> 25% of
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participants) than in the programs with the lowest percentage of demonstrated leaders (< 10% of
participants), (M = 2.03 vs. 2.31). That is, youth who were attending programs with more demonstrated
leaders reported less alienation than youth in programs with fewer demonstrated leaders. This difference
was statistically significant.

Figure 7. Wellbeing: Comparison by Staff Ratings Figure 8. Alienation: Comparison by Staff Ratings

of Youth Leadership of Youth Leadership
M >25% Leader 1< 10% Leader M >25% Leader 1< 10% Leader

5 4
o 4 g3
o o
A3 A
] o ) -
£ ¢ 22
() [
> > 1 -
< 1 <

0 0 -

Wellbeing Alienation

Ethnic Identity Development. Figures 9 and 10 (below) show comparisons on measures of ethnic identity
development (Appendix A). Prior research has shown that exploration of and positive ethnic identity is
related to many positive developmental outcomes for youth, including higher levels of engagement in
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school,™ lower rates of substance use,*" less positive attitudes toward violence and aggression,™" and

lower rates of aggressive behavior.*™

Figure 9. Exploration of Ethnic Identity: Figure 10. Commitment to Ethnic Identity:
Comparison by Staff Ratings of Youth Leadership Comparison by Staff Ratings of Youth Leadership

M>25% Leader < 10% Leader M>25% Leader 1< 10% Leader

Average Score
Average Score

Exploration of Ethnic Identity Commitment to Ethnic Identity

Young people’s scores on exploration of ethnic identity, which is defined as “seeking information and

XXX

experiences relevant to one’s ethnicity,” are shown on Figure 9 (above).”™ On average, youth in programs
with a high percentage of identified leaders (> 25% of participants) scored significantly higher on this
measure than youth in programs with few identified leaders (< 10% of participants), (M = 3.56 vs. 3.30). The
difference was statistically significant and it may be interpreted as indicating that youth in programs with
many demonstrated leaders had higher levels of engagement in activities such as attending cultural events

and learning cultural practices than youth in programs with few demonstrated leaders.
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Figure 10 (above) shows comparisons on commitment to ethnic identity, which refers to a sense of
belonging to and a personal investment in an ethnic group.®™ Consistent with the findings on ethnic identity
exploration, youth in programs with many demonstrated leaders (> 25% of participants) reported, on

average, greater levels of commitment to their ethnic group than youth in programs with few demonstrated
leaders (< 10% of participants), (M = 3.75 vs. 3.57). This difference was statistically significant and it suggests
that youth in programs with many demonstrated leaders experience a greater sense of commitment to their

ethnic identity than youth in other programs.

Comparisons with respect to the percentage of youth who reported that they
smoked marijuana (pot/weed) two or more times over the past year are provided on Figure 11 (below). The
percentage of youth who smoked marijuana two or more times was slightly lower in programs with many
identified leaders (> 25% of participants) than in programs with few demonstrated leaders (< 10% of
participants), (6.3% vs. 8.4%). This difference, however, was not statistically significant.

Figure 12 (below) illustrates comparisons by alcohol consumption in a public place.
The results show that the percentage of youth who reported that they drank in a public place two or more
times (in the past year) was slightly higher in the programs with few demonstrated leaders (< 10% of
participants) than in the programs with many demonstrated leaders (> 25% participants), (10.2% vs. 7.3%).
This difference was not statistically significant.
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COMPARISON OF PROGRAMS BASED ON EXTERNAL RATERS’ YOUTH
INVOLVEMENT RANKINGS

This section presents results from analyses based on external raters’ rankings of participating youth
development programs. The graphs below contrast average scores on youth outcomes between youth
development programs identified as “highest” (rankings 1 — 5) and youth development programs identified
as “lowest” (rankings 15 — 19) in promoting youth development.

Figure 13 (below) shows program averages on the measure of
psychological wellbeing. Although highest-ranked programs did have a slightly higher average score on the
measure of general psychological wellbeing (M = 4.2 vs. M = 4.1), this difference was not statistically
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significant. This means that youth in all programs, regardless of the external raters’ rankings, reported
generally equal and also generally high levels of psychological wellbeing (about 4.1-4.2 on a scale of 1 to 6,
see ).

Figure 14 (below) shows program averages on the measure of alienation from the
broader social system. The highest-ranked programs evidenced lower alienation scores, thus indicating that
youth in these programs experienced, on average, less alienation than youth in the lowest-ranked programs
(M =2.09 vs. 2.29).This difference was statistically significant.
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Figures 15 and 16 (below) show comparisons based on participants’ sense of
ethnic identity. Figure 15 shows program comparisons with respect to ethnic identity exploration, which, to
briefly reiterate, is considered a fundamental process in ethnic identity development. It involves “seeking
information and experiences relevant to one’s ethnicity.” As Figure 15 (below) illustrates, youth attending
the highest-ranked youth development scored higher, on average, on the measure of ethnic identity
exploration than youth attending the lowest-ranked youth development programs (M = 3.64 vs. 3.31).

Figure 16 (below) shows program comparisons with respect to ethnic identity commitment, which, as noted
above, refers to a sense of belonging to and a personal investment in an ethnic group. As with ethnic
identity exploration, youth in the highest-ranked youth development programs scored higher, on average,
on the measure of ethnic identity commitment than youth attending the lowest-ranked youth development
programs (M = 3.83 vs. 3.52).

In both instances, the differences between “highest” and “lowest” ranked programs were statistically
significant. This suggests that youth in highest-ranked youth development programs experience higher levels
of engagement in cultural activities and greater commitment to their ethnic identity than youth in lowest-
ranked programs.
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Figure 15. Exploration of Ethnic-ldentity: Figure 16. Commitment to Ethnic Identity:
Comparison by External Raters’ Rankings Comparison by External Raters’ Rankings
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Marijuana Consumption. Comparisons of youth development programs based on the percentage of youth
who reported that they smoked marijuana (weed, pot) two or more times during the past year are shown in
Figure 17 (below). Interestingly, the percentage of youth who reported smoking marijuana was slightly
lower in the lowest-ranked than in the highest-ranked programs (5.1% vs. 7.1%). This difference was not
statistically significant.

Alcohol Consumption. Figure 18 (below) shows program comparisons based on the percentage of youth who
reported that they drank alcohol in a public place two or more times during the past year. In the lowest-
ranked youth development programs, this percentage was slightly higher than in the highest-ranked
programs (6.8% vs. 5.7%). As with marijuana consumption, this difference was not statistically significant.

Figure 17. Marijuana Consumption: Figure 18. Alcohol Consumption:
Comparison by External Raters’ Rankings Comparison by External Raters’ Rankings
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Conclusions and Recommendations

This study explored relationships between youth involvement practices within youth development programs
and youth outcomes at the program level. To provide context for comparisons of youth development
programes, it is important to note that young people across participating programs reported relatively high
levels of adjustment. For instance, the average score on the measure of general psychological wellbeing was
4.2 (SD =1.3) on a scale from 1 to 6, with 6 indicating the highest level of wellbeing. Moreover, about 70% of
youth scored 3.5 or above on this measure. This finding indicates that a large majority of youth across
participating programs experienced relatively high levels of psychological wellbeing (e.g., “I feel cheerful and
in good spirits,” “I wake up feeling fresh and rested;” see for a description of this measure).

Similarly, the average score on the measure of alienation from the broader society was 2.2 (SD=1.1)on a
scale from 1 to 6, with 1 indicating the lowest level of alienation. Furthermore, an overwhelming majority of
participating youth (86%) scored 3.5 or lower. This suggests that most participants experienced low levels of
alienation (e.g., “I feel that there is not much purpose in life,” “It is all right to break the law as long as you
don’t get caught;” see for a description of this measure).

Consistent with indicators of psychosocial functioning, behavioral indicators suggested relatively low levels
of risky behavior. That is, across participating programs about 8.0% of youth reported that they drank
alcohol in a public place two or more times over the course of the previous year, and about 8.2% of youth
reported that they smoked marijuana in the same period of time. In other words, reported levels of risky
behavior were rather low. Together with indicators of psychosocial functioning, these findings point to
relatively high levels of adjustment for youth across all participating programs.

With the overall picture of youth adjustment in mind, we move onto discussion of program comparisons.
Our data provide preliminary support for youth involvement programming. Using program ratings from two
different perspectives—program staff and technical assistance providers—to measure adherences to youth
involvement principles and practices, we found that youth outcomes were generally more favorable in
programs that were more committed to and successful at implementing youth involvement principles and
best practices. That is, program comparisons based on staff leadership ratings and technical assistance
providers’ rankings indicated that youth reported lower levels of alienation and higher levels of ethnic
identity development in programs that scored higher on the two measures of youth involvement practices.
The differences were most demonstrable and consistent between the group of programs with very high
average scores on the two measures of youth involvement practices, on one hand, and the group of
programs with very low average scores, on the other hand.

Differences in the behavior-related variables were less consistent. Program comparisons based on staff
leadership ratings indicated that the average percentage of youth who reported consuming alcohol and
marijuana was slightly lower in programs with many demonstrated leaders than in programs with few
demonstrated leaders. In contrast, comparisons based on external raters’ rankings indicated that the
average percentage of marijuana consumers was slightly higher in the highest-ranked programs than in the
lowest-ranked programs. Perhaps more telling are the results of correlational analyses (see for
details). These results showed that the greater the percentage of demonstrated leaders in a program (as
rated by program staff), the lower the percentage of marijuana consumers and the lower the percentage of
alcohol consumers. Similarly, the higher the external raters’ ranking, the lower the percentage of alcohol
consumers within a youth development program. In all instances these relationships were statistically
significant, but also relatively low in strength. On the whole, they provide some support for the link between
youth involvement practices and fewer marijuana and alcohol consumers within programs. That said, our
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data cannot provide a definitive answer to the question of whether youth outcomes are better in youth
development programs that are more committed to and successful at implementing youth involvement
principles and practices, for two reasons. First, we assessed youth adjustment using a limited number of
indicators. Second, and more importantly, the study design was cross-sectional and thus all of the
measurements were taken at the same time; this does not enable causal attributions to be drawn from
these data.

Our findings provide preliminary support for youth involvement practices within youth development
programs, but they also point to the need for additional research. The field of youth development and the
funding agencies would benefit from large-scale experimental studies in which programs are randomly
assigned into two groups: an intervention group that receives technical assistance and training in promoting
youth involvement practices and a control group that does not receive such training. Such studies could
provide a more conclusive test of the idea that professional development assistance from outside providers
can boost youth involvement practices, which in turn can influence participating youth in meaningful ways.
Furthermore, it is important for future research to compare youth outcomes across a wide range of youth
adjustment indicators, including the following:

civic engagement,

civic responsibility,

sense of belonging,

sense of mattering to the community,
teamwork skills, and

leadership skills.

* & & & o o

The outcomes measured in this study provide support for one link in the process of empowering youth to be
leaders in their programs and communities. Future studies should include examinations of how program-
level factors such as commitment to youth involvement principles and practices affect youth’s current and
future engagement in their organizations and communities. Moreover, future research should examine the
impact of youth involvement principles and practices on young people’s relationships with adult staff within
youth development programs, as well as their relationships with adults in the community. An additional area
of inquiry would be the impact of youth involvement practices on adults’ perceptions of youth—more
specifically, adults’ ability and willingness to perceive youth as legitimate leaders in the community.

Lastly, it is important for future studies to explore youth involvement practices across age groups (i.e.,
middle school vs. high school youth) and across settings (i.e., youth organization vs. neighborhood).
Experiences in the field suggest that youth involvement processes are different for different age groups.

In an ideal scenario, high school youth are involved in their programs to such an extent that they get hired as
youth workers and actively participate in running their youth development programs; middle school youth,
in contrast, are encouraged to actively participate in decision-making, but they are generally not hired as
youth workers nor do they typically participate in running their youth development programs. The
difference in youth involvement practices across age groups suggests the need for in-depth observational
studies of those practices and youth involvement processes for a given cohort of youth over time, as well as
for different cohorts of youth during a given time period. Additionally, experiences in the field suggest that
the effects of youth involvement practices may be particularly potent if they result in youth decision-making
at the community level. This indicates a need for comparisons between those youth involvement practices
that remain within youth development programs and those that extend beyond programs and onto the local
community.
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Appendix A

INSTRUMENTS USED TO ASSESS YOUTH FUNCTIONING AND ASSOCIATED CONSTRUCTS

Youth’s sense of psychological well-being was measured
with a 5-item Psychological General Well-Being Scale (Bech, 1999), which has been adopted by the World
Health Organization as the standard scale for measuring well-being. Respondents are asked to reflect on
how they were feeling in the two-week period prior to completing the questionnaire and to select one of the
six response choices ranging from 1 = at no time to 6 = all of the time. Examples of items include “| feel
cheerful and in good spirits” and “l wake up feeling fresh and rested.” Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was
.89, thus indicating good internal consistency reliability of instrument scores.

The average score on this 6-point scale was 4.2 (SD = 1.3).

This 15-item instrument was used to assess youth’s sense of alienation
from the broader social system (Lacourse et al., 2003). Respondents are asked to reflect on how they were
feeling in the past year and to select one of the six response choices ranging from 1 = totally disagree to 6 =
totally agree. Examples of items include “I feel that there is not much purpose in life,” “The problems of life
are sometimes too big for me,” | do not know anyone that | can confide in,” and “It is all right to break the
law as long as you don’t get caught.” A subset of seven items was used in this study. Cronbach’s alpha for
these items was .84. The average score was 2.23 (SD = 1.09).

This 6-item instrument measures two aspects of ethnic identity:
(1) Exploration and (2) Commitment (Phinney & Ong, 2007). Questionnaire items are rated on a 5-point
Likert scale, ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. Examples of items include “l have a
strong sense of belonging to my own ethnic group,” and “I have often talked to other people in order to
learn more about my ethnic group.” Cronbach’s alphas for Exploration and Commitment subscales were .84
in both instances. The average score on the Exploration subscale was 3.4 (SD = 1.1); on the Commitment
subscale it was 3.6 (SD = 1.0).
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Appendix B

CRITERIA FOR ASSESSING YOUTH DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS/YOUTH EMPOWERMENT
ACTIVITY AND PROGRESS
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Advisory Group in place for youth input to program plans

Participation on advisory group is representative of center youth

Use of Advisory Group to review data and evaluation survey results

Employment of older youth leaders at center

Older youth share skills with younger youth at program or in neighborhood

Youth voice is a high priority in program design and implementation

Youth have numerous opportunities for taking on new roles and exercising leadership

Youth are viewed and utilized as valuable partners

Youth leaders have considerable influence on program decisions

Youth are represented in the governance of the organization

Youth are encouraged and use a wide range of leadership skills

Youth are the first to be consulted when a special event is planned

Youth are able to voice dissenting ideas and be listened to seriously

Youth are engaged regularly in community service

Youth are often engaged in assessing community needs and sharing solutions

Youth learn about the way decisions are made in their own community, and get to know (about) their
key decision-makers and community leaders

Youth have opportunities to reach out to involve neighborhood residents and local businesses, nearby
schools, and local resources to help their center

Youth learn about contacting and using media to dispel negative images about teens and share good
news about their local neighborhoods or center

Youth are involved in organizing activities in their neighborhood or community that benefit larger
numbers of people, and address key issues

Youth participate actively in youth leadership development training workshops and retreats

Youth have opportunities to co-facilitate or lead a workshop session for youth and adult advisors
Youth leaders have chances to meet and share their concerns with key city leaders

Youth leaders initiate community involvement activities to address local issues

Youth leaders apply for outside funding (e.g., mini grants, scholarships)

Youth leaders seek adult input and outside technical assistance to assist the center

Youth review program and activity budgets with adult advisors

Youth have input into the screening and hiring of frontline youth workers

Youth leaders are recognized for their leadership (one or as a group)

Former youth leaders come back to visit and to assist center with specific plans

Youth leaders become fulltime staff members with a longstanding commitment to the center and the
neighborhood or their own local community

Youth leaders become vocal advocates and are identified as “community leaders”

Youth leaders are able to organize activities that secure outside funds or resources
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Appendix C

METHODS

The purpose of this study was to explore relationships between youth involvement practices with youth
development programs and youth outcomes at the program level. That is, are youth outcomes better, on
average, in youth development programs that are more committed to and successful at incorporating youth
involvement practices into their day-to-day programming?

To answer this question, we used two measures of youth involvement practices: (1) program rankings by
external raters and (2) youth leadership ratings by program staff (i.e., percentage youth identified as
demonstrated leaders). The first measure reflects the perspective of technical assistance providers, whereas
the second represents the perspective of program staff. A correlational analysis indicated that the
relationship between these measures was moderate in size (Spearman’s rho = -.44), statistically significant
(p <.001), and in an expected direction: the higher the external raters’ ranking, the greater the percentage
of youth identified by staff as demonstrated leaders.

To further probe this relationship, we manually inspected and compared external raters’ rankings and youth
leadership ratings. The findings indicated there was a high degree of correspondence at the extremes (i.e.,
very high or very low rankings; very large or very small percentage of demonstrated leaders) and a lower
degree of correspondence in the middle. More specifically, programs ranked in the top five by external
raters also reported that they had a high percentage of demonstrated leaders; conversely, programs ranked
in the bottom five by external raters reported that they had few demonstrated leaders. Exceptions to this
were two programs: one was ranked in the top five by the external raters but had few demonstrated
leaders, and the other was ranked in the bottom five by the external raters but had many demonstrated
leaders. Interestingly, both programs were new to the OPM-funded technical assistance provided by the
YDTRC.

Given that different perspectives (i.e., external raters and program staff) shed a different light on program
practices, we used them separately for youth outcome comparisons. We first used the percentage of youth
within each program that staff members identified as being “demonstrated leaders.” This number varied
considerably from program to program, with a range of 2.8% to 43.6%. Based on these percentages,
programs were divided into three groups: (1) those with fewer than 10% identified leaders (n = 6), (2) those
with 10% - 25% identified leaders (n = 7), and (3) those with over 25% identified leaders (n =6).

We then conducted a multivariate analysis of variance, using the three categories outlined above, to
determine if programs in each group differed significantly on their average scores on the measures of
psychosocial functioning. Using Wilk’s lambda, we found that the combined measures of psychosocial
functioning were significantly affected by program grouping based on youth leadership ratings (as described
above): F(8, 2062) = 5.56, p < .001.

Univariate tests of between-subjects effects were used to determine if average scores on youth outcome
measures were different for programs in each of the three categories. These tests showed statistically
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significant differences among groups on 3 out of 4 variables: ethnic identity exploration [F(2, 1034) =7.74, p
<.001], ethnic identity commitment [F(2, 1034) = 3.47, p =.032], and alienation [F(2, 1034) =9.88, p <
.001].There were no statistically significant differences among groups on the measure of psychological well-
being [F(2, 1034) = 1.06, p = .347]. To pinpoint the source of differences, we used planned comparisons
(with a Bonferroni correction). Findings are presented in Table 1.

All Programs % Demonstrated Leader
Mean(SD) > 25% 10-25% < 10%
General Well-Being 4.18(1.26) 4.16(1.23) 4.29(1.21) 4.15(1.33)
Alienation 2.23(1.09) 2.03(1.00)° 2.38(1.17)° 2.31(1.10)*"
Ethnic Identity: Exploration 3.38(1.07) 3.56(1.07)° 3.27(1.05)° 3.30(1.08)*°
Ethnic Identity: Commitment 3.64(1.03) 3.75(1.02)° 3.59(1.00) 3.57(1.04)°

Note. Superscripts indicate statistically significant differences at p < .05.

To compare programs on behavior outcome variables (consumption of marijuana and alcohol), we used a
chi-square (x°) test and dummy variables for marijuana and alcohol consumption (0 = consumed two or more
times, 1 = consumed less than two times). The differences were not statistically significant either for the
proportion of youth who reported that they smoked marijuana two or more times during the previous year
[X’(2) = 3.71, p = .16] or for the proportion of youth who reported that they drank alcohol in a public place 2
or more times during the previous year [¥*(2) = 5.42, p = .07]. This finding does not indicate that there was
no relationship between each set of variables, but simply that we did not find evidence of such relationship
using youth leadership ratings as a program-grouping criterion. As numbers presented in Table 2 show, the
average percentage of youth who reported smoking marijuana was lower in programs with many
demonstrated leaders than in programs with few demonstrated leaders (6.3% vs. 8.4%). Similarly, the
average percentage of youth who reported drinking in a public place was lower in programs with many
demonstrated leaders than in programs with few demonstrated leaders (7.3% vs. 10.2%). That said,
however, average percentages in the middle group of programs (10 — 25% demonstrated leaders) make the
interpretation of this relationship difficult—in case of marijuana, this number is unexpectedly high (10.6%),
whereas in case of alcohol, this number is unexpectedly low (5.3%).

To further probe the relationship between the youth involvement and marijuana and alcohol consumption,
we used the chi-square (x°) test to compare the two extreme groups: one with more than 25% of
participants as demonstrated leaders and one with fewer than 10% of participants as demonstrated leaders.
In both instances the results indicated an absence of statistically significant differences [x*(1) = 2.06, p = .151
for alcohol and x*(1) = 1.33, p = .249 for marijuana].
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We then computed correlation coefficients among three variables: (1) the percentage of demonstrated
leaders in a youth program, (2) the percentage of youth who reported consuming marijuana two or more
times, and (3) the percentage of youth who reported drinking alcohol in a public place two or more times.
The results of correlational analyses indicated a strong positive relationship between alcohol and marijuana
consumption (r = .69, p <.001), and low but statistically significant relationships between the percentage of
demonstrated leaders and marijuana consumers (r = -.19, p < .001) and between the percentage of
demonstrated leaders and alcohol consumers (r =.19, p < .001). These findings suggest that (a) percentages
of alcohol and marijuana consumers within youth programs go hand in hand and (b) the greater the
percentage of demonstrated leaders in a youth program, the lower the percentage of youth who
(reportedly) consume alcohol and marijuana.

% Demonstrated Leader

All Programs >25% 10-25% <10%
% Smoked Marijuana 2+ Times 8.2% 6.3% 10.6% 8.4%
% Drank Alcohol in Public 2+ times 8.0% 7.3% 5.3% 10.2%

The overall pattern of results for program comparisons based on the percentage of demonstrated leaders
showed generally higher scores on psychosocial variables in programs with over 25% of youth identified as
leaders when compared to those with less than 10%. Differences between programs with 10% to 25%of
demonstrated leaders and those with over 25% were mixed. An exception to this trend was psychological
wellbeing, for which there were no statistically significant differences among programs. The analyses also
uncovered a relationship, in the expected direction, between the percentage of demonstrated leaders and
behavior indicators (that is, use of alcohol and marijuana).

We next compared youth outcomes based on external raters’ rankings as an indicator of programs’
commitment to and success at implementing youth involvement practices. To compare mean differences
across programs, we divided them into four groups based on their standing in the rankings (1 —-5; 6 — 10;
11 -14; 15 - 19). We then conducted a multivariate analysis of variance to determine if there were
statistically significant differences on psychosocial outcome variables. Using Wilk’s lambda, we found that
average scores differed significantly across the ranking groups [F(12, 2725.4) = 3.79, p < .001].

Univariate tests of between-subjects effects were used to determine if average scores on outcome variables
differed among the ranking groups. The results were similar to those we found using the three categories of
youth leadership, with statistically significant differences among groups for ethnic identity exploration
[F(3,1033) =9.06, p <.001], ethnic identity commitment, [F(3, 1033) = 5.59, p < .001], alienation

[F(3,1033) =3.01, p =.029], and no statistically significant differences on the measure of general
psychological wellbeing [F(3, 1033) = 1.08, p = .359].
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We then compared program mean scores on youth perception and self-reported functioning variables using
these groupings. Means for psychosocial variables are presented below in Table 3.

We used a chi-square (x°) test to compare programs on behavior outcome variables (consumption of alcohol
and marijuana), using dummy variables as indicators of whether or not youth consumed each of the
substances. Differences among programs regarding the percentage of students who reported drinking
alcohol in a public place two or more times were statistically significant [x%(3) = 10.70, p = .013]. Similarly,
program differences for the percentage of young people who reported that they smoked marijuana two or
more times during the previous year were statistically significant [¥°(3) = 11.93, p = .008]. These findings
indicate dependence between external raters’ rankings and each of the two behavior variables. However, as
an examination of average percentages for each group of programs indicates (Table 4), this relationship is
difficult to interpret. In the instance of marijuana consumption, the average percentage of “consumers” was
greater in the highest-ranked programs than in the lowest-ranked programs (7.1% vs. 5.1%), and greater still
in the two middle groups (9.0% and 13.3%). With respect to alcohol consumption, the average percentage of
“consumers” was greater in the lowest-ranked than in the highest-ranked programs (6.8% vs. 5.7%), and still
greater in the two middle groups (7.8% and 13.3%).

All Leadership Ranking Category
Programs
1-5 6-10 11-14 15-19
Mean(SD)
General Well-Being 4.19(1.26) 4.20(1.13) 4.30(1.29) 4.18(1.20) 4.10(1.40)
Alienation 2.23(1.09) 2.09(1.05)° 2.19(1.07)  2.36(1.18)°  2.29(1.08)
Ethnic Identity: Exploration 3.38(1.07)  3.63(0.96)*®°  3.35(1.10)" 3.18(1.02)°  3.31(1.15)

Ethnic Identity: Commitment 3.64(1.03) 3.83(0.91)*° 3.64(1.07)  3.54(1.02)° 3.52(1.10)"

Note. Superscripts indicate statistically significant differences at p < .05.

To gain additional information about this relationship, we conducted a chi-square (x°) test to compare
differences between the two extreme groups (the highest-ranked and the lowest-ranked). In both instances,
the results indicated no statistically significant differences [¥*(1) = .31, p = .579 for alcohol and x*(1) = 1.03,
p =.311 for marijuanal.

The results of correlational analyses suggested that, on the whole, there was a positive relationship between
external raters’ ranking and alcohol consumption (Spearman's rho = .149, p < .001) and essentially no
relationship between external raters’ ranking and marijuana consumption (Spearman’s rho =-.03, p =.391).
These results may be interpreted to indicate that the higher the external raters’ rankings, the lower the
percentage of youth who (reportedly) consume alcohol. However, it is important to note that the strength
of this relationship is low.
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All Programs Leadership Ranking Category

1-5 6-10 11-15 16-19
% Smoked Marijuana 2+ Times 8.2% 7.1% 9.0% 13.3% 5.1%
% Drank Alcohol in Public 2+ times 8.0% 5.7% 7.8% 13.3% 6.8%

The overall pattern of results for program comparisons based on external raters’ rankings corroborates the
findings of comparisons based on the percentage of demonstrated leaders. That is, mean differences were
clearest and most consistent between programs ranked the highest (rankings 1 — 5) and those ranked the
lowest (rankings 15 — 19), with more positive program-level averages for higher ranked programs for ethnic
identity exploration, ethnic identity commitment, and alienation. Differences in the behavior-related
outcome variables were less consistent and sometimes contrary to expectations (e.g., percent of youth who
had smoked marijuana two or more times in the past year, where the lowest average percentage was
among centers in the lowest ranking category).

g‘ Appendix C



YOUTH INVOLVEMENT PRACTICES

End Notes

' Zeldin, 2004.
' Zeldin, 2004, p. 627.
" Catalano, Berglund, Ryan, Lonczak, & Hawkins, 1998; Lerner & Thompson, 2002; Lerner, Lerner, Almerigi, et al., 2004;
McLaughlin, 2000; Rose-Krasnor, 2009; Roth, Brooks-Gunn, Murray, & Foster, 1998.
iv . .
OPM website, retrieved from

Y OPM website, retrieved from

' YDTRC website, retrieved from

"I CARHD website, retrieved from
Rose-Krasnor et al., 2006; Rose-Krasnor, 2009.
* Zeldin, Petrokubi, & MacNeil, 2007, p. 1.

* Checkoway, 1998, p. 767.

¥ Stoneman, 2002, p. 223.

' Stoneman, 2002, p. 223.

i Zeldin, Kusgen McDaniel, Topitzes, & Calvert, 2000, p. 7.

xw c.f., Conner & Strobel, 2007. It is important to note that some authors draw distinctions among these terms (e.g.,
Search Institute, 2005).

*Larson, Walker & Pearce, 2005;

i Zeldin, Kusgen McDaniel, Topitzes, & Calvert, 2000; Morsillo & Prilleltensky, 2007; Frank, 2006.

' Zeldin, Kusgen McDaniel, Topitzes, & Calvert, 2000.

Larson, Hansen, & Moneta, 2006; Eccles et al., 1999.

OPM website, retrieved from

“YDTRC website, retrieved from

X Although there were 17 GUYVP grantees in fiscal years 2007-08 and 2008-09, 19 different youth programs received
GUYVP funding. This seeming inconsistency is explained by the fact that one grantee, the City of New

Britain, offers three different programs: one in Pulaski, one in Roosevelt, and one in Slade middle school.

* CARHD, 2009.

XA large majority (70.6%) of those who reported that they were not sure about their educational aspirations were
middle-school youth.

v Figure 5 does not include youth who did not report a grade point average. Hence, percentages shown on Figure 5 do
not add up to 100%.

Y Frank, 2006; Stoneman, 2002.

™ Shin, Daly, & Vera, 2007.

™ Holley, Kulis, Marsiglia, & Keith, 2006.

i Arbona, Jackson, McCoy, & Blakely, 1999.

** McMahon, & Watts, 2002.

“**Phinney & Ong, 2007.

™4 phinney & Ong, 2007.

viii

xviii

Xix

g‘ End Notes



