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ABSTRACT 

 
Afterschool programs have long been seen as exemplary delivery systems for safe, 

structured activities that prevent negative behaviors (i.e. substance use, delinquency) as well as 

promote positive youth development (Eccles & Gootman, 2002).  However, researchers and 

advocates for youth-serving organizations point out the need for capacity-building with such 

programs as a way to increase their effectiveness and sustainability (Borden, Craig, & Villarruel, 

2004; Bumbarger & Greenberg, 2002; Catalano, Berglund, Ryan, Lonczak, Hawkins, 2004; 

Johnson, Rothstein, & Gajdosik, 2004).  At the same time, attention has turned to efforts to 

strengthen these organizations through impacting the social setting, rather than simply 

implementing new program activities, as a way to support positive youth-adult relationships, 

youth-centered norms, and opportunities for youth participation in organizational activities 

(Tseng & Seidman, 2007).  The fusion of capacity-building efforts and a focus on settings is 

therefore seen as a key to harnessing the potential of such programs.  However, there have been 

few if any randomized studies on the impact of such activities on afterschool settings.   

Based on the theoretical foundations of setting theories, the current research examined 

the effects of the Kansas Afterschool Leadership Development Initiative (KALDI) organizational 

capacity-building intervention on afterschool site settings.  Fourteen afterschool sites were 

randomly assigned to an intervention or comparison condition.  The primary focus of KALDI 

with the seven intervention sites was on strengthening positive youth-adult relationships, youth-

centered norms, and youth participation in meaningful roles.  Results indicated that while the 

intervention was useful in establishing basic capacity-building elements, it was not powerful 

enough to create setting-level changes.  Process and setting-level outcomes, limitations and 

lessons learned in the implementation of KALDI are discussed.   
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 
In recent decades, growing concern about problems that occur during unsupervised out-

of-school time (e.g., substance abuse, gang involvement, precocious sexuality) has increased 

interest in creating programs and interventions that provide youth (defined as approximately 10 

to 19 years old) with appealing but structured afterschool activities (Academy for Educational 

Development/Center for Youth Development and Policy Research, 1996; Carnegie Council on 

Adolescent Development, 1992; Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Newman, Fox, Flynn, and 

Christeson, 2000; Sampson, 2003).  At the same time, professionals and researchers increasingly 

recognize that merely providing a safe place for youth fails to capitalize on a valuable 

opportunity to enhance positive youth development outcomes (e.g., academic achievement, civic 

involvement, social skills) (Costello, Toles, Spielberger & Wynn, 2000).  Positive youth 

development, defined as “a process which prepares young people to meet the challenges of 

adolescence and adulthood through a coordinated, progressive series of activities and 

experiences which help them to become socially, morally, emotionally, physically and 

cognitively competent,” has been embraced as a goal of many youth-serving programs (National 

Youth Development Information Center, 1988).   

Recent research has identified setting features (i.e. elements of the program environment, 

culture, relational attributes) that have been shown to contribute to positive youth development 

regardless of the actual program activities.  However, many programs lack the knowledge, 

ability, or resources to create settings that support positive youth development (Costello et al., 

2000).  To address this missed opportunity for positive youth development, researchers and 

funders alike have called for interventions that increase the capacity of programs to achieve  

  1



 

optimum youth development outcomes.  Although capacity-building activities have shown 

positive impacts on the quality and sustainability of a range of social service programs, as yet 

there are few models that operationalize capacity-building for positive youth development.  

Therefore, the research described in this and the following chapters seeks to investigate the 

impact of a capacity-building intervention with afterschool program settings.  The following 

sections define and describe the basic principles that are central to this research project:  youth 

development, organizational and behavior settings, and capacity-building.   

Positive Youth Development 

The National Governors Association Youth Policy Network characterizes the principles 

of youth development as approaches that are: (a) directed at all youth, (b) asset-based, (c) family-

inclusive, (d) holistic and developmentally appropriate, (e) place-based and reflective of local 

needs, and (f) involve youth in decision making (Afterschool Alliance, 2003).  Such approaches 

focus on the presence of positive, adaptive behaviors (e.g., pro-social behaviors and leadership 

skills) as opposed to deficit models, which are primarily concerned with the absence of negative 

behaviors (Catalano, Berglund, Ryan, Lonczak, Hawkins, 2004; Newman et al., 2000; 

Nicholson, Collins & Holmer, 2004).  This strengths-based approach is predicated upon the 

belief that youth are healthier and more likely to excel across multiple skill areas (e.g., academic 

and social) when provided positive guidance and support from caring adults as well as 

opportunities for meaningful roles in programs (Gambone, Yu, Lewis-Charp, Sipe, and Lacoe, 

2004; Larson, Jarrett, Hansen, Pearce, Sullivan, Walker, et al., 2004; Nicholson et al., 2004; 

Pittman, Irby, Tolman, Yohalem, & Ferber, 2003; Zeldin, 2004; Zeldin, Camino & Mook, 2005; 

Zeldin, McDaniel, Topitzes & Calvert, 2000).   Thus, creating positive youth development 
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requires more than simply providing a safe place and keeping kids out of trouble.  As Pittman et 

al. (2003) suggest, “problem free is not fully prepared.” (p. 6).    

While positive youth development is loosely defined as health and well-being across 

crucial areas of a young person’s life, various researchers have further delineated the benefits, or 

outcomes, that are the hallmark of effective programs.  Catalano et al. (2004) found that effective 

youth development programs purposefully targeted the following outcomes: (a) bonding, (b) 

resilience, (c) social competence, (d) emotional competence, (e) cognitive competence, (f) 

behavioral competence, (g) moral competence, (h) self-determination, (i) spirituality, (j) self-

efficacy, (k) clear and positive identity, and (l) belief in the future.  Eccles and Gootman (2002) 

identified four domains for positive youth development outcomes: physical, intellectual, 

psychological and emotional, and social development.  Within these domains, indicators of 

success include “good mental health, good school performance, good peer relations, good 

problem-solving skills, and very low levels (or the absence) of involvement in a variety of 

problem behaviors, such as gang membership, drug and alcohol use, school failure, school 

dropout, delinquency, and early pregnancy” (p. 82) during early to late adolescence.  During late 

adolescence to early adulthood, indicators include (a) high school and college graduation, (b) 

securing and maintaining employment, (c) avoidance of problems such as criminal activities and 

alcohol/other drug abuse, and (d) initiating and maintaining a stable intimate relationship.  Eccles 

and Gootman note that civic and community involvement have also been suggested as indicators 

of positive youth development.  Additionally, other research has shown that participants in 

positive youth development activities show: (a) increased academic achievement and attainment 

(e.g., low rates of school failure and dropout, high rates of college matriculation, and higher 

aspirations), (b) reduced rates of problem behaviors such as alcohol/other drug use, crime, and 
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teen pregnancy, and (c) greater psychosocial competency such as lower incidence of depressed 

mood or anxiety, and greater self-esteem (Huang, Gribbons, Kim, Lee, & Baker, 2000; 

Mahoney, Larson, Eccles, & Lord, 2005; National Institute on Out-of-School Time, 2003).   

Finally, in the Advancing Youth Development curriculum, which is central to the intervention to 

be investigated in the proposed research, the Center for Youth Development identifies 12 

outcomes within two domains: aspects of identity and aspects of ability (Academy for 

Educational Development/Center for Youth Development and Policy Research, 1996).  These 

outcomes have been identified through numerous studies on positive youth development by pre-

eminent researchers such as Peter Benson, Shepherd Zeldin, Karen Pittman, Michelle Gambone 

and Linda Camino among others (personal communication, D. Im, January 26, 2007).  

Definitions of the six outcomes within each domain are provided in Table 1. 
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Table 1 
 
Identity and Ability Outcomes of Positive Youth Development Activities  
 

Belonging and membership – a perception that one values and is valued by others in the 
family and community 

Mastery and future – a perception that one is “making it” and will succeed in the future  
Responsibility and autonomy – a perception that one has some control over daily events 
and is accountable for one’s actions and the consequences on others 
Safety and structure – a perception that one is safe in the world and that daily events are 
somewhat predictable 
Self-awareness and spirituality – a perception that one is unique and is intimately attached 
to extended families, cultural groups, communities, higher deities and/or principles  

Aspects of 
Identity 
(perception 
of self) 

Self-worth – a perception that one is a “good person” who contributes to self and others 
Civic and social ability – the ability and motivation to work collaboratively and to sustain 
caring friendships and relationships with others 
Cultural ability – the ability and motivation to respect and affirm differences among groups 
and individuals of diverse backgrounds, interests and traditions 
Employability – the ability and motivation to gain the skills necessary for employment, 
including an understanding of careers, options and goal setting 
Intellectual ability – the ability and motivation to learn in school and in other settings, to use 
critical thinking, to be creative, to use problem solving and 
expressive skills, and to conduct independent study 

Mental health – the ability and motivation to respond and cope with positive and adverse 
situations, to reflect on one’s emotions and surroundings, and to engage in leisure and fun 

Aspects of 
Ability 
(perception 
of what one 
can do) 

Physical health – the ability and motivation to act in ways that ensure current and future 
physical health for self and for others 

 
Note:  From “Advancing Youth Development: A Curriculum for Training Youth Workers” by Academy for 

Educational Development/Center for Youth Development and Policy Research, 1996, Washington, D.C.: Academy 

for Educational Development. 

 
Organizational and Behavior Settings  
 

Given the evidence that efforts to promote positive youth development appear to be 

effective in creating desirable outcomes for participants, attention has turned to how to create 

programs that effect such results.  Somewhat surprisingly, research focused on how to maximize 

positive youth development has found that the activities offered by youth serving organizations 

appear to not matter as much as the settings in which they occur (Nicholson et al., 2004).  A 



 

program or organizational setting can be defined as the physical or relational environment and 

structure in which activities occur (Scott, 2005).  In the context of youth development, the 

primacy of the setting means that whether a program offers recreational activities or tutoring, for 

example, matters less than how staff interact with youth or what kind of roles participants are 

offered within the program.  Based on a review of model community-based youth programs, 

Eccles and Gootman (2002) have compiled a list of setting features that have been shown to 

contribute to positive youth development outcomes.  These setting features, which are described 

in more detail in Chapter 2, include such elements as physical and psychological safety, 

opportunities to belong, and opportunities for skill building, and have been shown to increase 

program effectiveness regardless of the specific activities in which youth participate. 

For the current research, afterschool programs were chosen as the focus because they 

represent an excellent example of behavior or activity settings, which will be described in detail 

in Chapter 3 but can be described as small scale social systems with standing patterns of 

behavior restricted by temporal and spatial boundaries (Barker, 1968).  The various programs, 

whether school-based or community-based, represent a genotype i.e. setting structures that 

support afterschool activities for youth. While the behaviors within these settings (phenotypes) 

may be different, their main focus is the same.  It would be difficult to provide and evaluate the 

same type of intervention among other youth-serving organizations that are more disparate in 

their genotypes.   

Capacity-Building for Organizational Effectiveness and Sustainability 

Although previously noted key setting features provide guidelines for how to improve 

programs to achieve positive youth development outcomes, many youth-serving programs lack 

the organizational capacity to actualize such settings or to sustain their efforts over the years.  
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Organizational capacity has been defined as “the organization’s potential to perform - its ability 

to define and realize goals effectively, efficiently, and in a relevant and sustainable manner” 

(Horton, Alexaki, Bennett-Lartey, Brice, Campilan, Carden, et al., 2003).  As opposed to 

programmatic capacity, i.e. the ability to implement an effective program, organizational 

capacity provides a firm foundation that supports effective service provision through thoughtful 

assessment and planning, leadership, and resource acquisition and allocation (Connolly & York, 

2002).  The organizational capacity-building tools that serve to increase an organization’s 

potential to perform include such activities as strategic planning, board development, vision and 

mission development, grantwriting and fund development, and collaboration with stakeholders 

(e.g., youth, parents and community organizations), for example.   

In youth-serving organizations, organizational capacity can be measured in terms of how 

well the developmental needs of the youth are assessed and considered, the ability to secure 

funding to sustain the program, and adherence to a youth-centered vision and mission, for 

example (Fullwood, 2006; James Irvine Foundation, 2000; Wheeler, 2004; Youth Development 

Institute/Fund for the City of New York, 2003).  Operationally, what organizational capacity 

may look like in a youth-serving organization is (a) that youth are involved and engaged in 

meaningful roles and relationships within the program, (b) staff are responsive to participants’ 

needs and desires, (c) the program is able to demonstrate it’s effectiveness through the 

measurement of youth development outcomes and, as a result, (d) is able to secure adequate 

funding to offer enough programming to meet the needs of it’s target population.  Either directly 

or indirectly, the capacity-building efforts support the creation and sustenance of the key positive 

youth development setting features identified by Eccles and Gootman (2002).  However, 

although research has identified these necessary setting features, few studies have adequately 
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delineated the elements of an appropriate intervention for building the capacity of youth serving 

organizations in this regard.   

Purpose and Scope of the Study 

Although the specifics of afterschool programs will be addressed in Chapter 2, the need 

for and unique concerns of these programs informs the current study.  Over the past decade, 

afterschool programs have received increasing attention and support from local, state, and federal 

sources.  For example, Congress initially appropriated $453 million in 2000 to support the 21st 

Century Community Learning Centers program but increased the amount to a peak of one billion 

dollars in 2002 (Afterschool Alliance, 2006).  Locally, beginning in 1994, the City of Wichita 

has allocated yearly funding to support middle school afterschool programs in Recreation 

Centers (Afterschool Investments, 2005).  Eccles and Gootman (2002) additionally report that 

various surveys indicate ardent support from parents, educators and young people themselves for 

afterschool programs as desirable and necessary resources for positive youth development.  

However, due to questions regarding the efficacy of afterschool programs and concerns over 

diminishing resources, the need to establish optimum settings and to build organizational 

capacity for financial and programmatic sustainability has become paramount.  Additionally, the 

Center for Community Support and Research, the organization through which the research and 

intervention has been implemented, had the opportunity to partner with the Kansas Enrichment 

Network, a state-wide network for advocacy, coordination, and research on afterschool 

programs.  Thus, due to applicability of setting theories and accessibility of the programs, the 

unique capacity-building needs of and research questions specific to afterschool programs were 

addressed.   
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Specifically, the purpose of the study was to evaluate the effectiveness of the Kansas 

Afterschool Leadership Development Initiative (KALDI) intervention, which was designed to 

increase organizational capacity with the goal of enhancing positive youth development setting 

features.  In this project, 14 local afterschool sites were randomly assigned to an intervention or 

comparison group.  Seven sites in the intervention group received a capacity-building 

intervention that was focused on increasing youth involvement in organizational planning and 

assessment as a way to enhance youth-adult relationships, strengthen youth-centered norms, and 

increase youth participation in general leadership roles.  Sites in both groups received the 

Advancing Youth Development training as a way to provide them a basic understanding of youth 

development and youth participation principles.  It was hypothesized that the end result of the 

KALDI intervention would be that intervention sites would implement basic capacity-building 

processes and achieve increased youth development outcomes as compared to sites in the 

comparison group.   

Organization of Chapters 

 The following chapters outline the relevant concepts and components of the research.  

Starting with information regarding the structure, efficacy and challenges of afterschool 

programs, the context within which the research was performed is outlined in Chapter 2.  In 

Chapter 3, the major theoretical underpinnings of the research and their relevance for afterschool 

programs are addressed.  Chapter 4 focuses specifically on research related to setting-level 

capacity-building interventions as a rationale for the method and elements of the intervention.  

Finally, Chapter 5 provides an overview of the specific components of the intervention.  The 

remaining chapters address methods, results, and discussion of findings and further implications. 
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CHAPTER 2 

AFTERSCHOOL PROGRAMS: WHAT THEY ARE, WHAT THEY DO,                            

AND WHAT THEY NEED 

Given that the current research was focused specifically on afterschool programs, this 

chapter provides an overview of issues such as their typical structure, evidence of the need for 

such programs, research regarding their effectiveness, and their current financial and capacity-

building needs.  In describing typical afterschool programs, Eccles and Gootman (2002) assert 

that they are generally organized around the central purpose of providing a safe place for youth 

while they are not in the care of their parents.  The services available at any given afterschool 

program can range from (a) homework assistance and tutoring, (b) intensive mentoring in basic 

skills, (c) drug and violence prevention activities, (d) college preparation courses, (e) enrichment 

in core academic subjects, (f) recreational activities, (g) technology education programs, to (h) 

services for children and adolescents with disabilities.  While afterschool programs may differ in 

their structure, most are comprised of staff with a bachelor’s degree or less (e.g., high school or 

college students) who work directly with the youth, a director or coordinator often with a 

bachelor or masters degree, and are governed by a board or advisory committee that provides 

support and direction.  Afterschool programs operate in a variety of organizational settings, 

including faith-based organizations, schools, or community-based organizations and are often in 

need of organizational capacity-building to strengthen services and increase sustainability.   

The Need for Afterschool Programs 

The need for afterschool programs is well documented, dating back to the early 1990s 

when the Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development report, A Matter of Time: Risk and 

Opportunity in the Out-of-School Hours (1992), highlighted the needs of youth and communities, 
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particularly youth without adult supervision in the afterschool hours.  The report identified such 

contributing factors as the increasing number of youth living in single-parent homes, the rise of 

youth living in poverty, as well as health risks facing youth.  More recent reports have echoed 

the Carnegie Council’s findings that youth who are engaged in structured afterschool activities 

are less likely to be involved in negative behaviors and are more likely to experience benefits 

such as increased academic achievement, aspirations for college, and school attendance 

(Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development, 1992; Huang et al.,2000; Mahoney et al., 2005; 

National Institute on Out-of-School Time, 2003; Newman et al., 2000; Sampson, 2003).  For 

example, Sampson (2003) indicates that crime is more highly precipitated in communities 

characterized in part by unsupervised teens in unsupervised public spaces.  A report by Newman 

et al. (2000) also indicates that the hours after school are a primary intervention point for 

reducing the incidence of juvenile crime and delinquency.  In Community Programs to Promote 

Youth Development, which identified growing risk factors such as the incidence of gang activity, 

youth violence, and alcohol, drug, and tobacco use, Eccles and Gootman (2002) concluded that 

an opportunity existed to transform those risks into opportunities for positive youth development 

during non-school hours.  Eccles and Gootman further reported that parents and other adults 

soundly echoed the sentiment that youth programs represent a viable option for positive youth 

development.  Other researchers (e.g., Huang et al., 2000 and Mahoney et al, 2005) have 

supported this perspective via their findings on positive outcomes as described above.  

Because of the apparent benefits of afterschool programs, demand continues to grow for 

afterschool programs as more than 14 million children (K-12), or 25% of all school-aged youth, 

are responsible for their own care after school (Afterschool Alliance, 2003).  However, according 

to a national household survey by the Afterschool Alliance (2003), only 11% of school-aged 
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youth participate in afterschool programs.  The parents of 30% of the youth who were not 

participating in afterschool programs reported that they would enroll their children in a program 

if one were available.  The percentages of those not enrolled in an afterschool program are higher 

for African American (53%) and Hispanic (40%) parents whose children are likely to spend 

more time unsupervised than Caucasian children.  Overall, results from this survey indicate that 

the demand for afterschool programs largely exceeds their availability.  However, funding for 

these programs has decreased in recent years (Afterschool Alliance, 2006).  Following years of 

growth, for example, national funding for the 21st Century Community Learning Centers has 

consistently decreased in recent years.  Despite recommended yearly increases through the No 

Child Left Behind Act, including $2.5 billion total recommended in 2007, Congress has 

consistently appropriated decreasing amounts for the 21st Century Community Learning Centers 

with $981 million tentatively allocated nationally for 2007 (Afterschool Alliance, 2006).   

Similar to national trends, Kansas has seen increased attention and a call to support 

afterschool programs.  In a 2004 report on afterschool activities, A Call for Quality Afterschool 

Programs in Kansas, the Kansas Enrichment Network (KEN) highlighted the need for more 

afterschool activities and better funding for current and proposed activities.  Based on results 

from the Afterschool Alliance household survey (2003), KEN reported that approximately 35% 

of 524,000 Kansas school-aged youth are responsible for taking care of themselves after school.  

Only nine percent of these youth participate in out-of-school activities.  Of the youth in self-care, 

16% would have been likely to participate in afterschool programs if one were available 

(Afterschool Alliance, 2003).  Additionally, 23% of Kansas youth, regardless of their afterschool 

care arrangements, would have participated in an afterschool program if one had been available.   
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Financial Concerns for Afterschool Programs 

While the need for afterschool programs in Kansas is greater than the availability, 

funding for the most prominent programs, the 21st Century Community Learning Centers 

(CCLC), has decreased dramatically since the peak allocation of over $2,500,000 in 2004 to just 

over $500,000 in 2006.  For 2007, the proposed budget is $6,003,089 although the amount 

recommended through the No Child Left Behind Act is $14,738,000 (Afterschool Alliance, 

2006).  Although the proposed budget for 2007 looks generous, the precedent set in previous 

years doesn’t bode well for the actual allocation of this amount.  For every year in which 21st 

CCLC funds have been available for distribution in Kansas, requests for funding have exceeded 

actual allocations by as much as 350%.  Even when allocations were at their highest in 2004, 

only nine out of 44 applicants received funding.  Specific information regarding applications and 

allocations to new 21st CCLC programs is listed in Table 2.  However, focusing on the number of 

agencies or school districts that applied for but didn’t receive funding obscures the real cost of 

dwindling funds – that at least part of the estimated 6000 youth currently in afterschool programs 

are at risk of losing services while a large portion of Kansas youth for whom programs have 

never been available will remain unserved (Afterschool Alliance, n.d.).  When funding is so 

tenuous, the need for afterschool programs to demonstrate their value and efficacy is paramount.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  13



 

 
Table 2  
 
Requests for Funding and Amounts Allocated for New 21st CCLC Programs in Kansas  
 
Month, Year of                      Total         Total 
Grant Cycle           Amount Requested   Actual Allocation   Applications             Awards         
                      
December, 2002      $6,360,321         $1,988,919           27             9 
 

August, 2003           $6,340,618         $1,848,694           26            10 
 

July, 2004                        $11,331,533         $2,522,349           44             9 
 

July, 2006                $1,085,686           $521,754           11             6 
 
Note.  Due to budget cuts, no new programs were funded in 2005. 

Note: From “21st CCLC Profile and Performance Information Collection” by U.S. Department of Education.  

Retrieved from http://ppics.learningpt.org/ppics/publicCompSearchResults.asp?state=KS&month=ALL&year= 

ALL&start=Search  

 
Effectiveness of Afterschool Programs 
 

An expanding body of literature has shown positive individual outcomes for afterschool 

programs (for reviews see Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Huang et al., 2000; Little & Harris, 2003; 

Mahoney, Larson, & Eccles, 2005; Miller, 2003; Peter, 2002).  One of the most comprehensive 

research projects on afterschool programs was a meta-analysis of multiple studies conducted by 

Mid-Continent Research for Education and Learning (Lauer, Akiba, Wilkerson, Apthorp, Snow, 

& Martin-Glenn, 2004).  In this review of the results of 56 studies of afterschool programs that 

delivered services to low-achieving or at-risk youth, all of which utilized control or comparison 

groups, Lauer et al. (2004) affirmed the widely held view that afterschool programs help 

participants increase academic achievement in both elementary and middle school.  Specifically, 

the study found that effect sizes for improvements in both reading and math scores were 

“statistically greater than zero” (ranging from .06 to .09 for fixed effects and .13 to .17 for 

random effects), with greater increases for reading among elementary afterschool program 
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participants and math for middle school participants (p.73).  Lauer et al. explained the 

importance of these relatively small effect sizes as related to the fact that any improvement 

among the exceedingly high-risk youth included in these studies was considered meaningful.  

Lauer et al. concluded that programs did not need to focus solely on academics to contribute to 

the improvement of academic outcomes.  Finally, the study highlighted the moderating effects of 

elements such as duration (i.e. those who participated 44 to 84 hours per year experienced the 

greatest improvements) and use of various grouping strategies (i.e. one-on-one tutoring was 

found to be most closely tied to increased achievement). 

Other evaluations have called into question the impact of initiatives such as the 21st 

Century Learning Centers and have highlighted the potential shortcomings or mixed outcomes of 

afterschool programs (Dynarski, James-Burdumy, Moore, Rosenberg, Deke & Mansfield, 2004; 

Eccles & Gootman, 2002; James-Burdumy, Dynarski, Moore, Deke, Mansfield, & Pistorino, 

2005).  For example, James-Burdumy et al. (2005) determined that elementary students who 

were randomly assigned to attend a 21st Century Community Learning Center afterschool 

program were more likely to feel safe after school, but experienced mixed effects on 

developmental outcomes, and were no more likely to have higher academic achievement relative 

to students in the control group who attended afterschool activities other than 21st Century or 

were in self-care.  However, Dynarski et al. (2004) found that middle school students 

participating in school-based 21st Century Learning Centers showed slight improvements in math 

scores over a matched sample of students at the same schools who did not participate in the 21st 

Century programs.  The greatest increases were found for African American and Latino students.  

These groups were also reported to be tardy or absent less often than their matched counterparts 

if they participated in the 21st Century programs.  In general, middle school students who 
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attended 21st Century programs more regularly (i.e. over 50 days per year) also experienced 

better academic outcomes than the comparison group.  For both elementary and middle school 

21st Century programs, parent participation (i.e. volunteering and attending open-houses) was 

found to be greater than in the comparison group (Dynarski et al., 2004; James-Burdumy et al., 

2005).  In comparison to these positive effects, no benefits were found relative to overall 

developmental outcomes (i.e. social skills).  Additionally, negative behavior such as substance 

use and selling was more likely for those middle-schoolers in the 21st Century programs 

(Dynarski et al., 2004).  These mixed findings among 21st Century programs, which represent the 

largest segment of academically-focused afterschool programs in the United States, provide 

further evidence of the need to identify and build capacity for settings that create positive 

outcomes for youth participants. 

Capacity-Building for Optimal Youth Development Settings 

Due to these mixed results, growing budget constraints, and a recognized need for 

afterschool programs, greater attention is being given to building the capacity of afterschool 

programs to deliver quality services that can contribute to positive youth outcomes (Borden, 

Craig, & Villarruel, 2004; Bumbarger & Greenberg, 2002; Catalano et al., 2004; Greenberg, 

Weissberg, O’Brien, Zins, Fredericks, Resnik, &  Elias, 2003; Huebner, Walker, & McFarland, 

2003; James Irvine Foundation Youth Development Initiative; 2000; Johnson, Rothstein, & 

Gajdosik, 2004; Weiss, 2004; Youth Development Institute/Fund for the City of New York, 

2003).   As mentioned previously, capacity-building can be defined as activities that prepare an 

organization to “fulfill its mission through a blend of sound management, strong governance, and 

a persistent rededication to achieving results” (Grantmakers for Effective Organizations, 2000, p. 

2, cited in Connolly &York, 2002).  The concept and practice of capacity-building, especially as 
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it relates to afterschool programs, will be described in more detail in Chapter 4 but a key 

principle is that it is necessary to “build high-performing organizations, rather than just strong 

programs” (Venture Philanthropy Partners, 2001, p. 13).  As mentioned previously, many experts 

assert that while there are many fine programs and activities that young people may find 

engaging and which contribute to positive youth development, the settings in which the activities 

take place are a more important influence than the activities themselves (Nicholson et al., 2004).  

The settings provide an environment which either supports or undermines positive youth 

development.  In the widely respected report, Community Programs to Promote Youth 

Development, Eccles and Gootman (2002, p. 90) identified the following features of positive 

youth development settings: 

1. Physical and psychological safety - Safe and health-promoting facilities; practice that 

increases safe peer group interaction and decreases unsafe or confrontational peer 

interactions. 

2. Appropriate structure – Limit setting; clear and consistent rules and expectations; firm-

enough control; continuity and predictability; clear boundaries; and age-appropriate 

monitoring. 

3. Supportive relationships – Warmth; closeness; connectedness; good communication; 

caring; support; guidance; secure attachment; and responsiveness. 

4. Opportunities to belong – Opportunities for meaningful inclusion, regardless of one's 

gender, ethnicity, sexual orientation, or disabilities; social inclusion, social engagement 

and integration; opportunities for socio-cultural identity formation; and support for 

cultural and bicultural competence. 
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5. Positive social norms – Rules of behavior; expectations; injunctions; ways of doing 

things; values and morals; and obligations for service.  

6. Support for efficacy and mattering – Youth-based; empowerment practices that support 

autonomy; making a real difference in one's community; and being taken seriously. 

Practices that include enabling; responsibility granting; and meaningful challenge. 

Practices that focus on improvement rather than on relative current performance levels. 

7. Opportunities for skill building – Opportunities to learn physical, intellectual, 

psychological, emotional, and social skills; exposure to intentional learning experiences; 

opportunities to learn cultural literacies, media literacy, communication skills, and good 

habits of mind; preparation for adult employment; and opportunities to develop social and 

cultural capital. 

8. Integration of family, school, and community efforts – Concordance; coordination; and 

synergy among family, school, and community.   

 Given the findings of Eccles and Gootman (2002), capacity-building efforts for 

afterschool programs should therefore target the creation and maintenance of the youth 

development setting features rather than focus solely on implementation of specific activities 

within the program.  Using these setting features as a roadmap, the capacity-building 

intervention in this study targeted the creation or enhancement of these elements, as well as 

strengthening the organization overall so as to ensure adherence to their vision, mission, and 

guiding principles as a way to sustain continued efforts on behalf of youth.   
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CHAPTER 3 

THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS: BEHAVIOR AND ACTIVITY SETTING THEORIES, 

AND THE SOCIAL PROCESSES MODEL 

 
The previous chapter highlighted the aspects of afterschool programs that make them a 

fertile ground for research on interventions to improve their effectiveness.  In this chapter, the 

theoretical underpinnings for the intervention in the current research and the relevance of 

theories regarding settings for afterschool programs will be discussed.  Specifically, the eight 

setting features that have been shown to contribute to positive youth development, as identified 

by Eccles and Gootman (2002), provide credence to the assertion that the settings within which 

activities take place are more important than the activities themselves in terms of influencing 

participants’ behavior.  A number of researchers and theorists have supported this “person-in-

context” perspective which asserts that behavior is influenced by the environment and that 

people are nested within different contexts, settings, and situations that vary over time (Barker, 

1968; Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Luke, Rappaport, & Seidman, 1991; O'Donnell & Tharp, 1990; 

O’Donnell, Tharp, & Wilson, 1993).  Two of the theories that embrace the person-in-context 

perspective central to the proposed research are behavior setting theory (e.g., Barker, 1968; 

Langhout, 2004; Luke et al., 1991; Scott, 2005) and activity setting theory (e.g., O'Donnell & 

Tharp, 1990; O’Donnell et al., 1993).  The two theories offer complementary perspectives with 

behavior setting theory asserting the importance of resources (e.g., people, facilities, materials) 

and dynamics (social and relational aspects) within settings and activity setting theory 

emphasizing the auxiliary concepts of relational attributes and experiences.  The following 

sections elaborate on these theories and clarify their utility as a foundation for the proposed 

research.  Additionally, an emerging theory of social processes is also described as it represents a 
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synthesis and refinement of behavior setting and activity setting theories (Tseng & Seidman, 

2007). 

Behavior Setting Theory 

Originally developed by Roger Barker and his associates (e.g.,, Barker, 1968; Barker & 

Schoggen, 1973) through extensive research on children’s behavior within naturally occurring  

settings (e.g., schools, stores, church) in Oskaloosa, Kansas, behavior setting theory is based on 

the concept of behavior settings as small-scale social systems with consistent patterns of 

behavior that occur within set times and places, and with specific objects, supplies or materials 

(Scott, 2005).  Scott (2005) provides the example of a girl in a drug store.  The girl’s behavior 

within that specific setting is not so much a function of her personality or the presence of her 

mother.  Rather the girl exhibits “drug store” behavior because of the influence of the specific 

parameters of the setting.  Settings such as churches, schools, and playgrounds have their own 

parameters that dictate the appropriate behavior of persons within the setting.  Scott points to the 

difference in an individual’s behavior at a basketball game versus in church as an example of the 

power of the setting.  While settings are not always a more powerful influence than individual 

personality or other factors, for the most part, people succumb to the force of the environment in 

which they find themselves.    

Another key concept in behavior setting theory is that within each setting are necessary 

roles that must be filled in order for the setting to function optimally (Barker, 1968; Brown, 

Shepherd, Wituk, & Meissen, in press; Luke et al., 1991).  If a necessary member or object is 

absent, behavior or activity within the setting will adjust to compensate.  For example, other 

members must pick up additional duties.  In a study on mutual help organizations, Luke et al. 

(1991) found that groups that were underpopulated such that members had to take on multiple 
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roles, were actually more likely to produce better mental health outcomes for their members.  

While underpopulation can create pressure and stress on the members, at an optimal level such a 

setting allows members to gain more meaningful connections to the group.  Thus, one of the 

measures of a setting in which persons feel that they “belong” and which is supportive of 

positive experiences, is whether there are an adequate number of meaningful roles for each 

person (Brown et al., in press; Luke et al., 1991).  Consistent with both behavior setting theory 

and theories of youth development, youth-serving organizations thus need to provide roles for 

their participants beyond simply being service recipients, regardless of the specific activities in 

which they are engaged (Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Gambone et al., 2004; Zeldin, 2004; Zeldin 

et al., 2005; Zeldin et al., 2000).  In afterschool programs, roles that offer youth opportunities to 

gain skills or to feel effective are particularly important setting features for youth development 

(Eccles & Gootman, 2002).  Again, the influence of the number of roles rather than the 

individuals in them underscores the basic premise of behavior setting theory; that the setting is a 

more powerful determinant than specific activities or even specific persons (Scott, 2005). 

The current conception of behavior setting theory has two important components: (a) 

genotype, defined as settings which are similar enough in their basic components (actors and 

physical objects) that they are interchangeable to the extent that their leaders could function 

effectively in any of the settings, and (b) the phenotype, which belong to the same genotype but 

“differ meaningfully and consistently in the behavior episodes within particular settings” (Luke 

et al., 1991, p. 149).  Luke et al. expanded the original theory to include phenotypes, proposing 

that while settings may be structurally similar (e.g., afterschool programs in schools are similar 

to programs in recreation centers), they may differ in the behavior episodes internal to those 

settings (e.g., persons in school-based programs tend to adhere to a more rigid agenda than do 
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those in recreation center programs).  Thus, with afterschool programs as the genotype, the 

administrators and staff could conceivably be shuffled from one site to the next, whether school-

based or at a recreation center, without disturbing the function of the program significantly.  

However, within the genotype of all afterschool programs, there will be differences between 

programs in the behavior of staff and youth (phenotypes) based on elements of behavior settings 

called “setting facets.”  

Luke et al. (1991) identified setting facets that influence behaviors within settings, or 

phenotypes, as (a) setting resources which include people, behavior objects, physical space, and 

information; (b) internal dynamics which include personal cognitions, functional activities, and 

social processes; and (c) context which is defined as the larger social or environmental context 

(e.g., inner-city versus urban community or community norms that are supportive versus hostile 

toward setting activities or members) in which the settings exist.  Setting facets are features of 

the behavior setting that are somewhat dependent on the organizational life-cycle of the program; 

as the program matures and changes, it may possess more or fewer setting facets (Luke et al., 

1991).  Setting facets, although influenced by organizational development, are powerful 

influences on behaviors within a phenotype.  For example, in the genotype of afterschool 

programs, a setting resource may be access to a gym.  Whether the youth in particular programs 

have access to a gym will impact the behaviors that are possible or likely within each setting, 

resulting in several phenotypes (i.e. more sports/fitness behaviors versus little or no sports/fitness 

behavior).  Interventions, such as the one investigated in this research, can be targeted at 

changing the setting facets as a way to impact the behavior within the phenotype.  The current 

capacity-building intervention targeted internal dynamics, specifically social processes, as a 

determinant of a conducive setting for positive youth development. 
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Although behavior setting theory has been applied to such wide-ranging contexts as small 

towns (Norris-Baker, 1999), virtual communities (Blanchard, 2004), mutual support 

organizations for persons with severe and persistent mental illness (Brown et al., in press; Luke 

et al., 1991), and drug use and the spread of HIV (Latkin, Mandell, Vlahov, Oziemkowska, 

Knowlton, & Celentano, 1994), the most relevant application for the proposed study is that of 

“liked” and “disliked” settings in schools (Langhout, 2004).  In this study, which sought to 

identify settings that increased positive behavior and engagement, and facilitated positive 

feelings about school, Langhout and colleagues observed the behavior of third and fourth graders 

in four classrooms (behavior setting genotypes) over a four-year time period.  The students in the 

school were primarily African American (70%) with 90% of the entire student population being 

eligible for the free and reduced lunch program.  Teachers were primarily White females who did 

not live in the surrounding neighborhood.  The overall school climate (emotional, social and 

intellectual environment) was described as being “organized around discipline and behavior” (p. 

114) and evidence of bias against African American students was found.  For example, African 

American students were more likely to be punished and less likely to be involved in gifted 

classes.  Eight students who were selected because they exhibited varying combinations of 

positive behavior and engagement in the classroom (i.e. positive behavior – positive engagement; 

positive behavior -  negative engagement) were interviewed to provide researchers with direct 

input from the children regarding their experiences.   

Based on observations and interviews, Langhout (2004) found that students liked orderly, 

clean and safe physical environments as well as settings that provided opportunities for choice, 

independence, autonomy, and social interaction.  For example, children reported liking the gym 

for size, safety, cleanliness, and frequent opportunities to direct their own activities.  They also 
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liked classrooms in which the teacher’s desk was orderly and where they had choices regarding 

free time activities, were offered opportunities to work according to their own schedules 

(independence and autonomy), and were treated as competent to accomplish assigned 

responsibilities.  Disliked settings were “crowded, messy and felt chaotic” (p. 123) and inhibited 

choice, independence, and autonomy.  The children also cited abuse of power by adults as an 

element of disliked settings.  Most importantly, the settings, both liked and disliked, were found 

to impact the behaviors within them (phenotypes).  For example, Langhout provides the example 

of a boy who was frequently reprimanded in his classroom (a disliked setting) and was observed 

to respond by taking Pokemon cards out of his pocket and look at them.  The behavior of 

touching and looking at his Pokemon cards was thought to be a comforting technique and a way 

to “personalize his space” (p. 122) in the context of a setting in which his competence and worth 

were often threatened.  This same child was never observed to take the cards out or to touch 

them in a setting where he was engaged and which did not include threats to his identity (i.e. in 

the library – one of his liked settings).  These findings counter the assumption that students’ 

behaviors are based strictly on individual characteristics and support the influence of behavior 

settings.   

While not focusing per se on whether youth participants like or dislike the afterschool 

settings, this project investigated setting features similar to those discussed by Langhout (e.g., 

engagement, choice, and social interaction) that have been shown to contribute to positive youth 

development.  As with Langhout’s research, behavior setting theory provided an excellent 

framework for this research because organizational and social processes (internal dynamics) 

within the sites were hypothesized to be fundamental contributors to youth experiences and 

development.  As mentioned, behavior setting theory is most useful in documenting and 
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describing the influence of the social context within which behavior occurs rather than in 

providing guidelines for interventions.  However, while the current research focused on the 

impact of a capacity-building intervention as a way to standardize phenotypes (specifically the 

internal dynamics related to social processes) across intervention groups, behavior setting theory 

was helpful in grounding the study in an understanding of how settings work and how they affect 

the persons within them.  Activity setting theory, on the other hand, provides a guideline for the 

structure and goals of the intervention that is consistent with the concepts of behavior setting 

theory. 

Activity Setting Theory 

Activity setting theory is closely aligned with behavior setting theory because both 

underscore the interaction between individuals and settings (O’Donnell et al., 1993).  However, 

activity setting theory supports the importance of the objective characteristics of the setting but 

emphasizes the subjective experiences of individuals within these settings (O'Donnell & Tharp, 

1990; O’Donnell et al., 1993).  Additionally, activity setting theory has great utility as a 

framework for interventions to change settings while behavior setting theory is largely 

descriptive (O’Donnell et al., 1993).   

Within activity settings, there are six important characteristics that impact behavior 

(O’Donnell et al., 1993): 

1. People – People are responsible for the activity within a given activity setting.  Ideally, 

the activity within the setting will be organized around common goals.  People also are 

resources, providing access to support, information, skills, and other activity settings. 

2. Positions – People within a setting fulfill various positions.  Positions (e.g., teacher, 

mentor, or participant) or roles determine expected patterns of behavior of an individual.  
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Positions also dictate the expected behavior of others toward that individual.  Those in 

so-called leadership positions within the setting often guide the use of resources, which 

affects the activity of the setting. 

3. Physical environment – Physical environment refers to the actual location of the activity 

setting and material objects within the setting. 

4. Time – Time refers to when the activity setting is scheduled and its duration. 

5. Funds – Nearly all activity settings are supported, at least in part, by funds of some sort.  

Although funds may not be the most important element in an activity setting, they 

typically impact the functioning and scope of other components. 

6. Symbols or language – Symbols help the development of shared meaning and values 

within the setting, creating cohesion among participants.   

Although activity setting theorists recognize the importance of the physical environment, 

the utility of the theory as a foundation for interventions on social processes comes from the idea 

that the "important variables in activity settings are relationships" (O’Donnell et al., 1993, p. 

505).  While the activities within the setting may be attractive to participants, it’s the social 

interaction that presumably makes the experiences meaningful.  O’Donnell et al. further suggest 

that interactions create the processes by which “cognitions are developed, skills acquired, 

relationships formed, goals set, and activities carried out” (p. 505).  For afterschool programs, 

these by-products of social interaction are consistent with the outcomes indicative of positive 

youth development  (Catalano et al., 2004; Eccles & Gootman, 2002).  The characteristics of 

activity settings listed above (e.g., people, roles, and physical environment) can either combine 

to facilitate or inhibit social interaction depending on their relative quality or abundance. 
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According to O’Donnell et al. (1993), activity settings contribute to the goal of 

interactive relationships through joint productive activity.  Joint productive activity refers to 

cooperative interactions that result in shared goals, learning, relationships and development for 

participants.  There are two forms of joint productive activity: reciprocal participation and 

intersubjectivity.  Reciprocal participation refers to interactions in which “each person both 

assists and is assisted during the activity” (p. 505).  When groups have shared goals and 

relationships, reciprocal participation is more likely because each person desires to contribute to 

or otherwise be a part of the whole.  This may mean that some offer assistance at times while 

others accept help.  However, the roles may change depending on the situation.  In an afterschool 

program, for example, a staff person may instruct a young person on how to accomplish a 

specific task such as leading an activity.  The youth can then assist the staff person by 

subsequently performing that task, thus increasing his/her skills and cognitive development as 

well as decreasing the burden on the staff person to be the sole leader of activities.  Both roles 

help maintain and sustain the group, and contribute to the well-being of those involved.   

The second form of joint productive activity, intersubjectivity, refers to the degree to 

which persons in the same activity setting “think, experience, and describe the world” (p.506) in 

similar ways.  Intersubjectivity is thought to be the most important outcome of participation in 

activity settings because it rewards and motivates continued involvement.  In afterschool 

programs, youth and adults commonly have very different perceptions regarding the value and 

purpose of various activities or procedures (personal communication, M. Coleman, October 17, 

2006).  Creating agreement on basic principles, procedures, and practices within an afterschool 

program, as the intervention being investigated in the proposed research seeks to do, should help 

produce intersubjectivity.  Ultimately, changing organizational and relational setting features to 
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support joint productive activity, reciprocal participation and intersubjectivity should help 

afterschool sites facilitate the development of the setting features outlined by Eccles and 

Gootman (2002).   

Consistent with an emphasis on an asset model of youth development, activity setting 

theory provides a framework for interventions designed to attain the ideal of an effective 

program rather than fixing a broken one (O’Donnell et al., 1993).  O’Donnell et al. outline an 

intervention process that involves a consultant who partners with stakeholders in the setting (e.g., 

youth, staff, parents, administrators, and community members) to collaboratively determine the 

best approach to creating an optimal environment.  Although the process will be described in 

greater detail in Chapter 4, the “cooperative consultation” approach described by O’Donnell et 

al. involves (a) listening to the concerns of participants in the setting, (b) assessment of the 

characteristics that are most salient (e.g., people, roles, and funds), (c) building consensus on the 

relevant issues and decisions, and (d) being attentive to the relational outcomes of discussions 

(i.e. intersubjectivity).  The whole process of changing activity setting characteristics is done 

intentionally to increase joint productive activity, reciprocal participation, and intersubjectivity.  

Thus, the inclusion of stakeholders within the setting, recognition of their unique contributions, 

and agreement on plans for change are of paramount importance.  For the intervention in this 

project, this meant that administrators, staff, and youth needed to be involved as equals in the 

planning and implementation of self-determined setting changes. 

As with behavior setting theory, activity setting theory provides an appropriate model for 

delineating features of positive youth development in afterschool sites.  The activity setting 

characteristics listed above are central issues for afterschool programs, which regularly seek to 

maximize the quality and fit of people, positions, environment, time, funds and symbols/ 
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language.  Additionally, even in relatively unstructured activity settings, programs typically 

strive to enhance experiences for participants, families, and staff, and also create common 

meanings and goals.  In the current research, the capacity-building intervention specifically 

targeted processes that should have impacted interactions including creating shared values, 

vision, and mission as well as involving youth in leadership roles within the organization.  These 

activities were designed to evoke joint productive activity, reciprocal participation, and 

intersubjectivity.  As O’Donnell and Tharp (1990) posit: “Regardless of the scope of 

intervention, the purpose is the same: to affect the interaction among people.  It is this interaction 

that results in behavioral and cognitive development, sustains human relationships, fulfills 

setting goals, and creates the shared meaning of intersubjectivity” (p. 509). 

Social Processes Within Settings 

Building on activity setting theory, Tseng and Seidman (2007) describe the function and 

structure of social processes, resources, and organization of resources as key influences on 

setting outcomes in youth-serving organizations.  Setting outcomes are defined as measures of 

the functioning of a setting at any given time.  Setting outcomes include subjective experiences 

(e.g., whether youth feel engaged) as well as tangible outcomes such as youth achievement 

within targeted areas (e.g., academic and social).  Social processes are defined as the “ongoing 

transactions between two or more groups, such as teacher and youth, staff and youth, and 

different groups of youth, in a setting” (p. 7).  Resources are the human, economic, physical, 

temporal, and other assets within a setting that contribute to youth development.  Organization of 

resources refers to the way in which “resources are arranged or allocated” (p. 5).   

Tseng and Seidman (2007) emphasize the pre-eminence of social processes as the most 

powerful determinant of the experience of youth and adults within settings.  Social processes are 
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also given additional weight because they impact both the individual and the setting.  As such, 

social processes are considered to be the primary target of interventions designed to optimize 

setting outcomes in line with the setting features outlined by Eccles and Gootman (2002).  Such 

interventions can be fine-tuned to focus on specific elements comprising social processes; norms, 

relationships, and participation in activities.  Norms are defined as “transactions between youths’ 

beliefs and behaviors and those of others in the setting,”   Norms also include expectations, 

which are reciprocal between youth and adults.  Relationships include those between individuals 

as well as those derived from social networks or the “broader web of relationships” (p. 10).  

Finally, participation in activities refers to both youth and adult participation in “daily activities 

and routines in settings” (p. 11). 

Although the interaction and reciprocal nature of social processes, resources, and 

organization of resources is acknowledged, the current intervention was focused primarily on 

social processes.  Given budget constraints, administrative control from persons who are not 

present at the actual afterschool sites, and a requirement of conforming to governmental or 

school system mandated activities, sites in this research project had limited ability to modify 

their settings through resources or organization of resources.  Additionally, the model of 

capacity-building utilized in this intervention focused on issues that required a change in social 

processes (e.g., increased involvement of youth in planning and assessment efforts, and creation 

of youth-centered vision, mission and guiding principles).  This intervention was specifically 

designed to (a) enhance youth-centered norms through the identification/clarification of 

organizational values and practices, (b) increase supportive relationships between staff and youth 

through opportunities to collaborate on organizational planning and assessment, and (c) increase 

participation in organizational activities through involving stakeholders (i.e. youth and staff) who 
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have not typically been included in organizational planning and assessment.  Thus, the social 

settings and processes model offered by Tseng and Seidman (2007) provides a useful framework 

for the current research. 
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CHAPTER 4 

INTERVENTION RESEARCH IN CHANGING ORGANIZATIONAL SETTINGS: 

INTEGRATING CAPACITY-BUILDING AND YOUTH PARTICIPATION PRACTICES 

 
The previous chapter offered theoretical foundations justifying the focus on the setting as 

the primary influence on behavior and positive youth development outcomes in afterschool 

programs.  The social setting model in particular identifies specific setting features, i.e. youth-

centered norms, positive youth-staff relationships, and stakeholder participation, that are the 

primary elements of effective programs.  However, knowing the setting elements that are most 

influential in eliciting positive outcomes still does not provide a concrete, operationalized model 

for implementing specific strategies or actions to change the setting.  In this chapter, the 

integration of traditional organizational capacity-building practices and youth participation is 

outlined as a specific pathway to changing settings.   

The Need for Organizational Capacity-Building  

Organizational capacity-building can be defined as a form of consultation in which a 

consultant works with the organization’s leaders and stakeholders to increase organizational 

efficacy and sustainability (Connolly & York, 2003; Orford, 1992).  This is a very different 

process and focus than program improvement, which involves changing or enhancing the actual 

activities for participants.  As opposed to program improvement activities, organizational 

capacity-building occurs at an administrative level (although staff and stakeholders are often 

involved) and impacts the overall structure, practices/procedures, and values/norms within an 

organization.  At the same time, capacity-building helps create a firm foundation that supports 

effective programming and the achievement of optimum outcomes.  Organizational capacity-

building strategies can be implemented in any type of organization, including businesses, 
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schools, non-profits, and faith- or community-based organizations (Connolly & York, 2003).  

Typical organizational capacity-building tools include (a) strategic planning (developing 

purposeful goals and objectives for the next three to five years), (b) outcome-based planning 

(attaching specific, observable and measurable outcomes to strategic goals), (c) the development 

of vision, mission, and guiding principals, which provide the “big-picture” of why the 

organization exists and what staff strive to achieve, and (d) grantwriting and fund development 

to increase financial  sustainability, for example.  Activities such as these are often facilitated by 

a consultant who has developed a plan for capacity-building with input from, and in 

collaboration with, organizational leaders based on the unique needs of the organization 

(Connolly & York, 2003; O’Donnell et al., 1993; Orford, 1992). 

Capacity-building efforts target various organizational practices that are considered 

essential to creating a stable, effective organization (Connolly & York, 2003; Venture 

Philanthropy Partners, 2001).  The primary capacity categories include (a) leadership capacity 

(the ability of all organizational leaders to create and sustain the vision, inspire, model, prioritize, 

make decisions, provide direction and innovate, all in an effort to achieve the organizational 

mission), (b) adaptive capacity (the ability of an organization to monitor, assess and respond to 

internal and external changes), (c) management capacity (the ability of an organization to ensure 

the effective and efficient use of organizational resources), (d) technical capacity (the ability of a 

nonprofit organization to implement all of the key organizational and programmatic functions 

e.g., manage finances, understand legal issues, and utilize technology such as computers and 

internet), and (e) organizational culture (an organization’s unique history, language, 

organizational structure, and set of values and beliefs).  According to Connolly and York (2002), 

the most critical capacities are adaptive capacity followed by leadership capacity.  The 
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intervention in this research addressed both of these priority capacities by encouraging more 

responsive, mission-oriented leadership, and involving youth in shaping the organization to 

better address their current and future needs. 

A number of national youth development advocates and researchers have called for 

ongoing, multilevel capacity-building for youth-serving organizations (Borden et al., 2004; 

Bumbarger & Greenberg, 2002; Catalano et al., 2004; Fullwood, 2006; Greenberg et al., 2003; 

Huebner et al., 2003; James Irvine Foundation Youth Development Initiative; 2000; Johnson, 

Rothstein, & Gajdosik, 2004; Robertson, 1997; Weiss, 2004; Youth Development Institute/Fund 

for the City of New York, 2003).  As mentioned in Chapter 2, afterschool programs along with 

many other youth serving organizations continue to struggle to meet demands for their services 

with ever dwindling budgets (Afterschool Alliance, 2003, 2006).  Building afterschool programs’ 

capacities to provide effective programs is a common goal and is one that also has the potential 

to enhance the organization’s financial sustainability.  In addition, building capacity in youth-

serving organizations contributes to program fidelity because efforts typically center on 

maintaining consistency between the organization’s mission, its activities, and targeted outcomes 

(Bodilly & Beckett, 2005; Bumbarger & Greenberg, 2002; Catalano, et al., 2004; National 

Training Institute for Community Youth Work, 2002).  A number of sources highlight the often 

fragmented efforts such as “one-shot” trainings or staff development activities that do little to 

build the overall organizational capacity and, consequently, do little to contribute to the 

organization’s ability to attain targeted youth development outcomes.  Greenberg et al. (2003) 

point out that these fragmented efforts are often disruptive, inconsistent with the organization’s 

mission, and suffer from lack of coordination, monitoring, evaluation, and improvement over 

time.   
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The Center for Youth Development and Policy Research collected information on 

practices and programs from various national youth organizations in an effort to define principles 

of good practice and essential capacities (Pittman & Zeldin, 1995).  Beyond simple “one-shot” 

trainings, Pittman and Zeldin suggest that a key in developing organizational capacity is the need 

for youth organizations to clearly define premises, principles, and practices.  Premises relate to 

the undergirding theories and beliefs regarding human beings.  Principles are the clarifying 

declarations and statements, presumably based on premises that establish mission and goals, and 

guide leadership.  Practices are those direct actions based on organizational mission and goals, 

including organizational structure and governance, hiring practices, training and technology 

usage, and design of service delivery.  Premises, principles and practices within youth-serving 

organizations must consistently place the well-being and development of youth first and 

foremost.  Additionally, according to Robertson (1997), organizational capacity-building offers a 

process by which afterschool programs can proceed down a path that parallels that of youth 

development in general.  Calling this process “organizational modeling” for youth-serving 

organizations, Robertson points out that the agencies or programs providing youth development 

opportunities need support for their own development.  According to Robertson, organizational 

modeling is “a structured and thoughtfully planned organizational approach designed to support 

service standards and program effectiveness” (p. 580).   

Both the James Irvine Foundation Youth Development Initiative and the Youth 

Development Institute/Fund for the City of New York (YDI) implemented capacity-building 

initiatives with youth-serving non-profits with positive results (James Irvine Foundation, 2000; 

Youth Development Institute/Fund for the City of New York, 2003).  First, the James Irvine 

Foundation Youth Development Initiative (James Irvine Foundation, 2000) conducted research 
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with 10 youth-serving non-profit organizations in Los Angeles and Fresno, California.  These 

organizations received capacity-building technical assistance and grants averaging $100,000 

each.  Technical assistance was focused on management areas including administration and 

finance, fund development, governance, staff development, technology support, and planning 

and evaluation.  Researchers found that after receiving technical assistance, programs increased 

their budgets and the number of full-time staff members and youth participants, diversified 

funding sources and number of successful grant proposals, and enhanced directors’ 

administrative and managerial abilities (James Irvine Foundation, 2000).   

YDI also demonstrated the positive effects of capacity-building through their work with 

youth organizations on a national level (Youth Development Institute/Fund for the City of New 

York, 2003).  Their research revealed that the provision of capacity-building services made a 

positive difference in the programs with which they worked and within the field in general.  

YDI’s research found that after technical assistance and training, staff increased their skill level, 

received greater recognition of their value within the organization (i.e. achieved promotions), 

and made stronger connections to the youth development field.  At the organizational level there 

were positive changes to structures, goals, services and program approaches including increased 

use of program and outcome assessments.  YDI researchers acknowledged the limitations of this 

non-quantitative evaluation and called for more research in this area.   

Youth Participation for Organizational Capacity-Building and Positive Youth Development 

In addition to more traditional elements of capacity-building, youth-serving organizations 

often add youth participation in planning and decision-making as a key component of both 

organizational capacity-building and efforts to promote positive development for the youth 

involved (Costello et al., 2000; Fullwood, 2006; Wheeler, 2000; Zeldin, 2004; Zeldin et al., 
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2005; Zeldin et al., 2000).  Youth participation at the organizational level is distinct from 

participation in program activities as a service recipient.  At the organizational level, youth 

participation typically includes involvement in decision making on various aspects of program 

planning and/or implementation, or organizational governance (Academy for Educational 

Development/Center for Youth Development and Policy Research, 1996; Zeldin et al., 2000).  

The level of youth participation in organizational decision making can be conceptualized along a 

continuum from (a) no participation (youth are strictly recipients of services), (b) tokenism (only 

a limited number of youth are involved but have no real input or power), (c) consultation (youth 

are allowed to give input but have no control over implementation), (d) representation (select 

youth are involved in decision making), (e) participation (youth are involved as equal partners 

with adults), to (f) self-management (activities are youth-directed and implemented with only 

minimal assistance from adults) (Academy for Educational Development/Center for Youth 

Development and Policy Research, 1996).  The level of youth participation at a particular 

organization depends on the unique needs, structure and culture of that entity.  Additionally, the 

level of youth participation can vary across different activities within the same organization (e.g., 

youth may self-manage a sports league but, due to legal issues, are only involved in a 

consultation role on budgetary decisions).  Although the sites involved in the current research 

maintained autonomy in choosing the appropriate level of on-going youth participation for their 

respective programs, capacity-building activities involved youth at the minimal level of 

consultation. 

The Collaborative Fund for Youth-Led Social Change undertook an extensive capacity-

building process that included the participation of youth in key roles within the organization 

(Fullwood, 2006).  According to Fullwood, capacity-building in youth organizations involves 
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“understanding and helping to support the work by putting in place structures and processes that 

reflect the core values of the organization’s approach to social change” (p. 2).  Because a core 

value of youth-serving organizations is typically to help youth develop to their full potential, 

involving youth in essential organizational activities, including decision making in capacity-

building activities (i.e. creation of vision, mission, and guiding principles), serves to reinforce 

and demonstrate such core values.  Further, the key elements that Fullwood suggests as essential 

to capacity-building for both an effective and sustainable youth-serving organization as well as 

positive youth development include (a) equity and power sharing between adults and youth, (b) 

clarity of vision, purpose and method of the work, (c) using inquiry as a process for developing 

and evaluating the program i.e. organizational assessments, feedback from participants, etc, and 

(d) providing time for reflection regarding individual outcomes and program approaches (p. 14).  

Fullwood also suggests that capacity-building in youth organizations requires resources, 

planning, time for reflection and evaluation, and the support and assurance of youth leadership.  

Accordingly, the intervention in the current research included activities (i.e. shared decision-

making regarding the vision and guiding principles for their respective sites) that were in line 

with the elements outlined by Fullwood. 

Zeldin and colleagues (Zeldin, 2004; Zeldin et al., 2005; Zeldin et al., 2000) also found 

that youth participation in organizational decision making, in partnership with adults, helps 

create positive outcomes for the organizations.  Zeldin et al. (2000, p. 8) found that the specific 

organizational outcomes and benefits of youth-adult partnerships include: 

1. The principles and practices of youth involvement became embedded within 

the organizational culture. 
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2. Most organizations found that young people help clarify and bring focus to the 

organization’s mission, and some organizations made this a formal role of 

youth. 

3. The adults and the organizations as a whole became more connected and 

responsive to youth in the community. This investment and energy led to 

programming improvements. 

4. Organizations placed a greater value on inclusivity and representation. They 

came to see that their programming benefits when multiple and diverse 

community voices are included in decision-making processes. 

5. Having youth as decision-makers helped convince foundations and other 

funding agencies that the organization was serious about promoting youth 

development. 

6. Including youth in decision-making led organizations to reach out to the 

community in more diverse ways (e.g., community advocacy, policy-making, 

and service.) 

Additionally, Zeldin et al. found that a crucial element in creating these outcomes is a 

governing body’s focus on vision creation and attainment rather than rule enforcement.  

Again, the intervention in the current research integrated the involvement of youth and 

adult staff in creating a vision- and mission-driven organization.   

In addition to increasing the capacity of organizations, youth participation in decision 

making is also central to positive youth development because it has been shown to impact many 

of the indicators of youth well being including empowerment, emotional health, compassion and 

generosity, social capital, and civic participation (Wheeler, 2004; Zeldin, 2000). In a descriptive 
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study involving interviews with youth and adults participating in non-profit governance boards, 

Zeldin (2004) found that youth in these partnerships gained (a) a sense of belonging and 

importance, (b) supportive relationships with adults, (c) commitment to the organization, (d) 

understanding of governance processes, (e) community connectedness and social capitol, and (f) 

identity formation.  According to Zeldin et al. (2000), youth participation in organizational 

decision making “provides them with the essential opportunities and supports (i.e. challenge, 

relevancy, voice, cause-based action, skill-building, adult structure, and affirmation) that are 

consistently shown to help young people achieve mastery, compassion, and good health. 

 Beyond the benefits to the youth, youth-adult partnerships have also been found to 

benefit the adults involved (Zeldin, 2004).  In the study described above, adults responded that 

their involvement in youth-adult partnerships helped them overcome stereotypes of youth, 

identify strengths of youth, and enhanced the adults’ own sense of efficacy and belonging.  

Adults also reported being energized by the inclusion of youth on the boards.  Overall, 

involvement in youth-adult partnerships helped adults generalize their positive perceptions to 

other young people.   

However, Costello et al. (2000) revealed that adult ambivalence regarding the status of 

youth relative to that of adults (i.e. as equals or active partners versus passive service recipients) 

is a barrier to both youth participation and positive youth development.  In this circular 

conundrum, youth participation can remedy adults’ resistance to youth participation.  For this 

reason, organizational change that contributes to efficacy and positive youth development 

requires an “adult visionary leader” who is a strong supporter of youth participation (Zeldin et 

al., 2000).  Creating positive perceptions of and a commitment to youth among the adults in an 

organization is thus a critical aspect of any capacity-building effort within youth-serving 
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organizations.  The intervention in this research sought to address this issue through working 

with site coordinators to impact their attitudes about youth involvement, creating opportunities 

for youth-staff partnerships, which would in turn enhance norms supportive of youth 

participation and improve youth-staff relationships. 

Costello et al. (2000) suggest that an organization’s “orientation toward youth 

development is its ability or willingness to allow adolescents some degree of autonomy - to take 

active roles in the organization; to influence matters that are important to them; and to interact in 

an atmosphere where relationships with adults are characterized by mutual respect, 

responsiveness and responsibility” (p. 187).  Thus, youth participation in organizational decision 

making is consistent with the theoretical foundations of the proposed research, specifically Tseng 

and Seidman’s (2007) social processes model, in terms of the emphasis on and outcomes of 

creating youth-centered norms, positive youth-adult relationships, and offering meaningful 

opportunities for participation.  Further, youth participation complements the primary relational 

components of activity setting theory, i.e. joint productive activity, reciprocal participation, and 

intersubjectivity, as well as the concept of optimal role availability from behavior setting theory. 
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 CHAPTER 5 

ELEMENTS OF AND SUPPORTING EVIDENCE FOR THE KANSAS AFTERSCHOOL 

LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT INITIATIVE INTERVENTION 

 
While previous chapters have provided rationale for the use of the specific theories, 

practices, and settings on which the current research is based, this chapter describes the 

supporting evidence for specific components of the Kansas Afterschool Leadership Development 

Initiative (KALDI) intervention.  Given the importance of setting-level interventions, the KALDI 

intervention sought to enhance positive youth development setting features through 

implementing organizational planning and assessment capacity-building activities to (a) 

strengthen youth-centered values and norms, (b) enhance positive, supportive relationships 

between youth and staff, and (c) increase opportunities for youth participation in organizational 

decision-making.  As research on settings and social processes has indicated, the organizational 

capacity to create appropriate environments, structures, and relationships is central to an 

afterschool program’s ability to enhance the health and well-being of the youth participants.  An 

important note is that given the body of research indicating the positive impact on youth when 

settings are optimal (e.g., Eccles & Gootman, 2002), the KALDI intervention and assessments 

were focused on organizational, not individual outcomes.  For this reason, although multiple 

persons were impacted at each site through this intervention, the sample consisted of the sites 

(N=14), not the individuals. 

The KALDI intervention was implemented as a pilot project by the Center for 

Community Support and Research (CCSR) of Wichita State University in cooperation with the 

Kansas Enrichment Network, with funding provided by the W.T. Grant Foundation and Kansas 

Health Foundation.  The intervention included two levels of capacity-building (intervention and 
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comparison group) provided to 14 afterschool sites located in Wichita, Kansas.  The capacity-

building activities implemented were chosen based on previous work by CCSR in impacting 

organizational settings as well as evidence related to positive youth development settings.  As 

shown in Figure 1 below, seven randomly assigned afterschool programs participated in the 

Advancing Youth Development (AYD) training only (comparison group), while seven 

afterschool programs participated in the AYD training as well as the KALDI intervention 

(intervention group).  KALDI included multiple components of follow-up capacity-building 

involving coordinators, staff, and for certain elements, youth.  The AYD training, sponsored by 

the Kansas Enrichment Network and administered by YouthNet of Kansas City and the Wichita 

YMCA, was offered to all 14 Wichita afterschool sites (one intervention site did not participate).  

The AYD training provided all sites with a basic framework for positive youth development.  As 

described below, the AYD training and the KALDI capacity-building follow-up were consistent 

with the theoretical frameworks of activity and behavior setting theories and the social process 

model, and draw from empirical research on settings.   
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Figure 1.  Capacity-building activities provided for each condition 
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Advancing Youth Development (AYD) Training 

All participating afterschool programs received Advancing Youth Development (AYD) 

training, which was based on previous research that identified key features of youth settings 

(Academy for Educational Development/Center for Youth Development and Policy Research, 

1996; Pittman & Zeldin, 1995; Zeldin, 1993).  AYD draws from the work of the Center for 

Youth Development and Policy Research, which collected information on practices and 

programs from various national youth organizations in an effort to define principles of good 

practice (Pittman & Zeldin, 1995).  AYD is also consistent with the features of youth 

development settings recently identified and described in Chapter 2 (Eccles & Gootman, 2002).  

AYD is designed to improve the knowledge and skills of frontline staff in creating positive youth 

development with those involved in their afterschool programs.  The four main learning goals of 

AYD (Pittman & Zeldin, 1995) are to: 

1. Gain familiarity with the youth development approach and use this approach to explore, 

share, and learn new strategies for working with young people.  

2. Strengthen their ability to communicate their ideas, expertise, and experience to their 

constituencies: board members, families, co-workers, community leaders, and youth.  

3. Discuss strategies for integrating a youth development approach into their programs.  

4. Form an informal network and become ongoing resources to each other.  

Use of the AYD curriculum has been evaluated through the Building Exemplary Systems 

for Training Youth Workers (BEST) National Initiative (National Training Institute for 

Community Youth Work, 2002).  Based on pre- and post-surveys from AYD trainings, 

interviews with training participants, and written logs of participant practices following the 

training, results show that the AYD training helped youth workers increased their understanding 
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of youth and youth development, shift their youth programming focus from adult-centered to 

youth-centered, and increase youth involvement in program development and assessment of their 

own strengths as youth workers.  Specifically, pre- and post-training surveys revealed 

statistically significant increases in the frequency of the youth workers’ encouragement of youth 

participation, the implementation of activities that targeted and developed or enhanced specific 

youth competencies (i.e. academic or physical achievement).  Additionally, over two-thirds of 

youth workers surveyed reported that the curriculum affected setting-level features, including 

increased supports for professional development, greater collaboration and networking within the 

youth-serving sector, and increased commitment to youth development.   

While the AYD curriculum and training has been shown to be an effective professional 

development tool for positive youth development, in an evaluation of the AYD curriculum and 

training (Johnson et al., 2004), four main issues emerged as barriers or challenges to 

implementation: 

1. The need for organizational support and commitment to youth development from 

organizational supervisors and leaders; 

2. The need for continual professional development and opportunities; 

3. The need to build organizational capacity to support youth workers’ development; and 

4. The need to operationalize collaborative initiatives within the larger community. 

The lack of resources and a specific strategy for providing ongoing assistance limits the 

potential of AYD or any training that contributes to positive setting change.  As Johnson et al. 

(2004) suggest:  

“Training is only one part of a comprehensive professional development system.  
Despite its national acclaim, AYD is no more than a training curriculum.  
However, in the hands of a capable intermediary that can connect youth 
development workers and their employers to an array of professional development 
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resources, AYD can become the foundation for a sustainable local or regional 
delivery system for youth worker professional development” (p. 57).   
 

To test the assertion that AYD, or any other training, is not enough to adequately change 

afterschool settings and to identify a model for creating positive change, the KALDI follow-up 

intervention addressed each of these challenges and involved multiple partners, including youth.   

The KALDI Intervention: Follow-Up Organizational Capacity-Building for Intervention Sites  

As described in Chapter 4, the Youth Development Institute (YDI) has demonstrated the 

positive effects of the type of capacity-building suggested by Johnson et al. (Johnson et al., 2004; 

Youth Development Institute/Fund for the City of New York, 2003).  YDI’s research revealed 

that the provision of capacity-building services resulted in the development of capacity in 

various areas such as increased staff skill level, positive changes to organizational structures, 

goals, and services, and increased use of program and outcome assessments.  Additionally, 

research by YDI and others also supports the use of intermediaries (i.e. consultants who are 

contracted by a funder to provide capacity-building services to organizations within a specified 

population) as conduits for capacity-building in youth development programs (James Irvine 

Foundation, 2000; Johnson et al., 2004; Youth Development Institute/Fund for the City of New 

York, 2003).   

Using AYD training as the springboard from which to build a thoughtful and deliberate 

plan for organizational capacity-building, the Center for Community Support and Research acted 

as an intermediary in providing additional technical assistance to afterschool sites in the 

intervention group.  The goal was to develop and evaluate a capacity-building model that 

enhances afterschool settings and can be disseminated to the Kansas Enrichment Network, other 

afterschool programs, and the youth development field in general.  Consistent with research on 

essential elements of effective interventions, the KALDI intervention included (a) organizational 
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planning and assessment, (b) activities to develop management and leadership skills, (c) 

activities to improve organizational structure (i.e. staff and youth involvement in decision-

making), (d) recognition of the community context (e.g., pressure on sites to meet certain 

community needs and the sites’ positions within larger organization such as the school district), 

and (e) targeted multiple organizational levels (Brown et al., in press; Glisson, 2002; Glisson & 

Hemmelgarn, 1998; James Irvine Foundation, 2000; Wheeler, 2000; Wituk, Ealey, Clark, Heiny, 

& Meissen, in press; Youth Development Institute/Fund for the City of New York, 2003).  In 

addition to the AYD training, the KALDI intervention included the multiple components 

described below.   

Community of Practice (COP) meetings. COP meetings were designed to begin the 

process of increasing organizational capacity related to relationships, norms and youth 

participation by giving coordinators time to discuss relevant issues with each other, through 

activities facilitated by KALDI team members, as well as to prepare them to lead similar 

discussions with staff and youth during the on-site leadership development meetings (described 

below).  COP meetings were held five times between October 2006 and April 2007.  Only the 

coordinators of intervention sites as well as the Directors of the USD 259 and Parks and 

Recreation afterschool programs were invited to COP meetings.  COP meetings lasted 

approximately one hour and 15 minutes.  The specific capacity-building areas addressed during 

COP meetings included (a) creating a unique vision for each site, (b) identifying and clarifying 

guiding principles for each site, (c) identifying and measuring targeted youth development 

outcomes for each site, and (d) techniques for initiating or increasing youth participation in 

leadership roles at each site.   
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On-site Leadership Development meetings.  Leadership Development meetings were 

designed to be co-facilitated by the CCSR KALDI team member and the site coordinator, who 

was prepared for this role during the preceding COP meeting.  At least one staff member and a 

small group of youth (approximately five) were to be involved in each meeting to ensure input 

from those most affected by setting-level changes to relationships, norms, and youth 

participation.  Three Leadership Development meetings were held between November 2006 and 

April 2007, typically during normal afterschool program hours.  Meetings typically lasted 

approximately one and one-half hours.  Topics for the Leadership meetings were tied to those 

covered in a preceding COP meeting and included (a) creating a vision for the site, (b) creating 

guiding principles, and (c) determining an appropriate and beneficial use for the $500 stipend 

given to each intervention site.   
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CHAPTER 6 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND HYPOTHESES 

 
Research Design 

The research design of this research utilized a mixed-method approach that included the 

administration of three types of assessments at baseline (T1) and two other data collection points 

(T2 and T3) between October, 2006 and May, 2007.  The assessments were as follows: 

(1) Self-report organizational assessment surveys of afterschool site coordinators and staff at 

all three data collection points, 

(2) Observational site visits to afterschool programs at all three data collection points, and 

(3) Interviews with afterschool site coordinators at all three data collection points. 

These multiple methods provided an opportunity to triangulate findings by examining 

differences between the intervention and comparison group sites across all measures.  Additional 

detailed information about these methods and the measures are provided in Chapter 7.  All three 

methods were administered/collected multiple times over the course of the project.  The design 

used throughout this study is below: 

Intervention Group  T1 X1 T2 T3   

Comparison Group T1 X2 T2 T3  

T1 =  Baseline administration/collection of (1) coordinator, staff surveys, (2) site 

observations, and (3) coordinator interviews to assess setting features. 

X1 =  KALDI capacity-building intervention plus AYD training.   

X2 =  AYD training only.   

T2/T3 =   Mid-point and post-intervention administration/collection of (1) coordinator and 

staff surveys, (2) site observations, and (3) site coordinator interviews. 
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Table 3 depicts the multiple methods and the timeline of implementation of the various KALDI 

components with participating afterschool programs.   

 
Table 3 
 
Project Timetable for Conditions, Capacity-Building Components, and Assessments 
  

Month Project Component 
Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May 
T1    T2  T3  

   AYD 
trng 

    

COP 
mtg 

 

COP 
mtg 

 

  COP 
mtg 

COP 
mtg 

 COP 
mtg 

 

Intervention Group  
(AYD + KALDI)  
n=7 

 On-site 
TA 

 On-site 
TA 

  On-site 
TA 

 

T1    T2  T3   
Comparison Group 
(AYD Only) n=7    AYD 

trng 
    

 
Note:  T1=baseline assessment; T2=mid-point assessment; T3=post-intervention assessment; COP= Community of 

Practice meeting; On-site TA (technical assistance)=Leadership Development meetings; AYD training=Advancing 

Youth Development training 

 
Research Questions, Hypotheses and Related Measures 
 

The research project empirically examined change in afterschool program settings 

resulting from two different levels of capacity-building assistance directed at modifying 

organizational and positive youth development settings.  Using the social processes model 

(Tseng & Seidman, 2007) as a framework, changes in setting structures, including (a) 

strengthening youth-centered values and norms, (b) enhancing positive, supportive relationships 

between youth and staff, and (c) increasing opportunities for youth participation in 

organizational decision-making were investigated.   
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  Specifically, the research investigated the differences between a comparison group of 

afterschool program sites receiving time-limited training and an intervention group of afterschool 

program sites receiving time-limited training plus follow-up capacity-building.  The research 

questions and hypotheses were related to the following elements of the project: 

1. An experimental/intervention group of seven afterschool programs received the Kansas 

KALDI intervention.  KALDI consisted of the following intervention components:   

a. Assessment of afterschool sites through observation, interviews, and surveys,  

b. AYD training for site coordinators and up to one other staff person from each 

intervention site,   

c. Community of Practice (COP) meetings for afterschool site coordinators designed to 

allow for shared learning and to increase their capacities related to positive 

relationships, youth-centered norms, and youth participation, 

d. On-site Leadership Development meetings provided for afterschool coordinators, 

staff, and youth.  

2. Seven comparison sites received the following: 

a. Assessment of afterschool sites through observation, interviews, and surveys,  

b. AYD training for site coordinators and up to one other staff person from each 

comparison site.   

Given that the capacity-building intervention targeted the areas of (a) strengthening 

youth-centered values and norms, (b) enhancing positive relationships between youth and staff, 

and (c) increasing opportunities for youth participation in organizational decision-making, the 

research questions, and related hypotheses and measures are: 
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Question #1:  To what extent does organizational capacity-building impact organizational 

processes in intervention groups? 

Hypothesis 1.1:  The intervention group will make greater changes to their organizational 

planning and assessment activities that are supportive of positive youth development as 

compared to the comparison group.  

  Measures:   

1.  COP and Leadership/Development meeting process evaluations 

2.  COP and Leadership Development meeting notes 

3.  KALDI Organizational Assessment Program Planning/Sustainability scale 

4.  KALDI Organizational Assessment Collaboration scale 

Hypothesis 1.2:  The intervention group will be more inclusive of youth in the 

organizational planning and assessment activities as compared to the comparison group.   

Measures:   

1.  COP and Leadership/Development meeting process evaluations 

2.  COP and Leadership Development meeting notes 

3.  YPQA Engagement scale  

4.  KALDI Organizational Assessment Youth Participation/Engagement scale 

Question #2:  To what extent does organizational capacity-building impact social processes in 

intervention groups?   

Hypothesis 2.1:  The intervention group will make greater changes to increase the 

supportive relationships between youth and staff as compared to the comparison group.   

Measures:   

1.  YPQA Interaction scale 
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2.  KALDI Organizational Assessment Relationships scale 

Hypothesis 2.2:  The intervention group will make greater changes reflective of positive 

youth development norms as compared to the comparison group.   

Measures:   

1.  YPQA Youth-Centered Policies and Practices scale 

2.  YPQA High Expectations for Youth and Staff scale 

2.  KALDI Organizational Assessment Environment/Climate scale 

Hypothesis 2.3:  The intervention group will make greater changes that strengthen youth 

participation as compared to the comparison group. 

Measures:   

1.  YPQA Engagement scale 

2.  KALDI Organizational Assessment Youth Participation/Engagement scale 

 
Research question one and the related hypotheses represent the processes that are central 

to the capacity-building activities that were implemented with the intervention group.  The 

measures related to these hypotheses included both those that reflected process outcomes (i.e. 

completion of the creation of guiding principles) but also setting outcomes such as organizational 

commitment to planning.  Research question two and the related hypotheses are connected to the 

setting outcomes that were expected to result from the implementation of the capacity-building 

processes.  Thus, the achievement of the process outcomes was expected to contribute to beliefs 

and behaviors, as measured by the YPQA and KALDI Organizational Assessment instruments, 

that would impact the setting outcomes of enhanced positive youth-adult relationships, 

strengthened youth-centered norms, and increased youth participation in leadership roles.  Figure 

2 provides a conceptual representation of the theory of action underlying the hypotheses and the 
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links between processes, measures and outcomes.  Because many of the setting measures are also 

related to process outcomes, these measures are presented visually between the process and 

setting outcomes.  Figure 3 illustrates the conceptual model for the direct impact of intervention 

processes and process outcomes on setting outcomes. 

 
Intervention Process Outcomes       Setting Measures               Setting Outcomes 

Youth and 
staff 
participation 

Develop 
guiding 
principles 

Develop 
vision 

Identify and 
measure 
outcomes 

• YPQA High Expect.  
• YPQA Youth 

Centered Policies 
• KALDI Planning 

• YPQA Interaction 
• KALDI Relationships 

• YPQA Engagement 
• KALDI Youth 

Particip./Engagement 

• KALDI Environment  
• KALDI Collaboration 

Youth 
Participation 

 

Youth-Adult 
Relationships 
 

Youth-
Centered 

Norms 

Leadership 
Devel. 
meetings 

COP  
meetings 

AYD  
training 

 
Figure 2.  Conceptual theory of action of the KALDI intervention including the progression and connections 

between intervention components, process outcomes, the setting measures they should impact, the setting outcomes 

that are reflected in the measures, and the synergistic relationship between setting outcomes.   
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Intervention         Process Outcomes                    Setting Outcomes 

Youth and 
staff 
participation 

Guiding 
principles 

Vision 

I.D. & 
measure 
outcomes 

Youth 
Participation 
 

Youth-Adult 
Relationships 
 

Youth-
Centered 

Norms 

Leadership 
Devel. 
meetings 

COP  
meetings 

AYD  
training 

Figure 3.  Conceptual theory of action of the KALDI intervention with direct links between process outcomes and 

setting outcomes.   

 
Each of the components of the setting-level intervention were inter-related and expected 

to impact multiple outcomes.  For example, activities related to organizational planning and 

assessment were expected to increase the involvement of youth members in leadership roles in 

the organization.  Consequently, there should be changes in youth participation, which should in 

turn contribute to youth-centered norms, positive and supportive relationships between youth and 

staff, and opportunities for youth to participate in meaningful activities at an organizational level.  

Therefore, the hypotheses assumed the combined influence of all elements of the setting-level 

intervention. 
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CHAPTER 7 

METHOD 

 
Participants 

Afterschool sites were recruited for involvement in this research project during 

September 2006 with the assistance of the Kansas Enrichment Network Field Associate, who is 

also employed by the Wichita YMCA, and the Director of Afterschool Programs for the Wichita 

Public School System (USD 259).  After meeting frequently throughout the preceding summer 

with these representatives to develop the intervention, each representative provided lists of 

potential participant sites.  Given that the W.T. Grant Foundation funded this research as a pilot 

project to determine the elements of an effective intervention, it was decided to focus the project 

on only sites in the Wichita area so as to avoid issues with rural versus urban sites and the costs 

of travel outside of the city.  In order to meet grant specifications pertaining to sample size, all 10 

of the Wichita Public School sites that partner with the YMCA were included.  Permission to 

utilize the school sites was obtained from the Superintendent of Middle Schools and a one-hour 

orientation meeting was held for Principals in September, 2006.  Compensation was provided to 

the Kansas Enrichment Network and Wichita Public School Afterschool Programs for their 

consultation and coordination of the involvement of both intervention and comparison sites 

throughout the project. 

Additionally, the Director of the City of Wichita Parks and Recreation Department 

afterschool programs was contacted during September 2006 for the recruitment of sites in 

addition to thee school-based sites in USD 259.  The Director was able to facilitate the 

involvement of six Parks and Recreation sites so further meetings were not necessary to secure 

their participation.  There was some confusion with Parks and Recreation sites regarding the 
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requirement that they serve middle school-aged youth in order to be involved in the project.  One 

Parks and Recreation site was replaced prior to the beginning of the assessment and intervention 

because it targeted only elementary-aged youth.  However, despite reiterating the requirement of 

a focus on middle school youth, the Director of Parks and Recreation afterschool programs did 

not alert the research team that Edgemoor Recreation Center also primarily serves elementary-

aged youth.  Because this oversight did not become apparent until after the Edgemoor 

coordinator had participated in the orientation Community of Practice meeting, and it was too 

late to replace the site, Edgemoor was retained in the sample.  Compensation was provided to the 

Wichita Parks and Recreation department for the continued consultation and coordination of 

comparison and intervention sites by the Director of the Parks and Recreation afterschool 

programs. 

The research sample initially included 16 afterschool sites located in Wichita.  Ten sites 

were from USD 259 middle schools and six were located in Parks and Recreation Centers.  One 

school-based site that was assigned to the comparison group would not respond to requests to 

conduct baseline assessments and, on the advice of the USD 259 Afterschool Programs Director, 

was dropped from the study.  Additionally, one school-based intervention site withdrew from the 

project prior to the AYD training but after attending the first Community of Practice meeting and 

hosting one Leadership meeting.  Thus, the research sample included a total of 14 sites with four 

school-based sites and three Parks and Recreation sites in the intervention group, and four 

school-based sites and three Parks and Recreation sites in the comparison group.  Demographics 

for each afterschool program site, including average site attendance, race, socioeconomic status, 

and bussing patterns are included in Table 4.  Demographics include only those youth who 

participate in the afterschool program and not overall student populations. 
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Table 4 
 
Afterschool Program Participant Demographics by Condition and Affiliation (USD 259 or Parks  
 
and Recreation) for 2006 - 2007 
 
 Intervention Sites Comparison Sites 
 
 

Parks and 
Recreation 

 
USD 259 

Parks and 
Recreation 

 
USD 259  Edgem

oor    

Linw
ood 

O
rchard 

C
olem

an 

H
am

ilton 

Jardine 

Truesdell 

B
oston 

Evergreen 

O
sage 

C
urtis 

H
adley 

M
ayberry 

M
ead 

Total Afterschool 
Program 
Attendance 

30 10 
to 
15 

30 
to 
50 

50 25 70 35 10 
to 
30 

60 15 70 25 
to 
30 

30 
to 
60 

35 

 Estimated Percentages by Race 
African American 50 65 20 75 26 30 25 53 5 30 40 n/a 13 n/a

Asian American/ 
Pacific Islander 

2 5 1 5 7 8 5 5 0 10 7 n/a 2 n/a

Caucasian 40 20 44 10 44 30 60 30 5 50 20 n/a 43 n/a

Hispanic/Latino 3 10 35 5 27 30 10 10 90 10 30 n/a 17 n/a
Native American 0 0 0 0 1 2 2 1 0 0 3 n/a 3 n/a

Other 5 0 0 0 4 0 3 1 0 0 0 n/a 22 n/a
 Estimated Percentages by Socio-Economic Status 
Low 15 90 50 80 91 100 80 50 75 30 n/a n/a 43 n/a

Middle 70 10 50 10 9 0 18 40 25 65 n/a n/a 11 n/a

High 15 0 0 10 0 0 2 10 0 5 n/a n/a 46 n/a
 Estimated Percentage Bussed to Site 
Bussed 0 0 0 90 75 85 50 0 0 0 n/a n/a 80 n/a

 
Note.  Demographics are for afterschool program participants ONLY (not the entire student population at a site).  

Demographics were supplied by site coordinators and were based on estimates at some sites and records at others.  

Some total percentages do not equal 100% due to apparent mathematical errors.  Two sites (Hadley and Mead) did 

not respond to repeated requests for demographic data and one (Curtis) gave only partial information. 

 
The school sites are run collaboratively by the USD 259 Wichita Public Schools 

Afterschool Programs and the Wichita YMCA.  They focus on tutoring and academic skills but 
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also include other activities such as music, sports, and special interest clubs.  Based on informal 

feedback from students and staff, each school site tailors their activities to the interests and needs 

of their particular youth population and/or the availability and skills of staff.  All school sites are 

located in middle schools and exclusively serve students from that school.  School sites range in 

size of attendance from as few as 25 youth to in excess of 100 on days during which special 

events are held (e.g., Halloween Party and field trips).  Because attendance is not mandatory, the 

number of participants fluctuates daily.  School sites offer field trips, often to a nearby YMCA 

location, as often as once per week or more intermittently depending on schedules and staff 

availability.  School sites have one site coordinator who is a teacher at that location during the 

day but who is not always on site during afterschool program hours.  Site coordinators in the 

current sample have as little as a few months of experience in their position to over five years.  

School sites also typically have three to five other staff persons, with some sites having as many 

as 10 staff persons, who are on-site during program hours.  These staff members may be other 

teachers, YMCA staff, college students, and/or high school students.  Program hours for all sites 

are typically from approximately 3:20 p.m. (immediately following school dismissal) to 5:00 

p.m.  School sites aim to be well-supervised and highly structured, with a required period of time 

dedicated to academic enrichment (e.g., homework completion, tutoring, or math exercises). 

Parks and Recreation afterschool programs offer primarily recreational and sporting 

activities.  Parks and Recreation programs are located at recreation centers run by the City of 

Wichita.  Participants in Parks and Recreation sites may range in age from elementary school- to 

high school-aged youth.  This wide range in ages presents a challenge for assessment of Parks 

and Recreation sites that is not an issue for school-based sites.  Therefore, because the proposed 

research is designed to assess an intervention targeted at sites that serve middle school youth, 
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measurements of setting features within both intervention and comparison groups in Recreation 

Centers were focused on activities, practices and interactions involving that age group.  The sole 

exception is the Edgemoor site, which only serves elementary-aged youth (K-5th grade).  

Because the research coordinator was assured that the Edgemoor site served middle school youth 

and did not find out otherwise until after the start of the intervention, this site was retained in the 

intervention group and included in all assessments.   

As with school sites, attendance is not mandatory at Parks and Recreation sites and can 

range from 10 or fewer to over 50 youth on any given day.  Some activities at Parks and 

Recreation sites require registration fees but these activities were only included in the 

observational assessment if others that were free-of-charge were not in process or had no 

participants.  Parks and Recreation sites typically have one center coordinator, who oversees the 

afterschool program in addition to the operation of the entire center and other programs.  

Coordinators at these sites tend to be very experienced with as many as 30 plus years of 

employment within the Parks and Recreation Department.  These sites normally have between 

one and three staff members in addition to the coordinator.  Staff members tend to be college 

and/or high school students and, according to comments from site coordinators during 

Community of Practice meetings, are typically less qualified and committed than staff in school-

based programs.  Program hours differ between sites with some operating immediately following 

the school day and others starting later (approximately 4:30 p.m.) and running into the early 

evening.  Parks and Recreation sites tend to offer less structured activities, such as open gym or 

video games, than do school sites. 

Of the 16 initial afterschool sites, half were randomly assigned to the intervention 

condition (KALDI + AYD) and half to the comparison condition (AYD only).  Participants in 
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both conditions were notified of their status and the requirements/responsibilities involved.  The 

intervention sites participated in a one-hour orientation Community of Practice meeting on 

October 17, 2007 where details of their involvement were explained and written materials 

provided.  Comparison sites received an e-mail from the research coordinator outlining the 

details of their participation.  Additionally, sites in the intervention group received $500 near the 

end of the intervention (i.e. March/April) to use for improvement of program activities.  A 

stipulation applied to the disbursement of the stipend to intervention sites was that the site 

coordinator must involve staff and youth in decisions regarding the use of the funds.  Center for 

Community Support and Research staff assisted in facilitating this discussion during the third on-

site capacity-building leadership development meeting.  Comparison sites received $150 near the 

end of the school year in recognition of their involvement in regular assessment activities.  

However, no stipulation of how to spend the funds was made at the comparison sites.  

Intervention site coordinators additionally received a stipend of $100 for their personal use in 

recognition of the additional responsibilities of attending Community of Practice meetings and 

on-site capacity-building activities, and in completing site self-assessments.  Comparison site 

coordinators did not receive this personal stipend.  Site coordinators in both conditions also 

received $25 each time they completed the KALDI organizational site self-assessment form (at 

baseline, mid-point, and post-intervention assessment periods).  Other staff members at each site 

regardless of condition were also compensated $10 each time they completed a KALDI 

organizational site self-assessment during any of the three assessment periods.  In addition to 

compensation for involvement at varying levels in the intervention and comparison groups, the 

cost of securing substitutes for site staff (up to two per site) was covered to enable staff members 

at all sites to attend the AYD training on regular work or school days. 
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Procedure 

Representatives from KEN, USD 259 Afterschool Programs and the Wichita Parks and 

Recreation department assisted in preparing both comparison and intervention sites for their 

involvement in this project.  Coordinators for each site received information and materials 

provided by Center for Community Support and Research staff, and through meetings with their 

program directors, in order to increase the likelihood that they would respond positively to and 

adhere to expectations for involvement in this project.  Intervention groups were contacted 

immediately following the approval from the USD 259 Middle School Superintendent and the 

Director of Parks and Recreation Afterschool Programs in order to schedule their involvement in 

the components of the KALDI intervention described below.  Comparison groups were contacted 

by e-mail at the same time but were told that they would be contacted again in the near future to 

schedule dates and times for site observations, interviews, and self-assessment surveys.   

The various components of this research project were implemented by members of two 

Center for Community Support and Research (CCSR) teams – the research team and the KALDI 

team.  The research team was primarily responsible for data collection, data entry, assisting with 

analysis, and providing assessment information to KALDI Team members regarding intervention 

sites.  The KALDI team consists of project facilitators who are experienced in providing 

capacity-building assistance to non-profit and faith/community-based organizations throughout 

Kansas.  Both teams have been involved in the creation of the KALDI protocol and agendas used 

for each Community of Practice (COP) meeting (see description below) as well as for each on-

site leadership development meeting (described in detail below).  Although there is some overlap 

with research team members being involved in COP and leadership development meetings, none 

of the KALDI Team members were involved in data collection.  Members of the KALDI team 
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were assigned to specific intervention sites for the provision of on-site technical assistance.  The 

specific components of this research project are described in detail below.  Refer to Table 3 for 

the overall flow and timeline of the project. 

Baseline and follow-up assessments.  The multiple assessment methods used in this 

project were (a) observation of site activities, practices and environment using High/Scope 

Youth Program Quality Assessment (YPQA) Form A (see Appendix C), (b) interviews with site 

coordinators using Form B of the YPQA (see Appendix D), and (c) KALDI organizational 

assessment surveys for coordinators and at least two to three staff members per site (see 

Appendix E).  Both the intervention and comparison sites received the same measures and were 

assessed at roughly the same times.  Prior to the start of baseline assessments, site coordinators in 

the intervention condition attended a KALDI orientation Community of Practice meeting on 

October 17, 2006 during which CCSR research team members scheduled appointments for 

baseline observations and interviews with each site coordinator.   

During the entire research project, a total of six members of the research team conducted 

and scored the YPQA observations and interviews.  Two research team members were trained to 

conduct the YPQA during an introductory and intermediate training on the tool at the 

High/Scope offices in Ypsilanti, Michigan on July 18 and 19, 2006.  These two research team 

members then trained and supervised the other team members to conduct the YPQA observations 

and interviews.  Only one of the other team members was involved in conducting assessments 

from T1 through T3.  One team member was involved in assessments at T2 and T3 and the 

remaining two participated in only one assessment period, T1 and T3 respectively.  Based on 

input from Howard Bloom, special consultant on statistics and research methods to the W.T. 

Grant Foundation, raters were rotated to different sites during each assessment period to 
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minimize any rater bias (personal communication, H. Bloom, December 4, 2006).  For example, 

if rater one observed and/or conducted the interview at Truesdell at baseline, she was not sent 

back to that site for subsequent observations or interviews.  Additionally, raters other than the 

two trained by High/Scope were never sent to do an observation alone without having first gone 

with a more experienced rater during an observation.  However, most observations were 

conducted by one rater for each site.  Interviews were more straightforward so there was no 

requirement that a newer rater accompany one who was more experienced in order to learn the 

process.  It was initially attempted to have the same rater do both the observation and interview 

at a particular site.  However, conflicts in scheduling caused this plan to be abandoned in favor 

of simply ensuring that raters were rotated for interviews as well as observations.  Therefore, 

although a particular rater may have completed both the observation and interview during a 

specific assessment period, she was not sent back to that site for any subsequent observations or 

interviews.  Raters were not blind to the conditions to which sites were assigned but, except for 

the author, did not take part in any intervention activities. 

Observations were scheduled for approximately one and one-half hours on days during 

which the site held regular activities (Tuesday through Thursday for school-based sites; Monday 

through Thursday for Parks and Recreation sites).  Based on their familiarity with the items to be 

scored on Form A of the YPQA, raters simply watched the activities and interactions of the 

youth and staff at each site and took objective, specific notes during their observations.  Raters 

also took notes on the presence and condition of facilities and equipment (i.e. first aid kits, 

enough chairs for each youth, temperature of the room, etc).  As part of their training, observers 

were instructed to note their observations through “anecdotes” that included quotes from youth 

or staff, specific incidents, or other notations that would provide non-subjective examples with 
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which to score the YPQA Form A.  Again, the issue of objectivity was stressed.  Raters were 

instructed to base their notations only on what they saw or heard and not on their own 

assumptions or feelings.  Following the completion of the observation, during which raters 

typically took multiple pages of notes, each rater scored the YPQA Form A using the provided 

scale and indicators.  As described more fully below, the YPQA includes a discrete scale of 1, 3 

and 5 for each item as well as specific statements for each score to help raters judge where their 

own observations fit (see Appendix C for a copy of the actual instrument).  The scoring of 

YPQA Form A typically took each rater two hours to complete.  When raters had specific 

questions regarding how to score an item, the author would assist them in understanding the 

intent of the item and in selecting the most appropriate score based on their anecdotes. 

Raters were instructed to observe one “program offering” within each site.  The program 

offerings, defined in the YPQA instrument (High/Scope, 2005) as distinct and self-contained 

activities within the larger program, typically occur within a bounded spatial area (i.e. a 

classroom, a gym or game room).  School sites typically had a fairly consistent schedule of 

program offerings that were set months in advance.  Although there were occasionally changes 

to the schedule (i.e. cancellation of an activity due to staff absences), the only variation at school 

sites was from semester to semester when activities tended to change due to student interest or 

academic needs.  Because the assessment periods spanned two semesters, the availability of the 

same activities at each observation was not consistent for all school sites.  Parks and Recreation 

sites have a less predictable schedule and often allow students to do what they want within the 

constraints of the rooms and equipment available (i.e. play basketball, play video games).  On 

certain days, Parks and Recreation sites offer organized activities such as the Jr. NBA, a 

basketball league for which participants pay a very minimal registration fee of $5.00.  Thus, at 
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the baseline observations at school sites, raters chose a program offering that would offer 

opportunities to observe interaction between youth and staff.  For Parks and Recreation sites, 

raters simply chose a location in which to observe, either a game room or gym.  The only 

exception was at Edgemoor where raters chose to observe program offerings based on the age of 

the participants (3 – 5th grade versus activities for K – 2nd grade).  

An attempt was made to maintain consistency in terms of which program offering was 

observed at each assessment period even though raters rotated.  However, there were instances 

where a different activity was observed than had been selected during the previous assessment 

period.  In these instances, an attempt was made by the rater to observe an activity similar to that 

observed during the previous assessment period (i.e. a sewing class in place of an arts and crafts 

activity; basketball instead of soccer).  An additional complication was when raters were shuttled 

between several activities by coordinators who were eager to “show off” their activities or 

because of the way activities were scheduled to last only part of the program time.  In these 

cases, raters were told to treat the combination of activities as though they were part of the same 

program offering.  Raters were also prevented from observing the same program offerings 

consistently due to lack of participants in certain activities during the various assessment periods.  

Also, in Parks and Recreation sites, whole groups of students often migrated from one room to 

the other so raters were forced to follow the participants.  As mentioned, Edgemoor observations 

were based on the age of the participants versus the specific program offering.  Because 

Edgemoor rotated activities in the middle of the year (i.e. K- 2 participated in Hip Hop dance 

part of the year, while 3 – 5th grade participated in soccer during that same period), the program 

offerings observed at each assessment period were not consistent.  See Table 5 for the specific 

program offerings observed at each site during each assessment period. 
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Table 5 
 
Program Offerings Observed at Each Assessment 

   
Assessment period 

Condition/Affiliation Site T1 T2 T3 

Edgemoor Soccer Hip hop dance Basketball 

Linwood Basketball Basketball Basketball 

Intervention –  
Parks & Recreation 

Orchard Open gym/game room Open gym/game 
room 

Open gym/game 
room 

Coleman Fitness Homework/ Fitness Homework/ 
Fitness 

Hamilton Math enrichment Dance/academic 
enrichment 

Homework 

Jardine Computers Computers Computers/ 
soccer 

Intervention – 
USD 259 

Truesdell National Academic 
League 

Chamber strings/ arts 
& crafts 

Homework/ 
computers 

Boston Open gym/game room Basketball Basketball 

Evergreen Game room Jr. NBA Jr. NBA 

Comparison –  
Parks & Recreation 

Osage Basketball Basketball Basketball  

Curtis Athletics Athletics Basketball 

Hadley Dance club Arts & Crafts/ games Arts & Crafts 

Mayberry Arts & crafts Arts & crafts Arts & Crafts 

Comparison –  
USD 259 

Mead Academic 
enrichment/ 
basketball/cooking 
club 

Athletics/ 
community service 

Computers/crafts 

 
 

In the first baseline (T1) observation event in October 2006, two observers, one trained by 

High/Scope, the organization responsible for the development of the YPQA instrument, and the 

other trained by the more experienced raters, conducted independent observations at the same 

site.  When comparing item scores for the same program offering, the two raters achieved 80% 

inter-rater reliability.  In a subsequent T1 observation in which a different pair of raters were 

involved (one trained by High/Scope, one trained by more experienced raters), raters simply 

compared notes following the observation and came to agreement regarding the coding of items.  

At T2, one pair of raters again independently observed the same program offering at the same site 
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and achieved inter-rater reliability of 80%.  However, due to low inter-rater reliability for another 

pair (40%) at T2 and because sending more than one rater to the same program offering was not 

feasible given the number of raters, the process of establishing inter-rater reliability was 

suspended.  In order to ensure and ingrain consistency for subsequent assessments, it was 

decided that the two raters trained by High/Scope would assist the less experienced raters in 

coding their initial observations.  During T2 and T3, the author and other High/Scope trained rater 

either assisted less experienced raters in coding their observations and interviews, or checked the 

coding of observations and interviews from the less experienced raters.  Because the YPQA tool 

requires entry of supporting anecdotes for each item, these anecdotes were used as a basis for 

questioning the rationale of the rater’s coding where the anecdote and code seemed inconsistent 

with the intent of the item.  However, no attempt was made to influence the coding unduly.   

As described, the process of allowing the more experienced High/Scope-trained raters to 

provide assistance and oversight in scoring to those who were not trained by High/Scope was 

substituted for further measures of inter-rater reliability.  This process was deemed by the 

KALDI research team to be the best approach to ensuring reliability given the lack of enough 

raters to allow for repeatedly sending more than one person to a site to test inter-rater reliability.  

Additionally, because of the way raters were rotated across sites throughout the entire project, 

there was no way to measure consistency or bias in scoring for any single rater.  Based on 

recommendations from Akiva and Jones (2007) that raters should take such detailed and 

objective notes that an outside person could arrive at the same score, oversight by the more-

experienced raters using others’ observation notes was thought to be the best safeguard possible. 

Except in isolated instances, interviews were scheduled with site coordinators for at least 

one day following the observation in order to give observers a chance to score the YPQA tool 
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and determine areas in which follow-up questions were necessary.  For T1 through T3, raters 

simply asked the questions on Form B of the YPQA instrument (see Appendix D) as well as any 

follow-up questions from the observation.  At the completion of the interview, the site 

coordinator was asked to fill out the KALDI organizational assessment (described in greater 

detail below and included in Appendix E) as well as to give the KALDI assessment to other staff 

to complete.  The rater also left invoice forms with the coordinator to provide to staff to ensure 

payment for completing the KALDI organizational assessment.  Coordinators were told that an 

CCSR staff person would return approximately a week later, when the coordinator indicated that 

the KALDI assessments were done, to pick up the completed assessments and stipend invoices 

for each respondent.  At T3, due to time constraints, the KALDI assessment and invoices were 

left with the coordinator after the observation to expedite the return of all forms and data.  As 

mentioned previously, site coordinators were paid $25 and other staff received $10 each time 

they completed a KALDI survey in appreciation for the additional burden the organizational 

assessment placed on their time.  The same process was repeated at T2 and T3 in February and 

April/May, respectively.  At T2, coordinators were also asked to fill out a form regarding 

afterschool program demographics.  Some sites did not respond to this request and were given 

the form again at T3.  Two comparison sites never returned their demographic information 

(Hadley and Mead) and one other comparison site never provided complete demographics 

(Curtis) on their afterschool participants. 

Advancing Youth Development training.  All participating intervention and comparison 

sites were offered the Advancing Youth Development (AYD) training on January 25 and 26, 

2007.  The AYD training was open to any youth-serving organization in Kansas.  However, only 

three persons from two organizations not participating in this research project attended.  Two 
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school-based sites (one intervention site - Truesdell, one comparison - Mayberry) were not 

represented at the AYD training due to scheduling conflicts, although the Mayberry coordinator 

eventually attended an AYD training held on April 24 and 25, 2007 and led by the same trainers.  

Additionally, one comparison site coordinator became sick within the first hour of the January 

training and did not return for the two days.  Another comparison site coordinator was not able to 

return the second day.  Table 6 includes the record of attendance by condition and site.  Two 

research team members also attended the AYD training as a way to ensure that the content of 

intervention components following the training (i.e. Community of Practice meetings, on-site 

leadership meetings) built upon the concepts and information provided. 

 
Table 6 

 
Attendance at AYD training on January 25 and 26, 2007 by site and condition 
 

 
 

 

 Intervention Comparison 
 Site name Number Attending Site name Number Attending 

 

Edgemoor 
 

1 
 

Boston 
 

2 
Linwood 1 Evergreen 2 

 

Parks and 
Recreation 

Orchard 1 Osage 1 
Coleman 1 Curtis    1* 
Hamilton 1 Hadley 2 
Jardine 2 Mayberry       0*** 

USD 259 

Truesdell 0 Mead     1** 
Total   7  7 

Note.  *Site coordinator attended for one day of the two day training.  He was not included in total attendance. 

Note.  **Site coordinator became sick on the 1st morning and did not return for the rest of the training.  She was not  

included in total attendance. 

Note.  ***Site coordinator was not able to attend the January AYD training but attended a later training, led by  

the same trainers,  on April 24 and 25, 2007. 

 
AYD included two consecutive days of training along with a curriculum manual to 

enhance training and help in implementation.  AYD was created and is administered by the 
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Academy of Education Development.  The Kansas Enrichment Network coordinated and 

sponsored the AYD training.  Certified trainers from YouthNet of Kansas City and the Wichita 

YMCA provided the training.  YouthNet is part of national network of intermediary youth 

development organizations that serve as resources to local youth-serving organizations and 

sectors.  The goals of the AYD are training are as follows (Pittman & Zeldin, 1995): 

1. Gain familiarity with the youth development approach and use this approach to explore, 

share, and learn new strategies for working with young people.  

2. Strengthen their ability to communicate their ideas, expertise, and experience to their 

constituencies: board members, families, co-workers, community leaders, and youth.  

3. Discuss strategies for integrating a youth development approach into their programs.  

4. Form an informal network and become ongoing resources to each other.  

The primary activities in the AYD training were group discussions and interactive 

exercises that were designed to educate participants about the importance of focusing on positive 

youth development (versus prevention of deficits or simply keeping kids safe during the 

program) and to increase positive attitudes toward youth participation in program leadership, 

governance, and planning.  The specific topics covered, called “sessions”, during the training 

were as follows: 

1. Introduction to the youth development approach – this session included discussion of the 

definition of youth development and the focus on assets versus deficits. 

2. Developmental youth outcomes – this session provided an overview of youth outcomes 

including aspects of identity (a positive identity includes a sense of personal well-being 

and connection to others) and areas of ability (knowledge, skills and attitudes that prepare 
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3. Cultural assumptions and stereotypes about young people – this session focused on the 

issue of “adultism” (i.e. treating youth disrespectfully because of their age and 

inexperience), identification of personal behavior that is “adultist,” and steps toward 

changing adultist behavior. 

4. Youth participation – this session focused on educating participants about the varying 

levels of youth participation (i.e. tokenism, representation, and self-management), 

identification of the level(s) that would be most appropriate for each site, and the benefits 

of youth participation for youth, staff and programs. 

5. Services, opportunities and supports for youth development – this session focused on 

how to maximize positive youth development through “best practices” for youth-serving 

organizations. 

6. Core competencies of youth workers – this session focused on the skills and knowledge 

necessary for youth workers and the need to “professionalize” the field of youth work. 

Comments from participants during the training were positive with one coordinator 

stating that she had never attended a more helpful training or one where she felt that her time was 

better spent there than at school (P. Mandala, personal communication, January 26, 2007).  

Subsequent discussion with participants at Community of Practice meetings supported the 

observation that most if not all believed the training to be very useful and enlightening.   

Due to concerns from the Directors of both the USD 259 and Parks and Recreation 

afterschool programs about allowing site coordinators to be gone from their facilities for more 

than two days, the AYD training provided was actually scaled back from its traditional three-day 
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agenda.  For this reason, several sessions were shortened significantly.  Specifically, exercises 

related to measuring youth outcomes, identifying and implementing best practices, and assessing 

their individual core competencies as youth workers were cut or given only a brief mention 

during the training.  As indicated below, the measurement of youth outcomes was therefore 

addressed during two Community of Practice meetings because of the importance of identifying 

and measuring program outcomes as a way to build organizational capacity. 

Learning Community of Practice (COP) meetings.  COP meetings were held five times 

between October 2006 and April 2007.  Only the coordinators of intervention sites as well as the 

Directors of the USD 259 and Parks and Recreation afterschool programs were invited to COP 

meetings.  COP meetings were designed to begin the process of increasing organizational 

capacity related to relationships, norms and youth participation by giving coordinators time to 

discuss relevant issues with each other, through activities facilitated by KALDI team members, 

as well as to prepare them to lead similar discussions with staff and youth during the on-site 

leadership development meetings (described below).  Further, these meetings served the purpose 

of increasing the commitment to the principles of positive youth development, enhancing skills 

related to organizational practices that support features of positive youth development, and 

creating a sense of community and mutual support between coordinators of the sites.  In addition 

to securing their commitment before broaching the same topics and issues with staff and youth, 

beginning the process with coordinators helped empower them to take the lead in discussions 

during the on-site leadership development meetings.   

All COP meetings were held from 3:45 to 5:00 p.m. at the CCSR office.  The meetings 

were scheduled based on feedback from coordinators regarding which dates were best for the 

majority.  Attendance at COP meetings was recorded for use in analyzing the effects of fidelity 
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of implementation as previously described.  Additionally, a feedback survey was completed by 

each participant at the end of each COP meeting except one.  See Appendix A for the survey. 

The specific capacity-building areas addressed during COP meetings included (a) 

creating a unique vision for each site, (b) identifying and clarifying guiding principles for each 

site, (c) identifying targeted youth development outcomes for each site, and (d) techniques for 

initiating or increasing youth participation in leadership roles at each site.  Although the 

capacity-building areas are broad, each is inter-related and addresses the setting-level 

intervention components of organizational planning and assessment (i.e. vision, guiding 

principles), and youth participation.  Additionally, the content and activities included in the COP 

meetings were consistent with those of the AYD training and utilize common practices for 

organizational capacity-building (i.e. creation of vision and guiding principles).  COP meetings 

were led by research team members and the KALDI team members who were responsible for 

facilitating all on-site leadership meetings.  The specific topics and activities for each COP 

meeting are as follows: 

1. COP meeting 1: Orientation and visioning, October 17, 2006 – An orientation COP 

meeting was held with sites in the intervention condition prior to the collection of 

baseline data in order to secure permission for observers to be on-site, schedule 

observation and interview appointments, and to provide general information about the 

expectations of involvement in the KALDI intervention.  Additionally, team members led 

attendees in a “visioning” process wherein the site coordinators provided input on the 

problems that affect their programs as well as what youth, parents, administrators and the 

community would say about their programs if they “got it right.”  Three of the eight 

intervention sites (all from USD 259 - Coleman, Hamilton, and Jardine) did not attend 
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this initial meeting but were contacted via e-mail and provided with the same 

information. 

2. COP meeting 2: Guiding principles, November 29, 2006 – During this COP meeting, 

team members facilitated a discussion with site coordinators regarding guiding principles 

for afterschool programs in Wichita.  Participants identified principles such as valuing 

youth, treating youth respectfully, and advocating for afterschool programs as a valuable 

community service as essential for program effectiveness.  Participants were also asked 

to discuss their reactions to the “Mandalas” (a visual representation of the desired state of 

the afterschool program) that were created by staff and youth at the first on-site 

leadership meetings that were recently facilitated by KALDI team members at each site.  

The meeting concluded with a discussion of the AYD training, scheduling of substitutes, 

and what to expect.  Coordinators of four of the eight intervention sites attended this 

meeting.  Sites without representation were Hamilton, Jardine, Robinson, and Truesdell 

(all USD 259 sites).  Notes from this meeting were provided to all coordinators by e-mail. 

3. COP meeting 3: Youth participation, February 15, 2007 – The primary agenda items for 

this meeting were to de-brief the AYD training and participant reactions to the content as 

well as discussion of appropriate levels of youth participation for each site.  Based on 

concepts and materials presented at AYD, coordinators were asked to identify at what 

level they felt they could reasonably involve youth (i.e. consultation, full participation in 

decisions, etc).  Team members also led a discussion of the concerns inherent in allowing 

for greater youth participation at the sites.  The meeting also included a discussion of the 

coordinators’ reactions to the second on-site leadership meetings during which KALDI 

team members facilitated identification of guiding principles with youth and staff at each 
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site.  Also, F1 assessments were scheduled with each site.  Four of the seven intervention 

sites (Robinson had dropped out in January) attended this meeting.  Those without 

representation were Coleman, Hamilton, and Jardine (all USD 259 sites).  Notes from the 

meeting were provided by e-mail to all coordinators. 

4. COP meeting 4: Identifying and measuring outcomes, March 29, 2007 – Although the 

issue of appropriate levels of youth participation was reinforced at the beginning of this 

meeting, the focus was on the importance of identifying and measuring youth 

development outcomes.  Since this topic was given little time during the AYD training, 

team members utilized the definitions of aspects of identity and areas of ability to help 

coordinators identify specific outcomes to be targeted by their site.  Additionally, team 

members offered guidance in ways to assess the targeted outcomes for each site.  Given 

the requirement that youth be involved in decisions regarding the use of $500 stipends, 

coordinators were briefed on the process to be used by KALDI team members in 

facilitation discussion during the upcoming on-site leadership meeting with staff and 

youth.  Six of the seven intervention sites attended this meeting.  Only Truesdell, a USD 

259 site, was not represented at this meeting.  Notes from the meeting were provided by 

e-mail to all coordinators. 

5. COP meeting 5: Wrap-up, April 18, 2007 (for Parks and Recreation sites) and April 19, 

2007 (for USD 259 sites) – Due to scheduling conflicts, separate meetings were held for 

Parks and Recreation sites and USD 259 sites.  The agenda for each meeting was the 

same.  At each meeting, team members led coordinators in a continuation of the 

discussion of the measurement of outcomes.  Coordinators had been sent an e-mail prior 

to this meeting asking them to be prepared to discuss their targeted outcomes and 
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possible measurements so that they could be provided with feedback by team members.  

Through this discussion, coordinators were given additional ideas on how to include 

simple yet useful outcome measures in their plans for next year.  Additionally, team 

members facilitated a discussion of coordinators’ reactions to involving youth in 

decisions regarding the use of the $500 stipends as well as plans for continued youth 

participation.  After allowing each coordinator to express his/her ideas, plans or concerns 

regarding continued youth participation, coordinators were asked to fill out a written 

action plan for involving youth at whatever level might be appropriate for their site.  The 

meeting ended with an opportunity for coordinators to provide verbal and written 

feedback regarding the various elements of the entire KALDI project.  Overall, 

coordinators professed a desire to continue to involve youth and appreciation of their 

participation in the KALDI project.  Six of the seven intervention sites attended this 

meeting.  Only Truesdell, a USD 259 site, was not represented.  Notes from the meeting 

were provided by e-mail to all coordinators. 

On-site Leadership Development meetings.  In three rounds of on-site leadership 

development meetings, the KALDI team member assigned to each intervention site provided 

technical assistance related to incorporating practices that were discussed during the preceding 

COP meeting.  These leadership development meetings were designed to be co-facilitated by the 

KALDI team member and the site coordinator, who was prepared for this role during the 

preceding COP meeting.  The meetings were also designed to involve staff and youth to ensure 

input from those most affected by setting-level changes to relationships, norms, and youth 

participation.  Leadership development meetings were held at a time that was convenient for the 

participants, typically during normal afterschool program hours.  Each meeting was typically one 
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and one-half hour long and included one to two staff members and up to five youth from each 

site.  Each site coordinator determined the method by which youth were chosen or allowed to 

participate in leadership meetings.  At some sites, specific youth were selected for their 

perceived ability to fully participate in organizational planning (i.e. youth who were thought to 

be “leaders” or good students, etc).  Other sites allowed youth to self-select and participate if 

they were interested.  Sites with smaller attendance (i.e. certain Parks and Recreation sites) 

simply involved all youth present at the time.  Although coordinators were encouraged to 

participate in leadership meetings, they were frequently absent due to other demands.  

Coordinators typically designated at least one staff person to attend in his/her place if he/she was 

unable to attend.  Occasionally, no staff were available for the leadership meeting so KALDI 

team members proceeded with the youth participants, with staff “checking-in” from time to time.  

Due to the difficulty KALDI team members had in getting the meetings scheduled, postponing 

them was not an option.  At the conclusion of each leadership development meeting, youth and 

staff participants completed process evaluations regarding how much they liked the activities, 

how valuable the activities were, and how committed they were to making positive changes in 

the program.  These evaluations included an item to identify whether responses came from an 

adult staff or youth.  See Appendix B for the instrument. 

Although it was initially planned that each site would participate in four on-site 

leadership meetings, due to difficulty in scheduling with the school sites, the KALDI team was 

unable to hold more than three meetings per site.  To maintain consistency with all sites, the 

schedule of leadership meetings was also curtailed for Parks and Recreation sites from four to 

three meetings.  For this reason, KALDI team members opted to address the planned topic of the 
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fourth leadership meeting, continued youth participation, through a planning activity at the fifth 

COP meeting (described above).   

A detailed agenda for each leadership meeting was created by members of the KALDI 

and research teams and was based on the topics covered in the previous COP meetings.   For 

example, if the previous COP meeting was focused on development of guiding principles, on-site 

leadership development meetings also focused on this issue.  The detailed agenda also helped 

standardize leadership development meetings so that each site, regardless of the facilitator, 

received essentially the same content and activities during each round of meetings.  The timing 

and content of each leadership development meeting was as follows: 

1. Leadership development meeting 1, held in November and December, 2006 – Staff and 

youth drew a Mandala (a visual representation of the ideal state) for each site that 

depicted their vision of the “perfect” afterschool program, the resources needed to make 

it happen, and what each participant could contribute to moving toward the vision.  After 

the Mandalas were discussed during the second COP meeting, they were returned to each 

site to post as a reminder to all youth and staff of the shared program vision.  Creating a 

shared vision is a key capacity-building tool that helps shape norms within an 

organization and inspires commitment to program goals (Connolly & York, 2002; 

Fullwood, 2006).   The collaboration of youth and staff on creating the vision also helped 

increase positive relationships and youth participation. 

2. Leadership development meeting 2, held in February and March, 2007 – Staff and youth 

brainstormed the guiding principles, or values, inherent in the rules of the site (i.e. no 

fighting represents the value of respect) and then developed a list of additional values that 

they would like to see upheld at their site.  To make the concept more concrete for youth, 
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they participated in drawing features on a gingerbread man outline that represented the 

types of behaviors that demonstrate the identified values (i.e. big ears represented 

listening and caring; a belt represented respect because of the rule related to no sagging 

pants, etc).  Establishing guiding principles or values is also considered to be a 

foundation for building capacity because the principles help shape norms and create a 

shared understanding of appropriate behavior (Connolly & York, 2002).   As with the 

visioning activity in leadership meeting 1, involving both youth and staff in this activity 

also helped support positive relationships and youth participation. 

3. Leadership development meeting 3, held in March and April, 2007 -  The primary 

activity at this final meeting was to involve youth and staff in deciding how to spend the 

$500 stipend provided to intervention sites.  Because the coordinators had previously 

discussed the appropriate level of youth participation for their site at a COP meeting, they 

were able to set parameters for youth in terms of how much “say” they would have in the 

final decision.  Ultimately, there was a great deal of agreement between youth, staff and 

coordinators regarding how the money should be spent at each site.  This collaborative 

decision making, facilitated by KALDI team members, helped support positive 

relationships between youth and staff, and increased youth participation in organizational 

planning. 

Research Measures 

As described above, several measures related to the research questions and hypotheses of 

interest were utilized in this project.  In order to assess the process outcomes related to the 

implementation of capacity-building tasks at the intervention sites, feedback forms were utilized 

for COP and Leadership Development meetings.  Notes from each of these meetings were also 

  80



 

used as a way to document implementation of capacity-building tasks.  The High/Scope Youth 

Program Quality Assessment (YPQA) was used for observational and interview assessments.  

The KALDI organizational assessment was created by utilizing items from the New York State 

Afterschool Network Program Quality Self-Assessment Tool (used with permission), the One 

Kansas Collaborative Assessment (created by the Center for Community Support and Research), 

and the Administration for Children and Families Capacity-Building Checklist (used with 

permission).  The YPQA and KALDI Organizational Assessment tools were utilized during each 

of the assessment points:  (a) baseline data (T1), collected in October/November, 2006, (b) initial 

follow-up data (T2) collected in February/March, 2007, and (c) final follow-up data (T3) 

collected in April/May 2007. 

Process measures for COP and Leadership Development meetings.  Researchers created 

process evaluation feedback forms for the COP and Leadership Development meetings.  The 

feedback forms included Likert scaled questions related to knowledge and application of the 

concepts as well as those related to satisfaction with the meeting.  Leadership Development 

feedback forms were written at a level appropriate for both youth and adult staff.  On both forms, 

the scale was from one (strongly disagree) to five (strongly agree).  Both forms also contained 

three open-ended questions regarding the most and least liked aspects of the meeting as well as 

suggestions for improvement.  The form for COP meeting 5, the final meeting, included three 

open-ended questions regarding the most and least liked aspects of the intervention overall as 

well as suggestions for improvement.  The Leadership Development forms included a space to 

designate whether the respondent was a youth or staff.  See Appendices A and B for COP 

meeting and Leadership Development meeting feedback forms, respectively. 

Fidelity of implementation and progress in capacity-building tasks was documented 
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through notes from COP and Leadership Development meetings. Facilitators wrote the notes on 

flipcharts so participants could confirm the accuracy of the documentation. 

Youth Program Quality Assessment (YPQA).  The YPQA was collected at baseline (B1), 

initial follow-up immediately following AYD (F1), and at the end of the project (F2).  The YPQA 

was developed to measure best practices at the setting-level among a wide range of youth-

serving programs and includes two primary areas, each with subscales: 

1. Program Offerings – focused on practices during the actual program activities that 

support positive youth development 

2. Organizational Features – focused on organizational procedures, policies, and practices 

that create an environment of support for positive youth development 

The YPQA measures 30 items on seven scales (four related to Program Offerings and 

three related to Organizational Features) that assess the "patterns of interaction between adults, 

youth, and resources" (High/Scope, 2005, p. 13).  Validation studies done by High/Scope in two 

waves of data collection have shown a high degree of inter-rater reliability as well as instrument 

validity and reliability for the YPQA.  As indicated by these studies, the reliability of the scales 

is optimized when observers are trained by High/Scope.  For this reason, two research team 

members, including the author, attended a two-day training at the High/Scope offices in 

Ypsilanti, Michigan in July, 2006 to ensure acceptable levels of inter-rater reliability and to 

prepare them to provide training in Wichita to additional research team members. 

Each scale (i.e., safe environment) includes multiple items (i.e., psychological and 

emotional safety is promoted; the physical environment is safe and free of health hazards, etc).  

Each item contains multiple indicators (typically from two to five) which are scored and summed 

for a total item score.  The YPQA features discrete measures for each indicator, scored from 
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lowest to highest (1, 3, or 5) in terms of quality/desirability.  Items can only be scored 1, 3 or 5.  

There is no option to score items as a 2 or 4.  The YPQA involves both observation of program 

offerings and interviews with site administrators/coordinators to assess organizational features.   

Program offerings are defined as a session-specific group that meets periodically with 

consistent leader(s), with most of the same youth for the same purpose (High/Scope, 2005).  

Program offering scales include (a) safe environment (physical), (b) supportive environment 

(psychological and emotional), (c) interaction (from youth to youth, and youth to staff), and (d) 

engagement.  Program offering scales consist of 18 items, each with multiple indicators.  The 

discrete responses for each indicator also include specific examples that correspond to the scores 

of 1, 3 and 5.  Additionally, there is space on the form (YPQA form A) for raters to enter 

supporting evidence/anecdotes that are used to determine the appropriate score.  For program 

offering observations, recording of specific examples and anecdotes (including quotes) for every 

indicator is considered essential to accurate scoring.  Some indicators also include prompts for 

follow-up questions, to be asked during the organizational features interview, for instances where 

no relevant, observable behaviors or activities take place during the observation (i.e. conflict 

between youth, mentoring of youth by other youth, etc).  The follow-up questions allow for the 

indicator to be scored even if the behavior/activity is not commonplace but supplies important 

evidence of the state of relationships, norms, or resources.  The YPQA Form A scales, items and 

example indicators are contained in Appendix C.  

Organizational features are measured through interviews with coordinators.  The 

organizational features scales are defined as assessing the quality of organizational supports for 

the youth program offerings (High/Scope, 2005).  The organizational features assessment 

includes the following scales: (a) youth-centered policies and practices, (b) high expectations for 
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youth and staff, and (c) access to the program.  As with the program offering items, each scale 

includes multiple items which each include multiple indicators with three scoring options for 

each (1, 3, or 5).  Coordinators are asked questions related to each item and raters determine the 

discrete response score (1, 3 or 5) for each indicator based on the specific examples provided on 

YPQA form B.  See Appendix D for the YPQA Form B scales, items, and example indicators.   

Validity and reliability of the Youth Program Quality Assessment.  Instrument validity 

and reliability was established through two waves of data collection by High/Scope and was 

reviewed extensively by researchers and expert practitioners (High/Scope, 2005).  Validation 

studies were conducted with 51 youth-serving organizations in Michigan.  The organizations in 

the study were extremely diverse, from 21st Century Community Learning Centers to arts 

programs.   

Inter-rater reliability for the instrument was established through the calculation of intra-

class correlation coefficients for the seven subscales and percent agreement for the 30 items 

(High/Scope, 2005).  Intra-class correlations for paired raters (N=48 paired ratings) for 

observational subscales were acceptable for all except Safe Environment.  Intra-class correlations 

for paired raters (N=11 paired ratings) on interview scales were acceptable except for Youth-

Centered Policies and Practices.  Safe Environment and Youth-Centered Policies and Practices 

scales were retained due to the belief that the constructs are essential to program quality.  Intra-

class correlation coefficients for paired raters for each scale are in Table 7. 
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Table 7 
 
Youth Program Quality Assessment - Intra-class Correlation Coefficients for Paired Raters 
 
 Intra-class Correlation 

Coefficients 
Program Offering Subscales 
     Safe Environment 0.48 
     Supportive Environment 0.69 
     Interaction 0.83 
     Engagement 0.72 
Total for Program Offering Subscales 0.66 
 
Organizational Features Subscales 
     Youth-Centered Policies and Practices 0.51 
     High Expectations for Youth and Staff 0.90 
     Access 0.73 
Total for Organizational Features Subscales 0.80 

 
Note: Co-efficients are based on the validation studies done by High/Scope with youth-serving organizations in 

Michigan (2005). 

 
Internal consistency for the instrument was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha 

(High/Scope, 2005).  All program offering scales except Safe Environment showed acceptable 

internal consistency.  Organizational feature scales demonstrated acceptable internal consistency 

with the exception of Access.  The Cronbach’s alphas for each scale are as follows in Table 8.   
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Table 8 
 
Youth Program Quality Assessment Cronbach’s Alpha 
 
 
Scales and Subscales 

 
Cronbach’s alpha 

Program Offering Subscales 
     Safe Environment 0.43 
     Supportive Environment 0.84 
     Interaction 0.64 
     Engagement 0.70 
Total for Program Offering Subscales 0.74 
 
Organizational Features Subscales 
     Youth-Centered Policies and Practices 0.71 
     High Expectations for Youth and Staff 0.68 
     Access 0.45 
Total for Organizational Features Subscales 0.54 
 
Note: Cronbach’s alphas are based on the validation studies done by High/Scope with youth-serving organizations in  
 
Michigan (2005). 
 
 

KALDI organizational assessment survey.  Because no adequate organizational capacity 

self-assessment tool was found after an extensive search of various available tools, research team 

members created a survey utilizing portions of the New York State Afterschool Network 

(NYSAN) Program Quality Self-Assessment Tool and the CCSR’s One Kansas Collaborative 

Assessment (Center for Community Support and Research, n.d.; New York State Afterschool 

Network, 2006).  Although an attempt was made to find an existing measurement that had been 

validated, those that were available were either not applicable for afterschool sites or did not 

address capacity-building issues adequately.  Therefore, the elements from the two tools that 

were judged to be most applicable to this project were compiled into the KALDI self-assessment 

survey.   See Appendix C for the KALDI Organizational Assessment. 
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The KALDI self-assessment tool includes seven sections which address the following 

capacity-building issues: (a) site planning and assessment, (b) collaboration between staff and 

volunteers, (c) site administration and organization, (d) safe and supportive environment, (e) 

relationships between staff, youth and others, (f) programming and activities, and (g) youth 

engagement and involvement.  The bulk of the survey came from the CCSR collaborative 

assessment which measures a wide range of capacities including communication, planning, 

creativity, finances and organizational culture, and from the NYSAN survey.  The CCSR 

collaborative assessment has been used by organizations across the state to help create 

organizational awareness of collaboration, or lack thereof, and its impact on essential capacity 

areas.  The NYSAN self-assessment was created to assist afterschool programs in identifying 

strengths and deficits as well as to provide guidance in developing plans for improvement.  As 

yet, NYSAN has not released information on validity or reliability of their self-assessment.  

However, NYSAN indicated that these data are forthcoming. With permission from NYSAN, 

questions from the following sections were included in the KALDI self-assessment: (a) program 

sustainability/growth, (b) administration/organization, (c) environment/climate, (d) relationships, 

(e) programming/activities, and (f) youth participation/engagement. 

The KALDI assessment is a self-report survey that was given to coordinators and as 

many staff at each site as were interested in participating.  The assessment includes a six-point 

likert scale to force a choice between degrees of agreement or disagreement with the 

corresponding statements.  The KALDI assessment was given at each assessment period.   

Although the KALDI organizational self-assessment tool is not ideal in terms of 

reliability and validity, it was used to corroborate the results from the YPQA and Cronbach’s 

alphas revealed acceptable levels of internal consistency (see Table 9).  Additionally, the 
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KALDI assessment provided helpful information regarding coordinator and staff perceptions of 

issues within the organization.  The responses from the KALDI assessment were compiled and 

provided to each intervention site following T1 and T3 data collection as feedback on areas of 

strength and need related to organizational capacity.  No feedback was provided to comparison 

sites. 

 
Table 9 
 
KALDI Organizational Assessment Cronbach’s Alpha 
 
 

Scales 
 

Cronbach’s alpha 
Planning 0.92 

Collaboration 0.89 

Administration 0.85 

Environment 0.83 

Relationships 0.90 

Programming 0.92 

Engagement 0.92 
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CHAPTER 8 

RESULTS 

  
Overview of Hypotheses and Related Results 

 Data from process evaluations, YPQA observations and interviews, and the KALDI 

Organizational Assessment survey was analyzed utilizing descriptive statistics, 2 x 3 ANOVAs, 

and effect size (Partial Eta Squared).   Although specific analyses related to process and fidelity 

measures, and setting-level outcome measures are included below, the general results for each 

hypothesis are as follows:   

Question #1:  To what extent does organizational capacity-building impact organizational 

processes in the intervention group? 

Hypothesis 1.1:  The intervention group will make greater changes to their organizational 

planning and assessment activities that are supportive of positive youth development as 

compared to the comparison group.  

General results:  Process evaluations revealed that intervention groups 

implemented organizational planning and assessment activities as expected.  

However, analyses failed to support the hypothesis that the intervention group 

would show significantly greater levels of these practices than the comparison. 

Hypothesis 1.2:  The intervention group will be more inclusive of youth in the 

organizational planning and assessment activities as compared to the comparison group.   

General results:  Although the intervention group consistently involved youth in 

their organizational planning and assessment activities, analyses failed to support 

the hypothesis that they would show significantly greater levels of this practice 

(e.g. engagement) than the comparison group. 
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Question #2:  To what extent does organizational capacity-building impact social processes in 

the intervention group?   

Hypothesis 2.1:  The intervention group will make greater changes to increase the 

supportive relationships between youth and staff as compared to the comparison group.   

General results:  Analyses failed to support the hypothesis that the intervention 

group would show significantly greater levels of positive youth-adult 

relationships (i.e. interaction) than the comparison group. 

Hypothesis 2.2:  The intervention group will make greater changes reflective of positive 

youth development norms as compared to the comparison group.   

General results:  Analyses failed to support the hypothesis that the intervention 

group would show significantly greater levels of positive youth development 

norms (i.e. high expectations) than the comparison group. 

Hypothesis 2.3:  The intervention group will make greater changes that strengthen youth 

participation as compared to the comparison group. 

General results:  Analyses failed to support the hypothesis that the intervention 

group would show significantly greater levels of youth participation (i.e. 

engagement, youth-centered policies and practices) than the comparison group. 

Process and Fidelity Results  

AYD training.  All but two sites (one in each condition) sent at least one representative to 

the AYD training in January 2007.  Seven coordinators or staff from intervention sites and seven 

from comparison sites attended this training.  Feedback also included responses from two of the 

researchers and three persons from other youth-serving organizations who participated in the 

training.  Although researchers did not obtain raw data from the process evaluations administered 
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by AYD trainers, the summary of feedback indicated that participants rated the training very 

favorably overall. On a scale of one to five (1 = poor, 5 = excellent), the mean overall rating for 

the training was 4.63 (N = 19).  Additionally, the mean rating of the content of the training was 

4.53 (N = 19).  In response to the open-ended question regarding what participants learned that 

was most relevant to their work, all responses fell into the categories of (a) youth participation 

concepts, (b) professionalism of the youth development field, and (c) identification and 

measurement of outcomes.    

COP meetings.  Intervention site coordinators participated in five Community of Practice 

(COP) meetings and completed feedback forms at the end of the meetings.  In general, the 

coordinators rated the COP meetings highly regarding knowledge development and usefulness to 

their sites (see Table 10).  In addition to the Likert scale items, the feedback forms also included 

three open-ended questions regarding the most and least liked aspects of the meeting as well as 

suggestions for improvement.  Those who offered feedback liked the ability to share ideas, 

brainstorm, and talk with other coordinators.  Least liked was that the meetings were held on 

days that the programs were in session.  Suggestions included sending the material in advance 

and providing year-long calendars containing meeting information.  Sample comments included 

(a) “youth empowerment message was powerful – helped change view from ‘kids’ to ‘people’,” 

(b) “always help us see the full picture – when I could see it, I knew where I wanted to go,” and 

(c) “would like more assistance like this.”  During the final COP meeting, coordinators provided 

verbal feedback on the intervention overall.  Comments revealed that coordinators believed that 

they overestimated their capacity at the beginning of the intervention, which may have impacted 

the interview data, and that the AYD training would have been more useful earlier in the 

intervention.  
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Table 10 
 
Means and SD for Process Evaluations of Community of Practice Meetings 
 

 

Meeting 1 – 
Vision 
(N = 6) 

 

 
Meeting 2 - 

Guiding  
principles 

(N=5) 
 

Meeting 3 -  
Youth  

participation 
(N=4) 

 

Meeting 5 –  
Outcome 

 measurement  
(N=6) 

 

Aggregate 
means  
(N=21) 

             
Questions Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Understanding of  
the topic increased 

4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 4.50 0.58 4.50 0.55 4.24 0.44 
Information presented  
was clear 4.33 0.52 4.20 0.84 4.25 0.50 

 
4.17 0.41 4.24 0.54 

Meeting was  
interesting 4.00 0.63 4.20 0.84 4.00 0.82 4.17 0.98 4.10 0.77 
Can apply information  
to my site 3.33 0.52 3.40 0.55 4.25 0.50 4.00 0.89 3.71 0.72 
Plan to use the  
information in future 3.67 0.52 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.82 4.17 0 .75 3.95 0.59 
Have better  
understanding of how  
information could  
help my site 3.50 0.55 3.80 0.45 4.25 0.50 4.50 0.55 4.00 0.63 
Aggregate means 3.83 0.25 3.89 0.25 4.21 0.57 4.26 0.56   
 
Note: 1=strongly disagree; 5=strongly agree 

 

On-site Leadership Development meetings.  Youth and adult staff participants completed 

feedback forms at the end of each of three meetings.  One hundred twenty-seven evaluations 

were collected across all three Leadership meetings. Adult staff completed 32 feedback forms; 

youth completed 95.  Overall, participants reported a high level of satisfaction with the 

Leadership Development meetings and expressed confidence in their ability to use the 

information and tools to improve their site (see Table 11).  There was no appreciable difference 

between responses from staff compared to youth.  The feedback form also included three open-

ended questions regarding the most and least liked aspects, and suggestions for improving 

meetings.  Although most respondents left these questions blank, responses from staff regarding 

the most liked aspects focused on youth input and collaboration with staff.  Sample comments 

from staff included “the involvement of young people, different ideas, and teamwork” and 
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“getting to hear the kids’ ideas of what is important.”  Least liked, with only a few responses, 

included activities that required drawing and too little time for the meeting.  Their primary 

suggestion was more staff and youth involvement in the meetings.  Youth reported most liking 

the hands-on activities, and the opportunity to share ideas, be listened to and improve the site.  

The least liked aspect for youth was writing and/or talking in front of the group.  Their primary 

suggestions were to make the meeting even more hands-on and involve more youth and staff. 

Examples of comments from youth regarding what they liked included “that we can express 

ourselves and tell what we liked and people would listen” and “being able to discuss and help 

with ideas for after school.”  

 
Table 11 
 
Means and SD for Process Evaluations of Leadership Development Meetings 
 

  

Meeting 1 
(N=33) 

  

Meeting 2 
 (N=57) 

  

Meeting 3  
 (N=29) 

  

Aggregate 
means for  
meetings 
(N=119) 

 

Questions Respondent Mean SD   Mean SD   Mean SD   Mean SD 
 
 
 
I liked this meeting 

Youth 
Staff 
Overall 

4.83 
4.57 
4.73 

0.49 
0.51 
0.51  

4.08 
4.00 
4.07 

1.11 
0.67 
1.04  

4.61 
4.75 
4.65 

0.58 
0.46 
0.55  

4.39 
4.44 
4.40 

0.93 
0.62 
0.86 

 
 
I was listened to  
during this meeting 

 
Youth  
Staff 
Overall 

4.74 
4.71 
4.73 

0.75 
0.47 
0.65  

4.08 
4.70 
4.19 

1.27 
0.67 
1.08  

4.77 
4.88 
4.80 

0.43 
0.35 
0.41  

4.41 
4.75 
4.50 

0.97 
0.58 
0.89 

 
I am excited about the  
future of our  
afterschool site 

Youth 
Staff 
Overall 

4.64 
4.29 
4.24 

0.49 
0.47 
0.68  

4.31 
4.40 
4.20 

1.00 
0.52 
1.04  

4.78 
4.75 
4.68 

0.42 
0.46 
0.48  

4.50 
4.63 
4.53 

0.81 
0.55 
0.76 

 
 
I know what I can do  
to make the site better 

Youth 
Staff 
Overall 

4.22 
4.29 
4.24 

0.80 
0.47 
0.68  

4.20 
4.40 
4.20 

1.04 
0.52 
1.04  

4.68 
4.75 
4.68 

0.48 
0.46 
0.48  

4.40 
4.29 
4.24 

0.80 
0.47 
0.68 

 
 
 
Aggregate means  

Youth 
Staff 
Overall 

4.58 
4.54 
4.57 

0.54 
0.37 
0.47  

4.17 
4.40 
4.21 

0.78 
0.38 
0.72  

4.71 
4. 81 
4.74 

0.31 
0.29 
0.31    

 
Note: 1=strongly disagree; 5=strongly agree 
 

  93



 

Intervention Outcomes 

The primary intervention outcomes, which were viewed as the intermediate steps toward 

changing settings, were for coordinators, staff and/or youth from each intervention site to (a) 

increase knowledge of positive youth development concepts and practices, (b) include youth in 

planning activities, (c) create a vision for the afterschool program, (d) create guiding principles 

that reflect desired site norms, and (e) provide site coordinators with opportunities to increase 

their understanding of capacity-building principles and to network with other coordinators.  As 

noted previously, all but one intervention site participated in the AYD training, which was the 

primary avenue of providing education regarding positive youth development concepts.  All sites 

involved youth in each Leadership Development meeting, and created a unique vision and 

guiding principles during these meetings.  Table 12 contains categories and frequencies of site-

specific vision concepts created by youth and staff during Leadership Development meeting 1.  

Although the guiding principles were developed by youth and staff at their individual sites 

during Leadership meeting 2, the following categories were the collective themes across sites: (a) 

respect; e.g., play by the rules, fairness, listen to everyone, and honor diversity, (b) 

responsibility; e.g., self-control, discipline, good attitude, and sharing, (c) safety ; e.g., safety for 

all youth, staff, and equipment, and (d) learning environment; e.g., being prepared and youth are 

focused.  Additionally, through COP meetings, site coordinators created a shared vision and 

guiding principles for afterschool programs in general, and had multiple opportunities to share 

ideas and experiences.  Table 12 contains the categories and frequencies of vision concepts for 

afterschool programs in general (versus a site-specific vision) as created by coordinators during 

COP meeting 1.  During COP meeting 2, coordinators created the following list of guiding 

principles for afterschool programs in general: (a) be customer friendly (both internally and 
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externally), (b) have respect for staff and youth, (c) provide value-added programming, (d) have 

a positive impact on people involved in programs, (e) have commitment to collaboration, (f) 

have commitment to enthusiasm, (g) have conviction to implement best practices, (h) remember 

“afterschool is not an afterthought,” and (i) be advocates for kids.   

 
Table 12 
 
Vision Categories and Frequencies from COP Meeting 1 and On-site Leadership Development Meeting 1 
 

Frequency  
 
Category 

COP - 
Sites in general 

Leadership - 
Site-specific 

Positive relationships between youth-staff; youth-youth; staff-staff  
(e.g., chance to belong, good communication, male/female figure to  
talk with, etc.)  

 
 

8 

 
 

6 

Youth participation (youth given more responsibility, high  
participation, kids come because they want to, unity, etc.)  

 
9 

 
6 

Norms are supportive of participants (collaborative environment,  
desire to invest in young people, staff care about children, etc.) 

 
7 

 
7 

Collaboration/support from families and communities (community  
recognizes program’s worth, community wants to be involved,  
programs create more family time, etc.) 

 
 

9 

 
 

6 
Fun, beneficial activities (tutoring, field trips, sports, music, etc.) 10 43 

Basic necessities are met (safety, food, physical activity, etc.) 11 10 

Abundant resources (staff, facilities, funding, etc.) 10 17 

 
Note: The category of “fun/beneficial activities” is inflated for Leadership meetings because youth participants 

created long lists of specific activities a perfect site would offer. 

Note: COP vision is for afterschool programs in general; Leadership Development is site-specific. 

 
 The KALDI Organizational Assessment included two scales, Planning/Sustainability and 

Collaboration, that measured perceptions related to essential capacity-building tasks.  Although 

ANOVA’s revealed no significant differences or notable effect sizes for groups or across time, 

the comparison group achieved higher means across time for both measures.  However, the 

intervention group also improved across time.  Table 13 contains means and standard error of 

means for each group at all data points for the Planning/Sustainability and Collaboration scales.   
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Table 13 
 
Means and SE for Targeted KALDI Organizational Assessment Survey Scales Across Data Points (T1, T2, T3) 

Condition 
Intervention Comparison 

 
 
 
Scale 

 
 
 
Mean/SE 

T1 
(n=8) 

T2 
(n=7) 

T3 
(n=7) 

T1 
(n=7) 

T2 
(n=7) 

T3 
(n=6) 

 
M 

 
66.17 

 
68.83 

 
70.36 

 
71.32 

 
76.87 

 
75.30 

 
Planning 
(range=16-96) SE 3.54 2.82 2.80 2.95 2.28 2.76 

 
M 

 
93.70 

 
98.69 

 
98.25 

 
102.75 

 
106.87 

 
104.00 

 
Collaboration 
(range = 22-132) SE 4.95 3.11 2.70 4.19 3.89 5.34 

 
 

Setting-level Outcomes 
 

YPQA.  Four of the seven YPQA scales were relevant to the current study as they relate 

to social processes: (a) Interaction, (b) Engagement, (c) Youth-Centered Policies and Practices, 

and (d) High Expectations for Youth and Staff. The Interaction and Engagement scales were 

observational measures, while Youth-Centered Policies and Practices and High Expectations for 

Youth and Staff were based on interviews with site coordinators.  A significant effect was found 

for the time and condition interaction for the Engagement scale, F (2, 24) = 5.31, p = .01, with a 

moderate effect size (Partial Eta Squared = .31).  One of the Engagement subscales, 

Opportunities for Youth to Make Choices, also showed a significant interaction, F (2, 24) = 9.79, 

p = .001, with a moderate effect size (Partial Eta Squared = .45).  Additionally, a significant 

effect was found for change over time for the High Expectations for Youth and Staff scale, F (2, 

22) = 7.47, p = .003, with a moderate effect size (Partial Eta Squared = .44).  The High 

Expectations subscale, Organization is Committed to Ongoing Program Improvement, was also 

significant over time, F (2, 22) = 8.74, p = .002, with a moderate effect size (Partial Eta Squared 

= .44).  No other scales or subscales showed notable effect sizes.  In general, intervention sites 

exhibited consistently higher means than comparison sites on the targeted YPQA scales except 
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for Engagement.  Data for both conditions reflected a relatively non-linear trajectory with a 

typical increase in means from T1 to T3.  There was a great deal of variability in T2 means, which 

reflected the data collection that occurred immediately following attendance at the AYD training 

and the beginning of the spring school semester.  Table 14 includes the means and standard 

deviations for the targeted scales at each data collection point.  Table 15 includes the means and 

standard deviations for the significant subscales under the Engagement and Youth-Centered 

Policies and Practices scales. 

 
Table 14 
 
Means and SD for Targeted YPQA Scales Across Data Points (T1, T2, and T3) 

 

 
YPQA scale 3 - 

Interaction 
range = 12-60 

 
 
 

YPQA scale 4 - 
Engagement 
range = 8-40 

 
Significant interaction 
F (2,24) = 5.31, p = .01 

YPQA scale 5 - 
Youth-centered  

policies & practices 
range = 16-80 

 
 

YPQA scale 6 - 
High expectations  

range = 14-70 
 

Significant for time 
F(2,22)=7.47, p=.003 

  T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 

Comparison 
M (n=7) 26.86 32.71 31.43 18.29 12.86 19.71 48.33 52.67 51.20 44.00 47.33 51.60 

SD 5.16 2.60 3.44 3.89 1.84 1.11 4.83 2.35 2.06 3.46 2.56 2.23 

Intervention 
M (n=7) 31.00 33.43 32.71 11.75 19.00 14.29 51.80 47.38 53.50 46.40 45.25 53.25 

SD 3.47 3.31 2.91  1.10 2.21 1.71 
  
  3.87 2.46 3.58 

  
  3.77 3.16 4.24 

 
Note: One comparison site did not complete the interview portion at T3.  Thus, n=6 for comparison group on scales 5 

and 6 for T3. 
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Table 15 
 
Means and SD for Significant YPQA Subscales Across Data Points (T1, T2, and T3) 
 

 

 
 

Scale 4 – Engagement 
 

Subscale: Youth have 
opportunity to make choices 

range = 2-10 
 

Significant interaction 
F(2,24) = 9.79, p = .001 

Scale 6 – Youth-centered 
policies and practices 

 
Subscale: Ongoing program 

improvement 
 range = 4-20 

 
Significant for time 

F(2,22) = 8.74, p = .002 
  T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 

Comparison  
M (n=7) 6.29 4.29 7.43 11.43 11.43 15.67 

SD 0.81 0.92 0.84 3.60 3.00 2.66 

Intervention   
M (n=7) 3.75 7.43 4.57 11.75 11.43 14.86 

SD 0.45 0.95 0.84   4.71 2.76 3.24 
 
Note: One comparison site did not complete the interview portion at T3.  Thus, n=6 for comparison group on scales 5 

and 6 for T3. 

  
 When an ANOVA was performed comparing only T1 and T3 data points, thus excluding 

the variance introduced following the AYD training at T2, the only significant difference was 

across time for Scale 6 – High Expectations, F (1, 11) = 10.70, p = .007, with a moderate effect 

size (Partial Eta Squared = .49) (refer to Table 15 for means and SD).  Additionally, several 

subscales of Scale 5 – Youth-Centered Policies and Practices, and Scale 6 – High Expectations 

were found to be significant with moderate to large effect sizes.  The Program Offerings Tap 

Youth Interests and Build Multiple Skills subscale, which is connected to Scale 5 - Youth-

Centered Policies and Practices, was significant for time, F (1, 11) = 5.23, p = .04, with a 

moderate effect size, Partial Eta Squared = .32.  Although the means for the comparison group 

on this subscale were higher than for the intervention group at each data point, the line chart 

(Figure 4) shows the greater increase across time for the intervention group.  For Scale 6 – High 

Expectations for Staff and Youth, the Organization Promotes Staff Development subscale was 
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also significant across time, F (1, 11) = 5.37, p = .04, with a moderate effect size (Partial Eta 

Squared = .33).  Figure 5 illustrates the greater increase across time for the intervention group 

than for the comparison group on this subscale.  Finally, the High Expectations subscale of 

Organization is Committed to Ongoing Program Improvement was also significant over time, F 

(1, 1) = 13.22, p = .004 with a large effect size (Partial Eta Squared = .55).  However, both 

groups show a relatively equal change over time with the comparison group having a higher 

mean at T3.  Figure 6 illustrates the change over time for both groups. 
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Figure 4.  Comparison of group means at T1 and T3  for “Program Offerings Tap Youth Interests 

and Build Multiple Skills” YPQA subscale.  
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Figure 5.  Comparison of group means at T1 and T3  for “Organization Promotes Staff 

Development” YPQA subscale.  
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Figure 6.  Comparison of group means at T1 and T3  for “Organization is Committed to Ongoing 

Program Improvement” YPQA subscale. 

 
Although there was a great deal of variance across sites and data points for YPQA scales, 

no sites appeared to be consistent outliers.  Due to the small sample size, the means would have 

been extremely sensitive to any variance.  However, skewness and kurtosis was minimal across 

most data points except for a couple of instances on the interaction and engagement scales.  On 

the interaction scale, the comparison group at T1 showed moderately high levels of skewness and 

kurtosis (skewness = 1.56; kurtosis = 2.46), which could be largely accounted for by the 

extremely high scale scores for Hadley middle school.  Additionally, skewness and kurtosis 

levels were moderately high for comparison groups on engagement at T1 (skewness = 1.44; 
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kurtosis = 1.49) with scale scores being spread across a wide range and Hadley again showing an 

extremely high score.  Both the comparison and intervention groups showed a great deal of 

skewness and kurtosis on engagement at T3 (comparison: skewness = 2.12, kurtosis = 4.74; 

intervention: skewness = 2.04, kurtosis = 4.85).  The skewness and kurtosis at T3 appears to have 

come from extremely high scale scores for Boston Recreation Center (comparison) and Hamilton 

middle school (intervention).  Figures 7, 8, 9 and 10 show the means for individual sites in each 

condition across data collection points. 
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Figure 7.  Site means for YPQA Interaction scale across data points. 
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Figure 8.  Site means for YPQA Engagement scale across data points. 
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Figure 9.  Site means for YPQA Youth-Centered Policies/Practices scale across data points. 
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Figure 10.  Site means for YPQA High Expectations for Youth and Adults scale across data 

points. 

 
KALDI Organizational Assessment survey.  Although the KALDI self-report 

organizational assessment survey included seven scales, five were relevant to the goals of this 

study: (a) planning, (b) collaboration, (c), environment, (d) relationships, and (e) engagement.  

As with the YPQA measures, means tended to increase from T1 to T3 except for the intervention 

group on the relationship scale.  Also as with the YPQA scales, there was a non-linear trend in 

improvement over time.  As opposed to YPQA results, means for the intervention group were 

consistently lower than for comparison group across all targeted scales.  Table 16 includes the 

  105



 

mean and standard error of mean for each of the targeted scales.  Several scales showed large 

levels of skewness and kurtosis as well.  The collaboration scale showed relatively high levels of 

skewness and kurtosis at T3 for the intervention group (skewness = -1.73, kurtosis = 3.62). For 

the comparison group, skewness and kurtosis were relatively large at both T1 and T2 for the 

relationship scale (T1 skewness = 1.56, kurtosis =  3.56; T2 skewness = 1.32, kurtosis = 1.98). 

Also, the comparison group had large levels of skewness and kurtosis at T2  for engagement 

(skewness = 1.42, kurtosis = 2.83).  No significant group differences were found for any of the 

scales. Additionally, when the T2 data was discarded as a way to control for the variance 

introduced by the AYD training immediately preceding that data point, no significant differences 

or notable effect sizes were found for groups or across time.   

 
Table 16 
 
Means and SE for Targeted KALDI Organizational Assessment Survey Across Data Points (T1, T2, T3) 

Condition 
Intervention Comparison 

 
Scale 

 
Mean/SE 

T1 
(n=8) 

T2 
(n=7) 

T3 
(n=7) 

T1 
(n=7) 

T2 
(n=7) 

T3 
(n=6) 

 
M 

 
66.17 

 
68.83 

 
70.36 

 
71.32 

 
76.87 

 
75.30 

 
Planning 
(range=16-96) SE 3.54 2.82 2.80 2.95 2.28 2.76 

 
M 

 
93.70 

 
98.69 

 
98.25 

 
102.75 

 
106.87 

 
104.00 

 
Collaboration 
(range = 22-132) SE 4.95 3.11 2.70 4.19 3.89 5.34 

 
M 

 
19.82 

 
19.73 

 
20.18 

 
19.71 

 
20.65 

 
20.45 

 
Environment 
(range=4-24) SE 0.99 0.79 0.38 0.91 0.75 0.87 

 
M 

 
50.01 

 
51.00 

 
48.99 

 
50.40 

 
52.05 

 
52.40 

 
Relationships 
(range=10-60) SE 1.60 1.36 1.20 1.22 1.18 1.96 

 
M 

 
41.48 

 
41.51 

 
42.96 

 
42.55 

 
44.01 

 
45.16 

 
Engagement 
(range=9-54) SE 2.67 2.13 1.24 1.87 1.38 1.58 
 
Note. The KALDI survey used a 6-point Likert scale (1=strongly disagree; 6=strongly agree). 
 
Note. One intervention site dropped out after T1 and one comparison site did not return any surveys at T2 and T3. 
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CHAPTER 9 

DISCUSSION 

 
The KALDI intervention was designed to assist the participating sites in increasing their 

ability to contribute to positive youth development through enhancing positive relationships 

between staff and youth, practices indicative of youth-centered norms, and youth participation in 

meaningful roles within the organization.  Additionally, the intervention was designed to 

increase organizational capacity to effectively assess the state of the program and plan for 

continued success.  It was hypothesized that the intervention group would make changes in their 

organizational practices (process and intervention outcomes) that would lead to greater 

enhancements in social processes (setting-level outcomes) than would be exhibited by the 

comparison group.  While results for process and intervention outcomes were positive for the 

intervention group, setting-level measures showed no meaningful differences from the 

comparison group.  Further, the intervention group demonstrated worse setting-level outcomes 

than comparison sites on certain measures.  Ultimately, it appears that although the KALDI 

intervention contributed to certain capacity-building processes within intervention sites, it was 

not powerful enough to create measurable change in the targeted social processes.  In the 

following sections, the moderating factors related to the hypotheses at both the process/ 

intervention outcomes and setting-level outcomes will be explored as they relate to the social and 

behavior setting concepts on which this research was based.  Additionally, limitations of the 

study, lessons learned and recommendations for future research will be addressed.   

Process and Intervention Findings 

The overarching concept behind the design of the KALDI intervention was that a change 

in organizational processes and practices would lead to setting-level changes that would support 
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positive youth development.  For this reason, the successful implementation of basic capacity-

building activities was seen as a foundation in starting movement toward enhanced youth-adult 

relationships, more pronounced youth-centered norms, and increased youth participation in 

leadership roles.  Although there were challenges in implementation of capacity-building 

activities with the sites, all intervention sites completed the tasks of creating a site-specific vision 

and guiding principles/values, and involved youth in these activities as well as in determining 

how to spend the stipend provided through this project.  From this perspective, the first step in 

creating setting change was successful in that elements that have been identified as essential to 

organizational effectiveness and sustainability, that were not present previously at intervention 

sites, were implemented. 

One of the other successes of the intervention was that coordinators, staff and youth 

responded favorably to the various elements of the intervention, including the AYD training, 

COP meetings, and on-site Leadership Development meetings.  Initially, the agreement to 

participate in this project came from program directors (for USD 259 and the Parks and 

Recreation Department afterschool programs as a whole), and not the site coordinators 

themselves.  Thus, the coordinators may or may not have been terribly eager to participate.  

Additionally, the coordinators reported that they didn’t initially understand or appreciate the 

intervention.  Despite these barriers, they eventually recognized the value of the various 

elements.  They also expressed appreciation for opportunities to network with others in the field 

with whom they typically have little significant contact.  The AYD training and COP meetings 

offered these coordinators, many of whom work within the same system and attend the same 

meetings, time and space to explore issues that are not often addressed through other avenues.  

Based on comments made during the AYD training and COP meetings, it appears that because 
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these coordinators work within systems that mandate certain activities and goals, they do not 

often have opportunities to look closely at whether their programs are really impacting the youth 

in their care.  Although they clearly care about youth, they expressed frustration at being mired 

in paperwork and mandates, and having little time to address larger issues regarding the direction 

and impact of their programs.  Both the AYD training and COP meetings provided opportunities 

to think about their programs in new ways and to share their ideas, frustrations, and successes 

with others who are in similar positions.  It is notable that the majority of coordinators expressed 

a desire for continued capacity-building assistance following the conclusion of this research 

project. 

While the COP meetings were included in the intervention as a way to impact 

organizational practices and philosophies, the Leadership Development meetings were designed 

to give staff and youth hands-on experience in youth participation in leadership roles.  

Theoretically, through involvement in joint activity, or joint productivity as O’Donnell et al. 

(1990, 1993) refer to it, positive relationships between youth and adult participants would have 

been built resulting in intersubjectivity (a shared understanding of and commitment to program 

philosophies, otherwise known as norms).  Through involvement in the joint activities of 

Leadership meetings and the development of intersubjectivity, site norms regarding the role of 

youth in the program should have been impacted.  While measures of relationships, norms and 

youth participation may not have shown great changes, participants in the Leadership meetings 

responded positively to the experience and expressed that they believed the activities were 

helpful to the site.  Additionally, the feedback reflected that participants recognized and were 

positive about the opportunity for youth and staff to interact respectfully in equal positions.  

When considering youth and staff responses separately, it was striking that staff at least 
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expressed support for youth involvement and that the youth themselves seemed very appreciative 

of the opportunity to be listened to, taken seriously, and to contribute to the betterment of the 

program.  While there were some staff behaviors during Leadership meetings that would have 

indicated otherwise (i.e. sitting at the back of the room grading papers rather than participating in 

activities, or acting as monitors of youth behavior rather than as partners), it appears that the 

youth felt supported and empowered at least within the bounds of this activity.  Although the 

experience of involving youth in the Leadership meetings appeared to have not been 

incorporated into on-going practices within the sites by the end of the intervention, several 

coordinators expressed an intention to formalize youth participation through the creation of 

youth advisory boards or other opportunities to provide input or leadership. 

One of the favorite components of the intervention from the standpoint of coordinators 

and participating staff was the AYD training.  Comments during the training indicated that 

participants found AYD to be more enjoyable and helpful than most, if not all, other trainings 

they had attended.  Additionally, responses on the AYD evaluation indicated that the information 

regarding the importance of youth participation and range of options for involving youth in 

meaningful roles (e.g., as “consultants” to the site staff or as managers/leaders of their own 

activities) provided useful ideas for participants.  Because the introduction or enhancement of 

youth participation was considered to be the cornerstone of this intervention, as it provided an 

avenue to enhance positive youth-adult relationships as well as influence youth-centered norms, 

the positive response to this element of the intervention was very encouraging.  Additionally, 

many participants noted on the AYD evaluation that the information regarding the identification 

and measurement of positive youth development outcomes was of great benefit to them.  This 

was another encouraging result of the training given that identifying and measuring youth 
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development outcomes had already been built into the agenda of the last two COP meetings as a 

central topic of discussion.  However, as is addressed below, the timing of the training, which 

occurred just prior to the mid-point data collection due to scheduling difficulties, was unfortunate 

as the intervention was designed with AYD as the catalyst for other components.  During the 

final COP meeting, several coordinators mentioned their desire to have received the AYD 

training earlier as it would have helped them make sense of youth development concepts and the 

importance of the entire intervention. 

While the fact that the components of the intervention were generally well-received is 

encouraging in terms of the generalizability of this approach, potentially the most important 

intervention result is related to the increased understanding of youth development outcomes.  In 

this intervention, traditional capacity-building activities and tools (i.e. creation of vision and 

guiding principles) were utilized primarily to spur the involvement of youth and staff in 

organizational planning and assessment.  However, the corollary intent of these activities was to 

move the organizations toward more intentional efforts to help their participants achieve positive 

youth development outcomes.  Although the school-based sites in particular were organized such 

that certain positive youth development outcomes such as academic achievement were an 

expressed goal, none of the sites indicated that they had previously identified or measured 

specific youth development outcomes other than attendance.  While consistent participant 

attendance is admirable, as a measure of program success it is reflective of the perspective that 

“just keeping kids safe and off the street” is enough of an outcome.  After accomplishing the 

sequential activities of identifying a vision, guiding principles and ways to involve youth in more 

meaningful roles in their sites, the intervention sites were prepared to move on to identifying and 

measuring meaningful youth development outcomes.  According to participant feedback, the 
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AYD training was particularly helpful in emphasizing the importance of targeted outcomes as 

guideposts for developing and evaluating program activities.  At the end of the intervention, 

several sites expressed interest in further assistance to identify and measure youth development 

outcomes.  The importance of this movement toward understanding and identification of targeted 

outcomes cannot be stressed enough because, in successful, sustainable organizations, all efforts 

and activities flow from and feed into the outcomes that were set forth initially as the ultimate 

goals.  For this reason, the sites’ increased knowledge of and attention to outcomes is an 

encouraging sign of enhanced capacity. 

Setting-Level Outcomes 

According to the theory of action as to how the KALDI intervention would change 

settings, after organizational processes and practices were changed as illustrated above, the 

involvement of youth as partners in these activities would enhance youth-adult relationships and 

youth-centered norms in the intervention sites.  Although there was some movement in the 

indicators of youth participation and enhanced organizational practices in the intervention group, 

the overall results provide evidence of the difficulty of creating setting change and the lack of 

power in the KALDI intervention to do so.   

The KALDI intervention was based on traditional capacity-building activities such as the 

creation of a vision for the site, guiding principles, and other practices that should contribute to 

effectiveness and sustainability.  While these tasks are considered essential in creating a strong 

organization, they were apparently inadequate as a catalyst for behavior change.  As discussed in 

the Limitations section below, the activities implemented as part of KALDI were likely too 

abstract for afterschool sites to operationalize as concrete behaviors.  In settings where there is 

less demand for direct services and more space for administrative planning, the capacity-building 
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activities could help spark the creativity and inspiration required of a high-performing 

organization.  In afterschool programs, these activities were rated as “helpful” and may have 

seemed enjoyable to most participants.  But when all staff of the program are constantly under 

pressure to ensure the safety of the youth as well as meet certain standards of service (i.e. 

provide 30 minutes of enrichment activities each day or maintain a minimum number of 

participants), translating the expressed vision and guiding principles to actual supportive and 

inclusive behavior may have required more thought and time than could be spared.  Ultimately, 

afterschool settings naturally include a great deal of noise, both literal and figurative, that an 

intervention featuring abstract concepts such as KALDI cannot overcome. 

Although some significant differences and moderate effect sizes were found for the 

Engagement, High Expectations and various related subscales, these results are not seen as 

particularly meaningful because there were few differences between groups and the comparison 

groups tended to have higher means on most measures.  However, results on certain measures 

can be seen as encouraging evidence of movement in the appropriate direction.  Notably, 

intervention sites showed a steeper improvement trajectory across time than comparison sites on 

some scales.  Even though the significant effects on the Engagement scale were likely due to the 

extreme and inconsistent fluctuation of means across data points, the trajectory of improvement 

is somewhat greater for intervention sites when only data from T1 and T3 were compared.  This is 

notable and encouraging because the High Expectations scale contains questions related to 

program improvement and is thus most closely aligned with the capacity-building goals of the 

intervention.   

A similar finding is evident with the Program Offerings Tap Youth Interests and Skills 

subscale of the Youth-Centered Policies and Practices scale.  Again, a comparison of  T1 and T3 
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data shows a steeper improvement trajectory of intervention sites over comparison sites on this 

measure that is indicative of youth participation.  This measure is collected through an interview 

with the site coordinator.  Given that coordinators in the intervention group reported during the 

final COP meeting that they overestimated site capacities at T1 and became more critical of their 

site as the intervention progress (across T2 and T3), the steeper trajectory of change is an 

encouraging finding in that it likely reflects true change.  This subscale is one of several that 

reflect concepts that can be tied to the ladder of youth participation as presented during the AYD 

training. This ladder begins with (a) no youth involvement in decisions and progresses through 

(b) tokenism, (c) consultation, (d) representation, (e) participation, and (f) self-management 

(Academy of Education Development, 1996).  Although the Program Offerings Tap Youth 

Interests subscale indicates only the relative presence of the youth participation approach of 

consultation, which involves gathering input from youth regarding their opinions and needs, an 

increase in means on this measure is an indication of movement up the ladder.   

The mixed results on measures of youth participation, given its position as the lynchpin 

of setting change, highlights the difficulty of impacting settings with a relatively brief 

intervention.  Process measures indicated that coordinators had increased their awareness of the 

importance of youth participation and appeared to embrace the concept.  At the same time, staff 

involved in the Leadership Development meetings also expressed satisfaction with and support 

for youth participation in organizational planning and assessment activities.  Comments from 

youth further cemented the importance and impact of including them in leadership roles.  In 

addition, one of the comparison site coordinators expressed his intention to create a youth 

advisory board simply because of being asked during the YPQA interview whether any youth 

were involved in the planning or assessment of site activities (J. Soule, personal communication, 
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November 17, 2006).  These examples of support for youth participation indicate that the 

intervention helped create an awareness of the value of such practices.  The fact that a 

comparison site coordinator had a similar response merely by being presented questions 

regarding youth participation may provide some explanation as to why comparison sites showed 

improvement on this measure as well.  However, the lack of more pronounced changes, given the 

amount of expressed support for youth participation, points to the difficulty of operationalizing 

and instituting such setting changes.  As with many other behaviors, it may be easy to express 

support but harder to put the behavior into practice.  Intervention sites had the benefit of 

receiving guidance and facilitation in involving youth.  But even when youth participation was 

modeled and directly encouraged in these sites, movement toward the higher levels of youth 

participation (i.e. representation on an advisory board, true participation as equal partners with 

adults, or self-management with total control over planning and implementation of activities) 

was not evident.  However, in this situation, allowing youth more input into activities is a small 

step in meaningful setting change.  As mentioned though, the KALDI intervention was likely too 

abstract and, as a consequence, lacked the power to secure consistent setting changes. 

The Impact of KALDI on Social Processes: The Pivotal Role of Organization of Resources 

While the KALDI intervention failed to elicit the hypothesized setting outcomes, various 

process measures indicated that it may have created a foundation for continued movement 

toward setting change.  However, many of the measures and particularly feedback from 

coordinators highlighted issues that may have interfered with and will continue to moderate the 

success of a capacity-building intervention.  These issues include the competing demands on 

staff attention and effort, constraints on site resources, and the inherent difficulty in creating 

meaningful change relative to social processes.  Thus, it appears that the inadequate, or more 
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specifically, inadequately organized resources was the key contributing factor in the lack of 

setting change.  Although all participating sites noted the need for additional resources (primarily 

money and staff) during various capacity-building activities, the issue was not so much lack of 

resources as it was the organization of their existing resources such that sites could take full 

advantage of the intervention.  Human resources were perhaps the most vital elements in this 

intervention but issues such as time and facilities also became obstacles to creating significant 

change in social processes.  As posited by Tseng and Seidman (2007), although social processes 

are primary in creating settings that contribute to positive youth development, available 

resources and the organization of these resources can be moderating factors on the outcomes of 

an intervention such as the KALDI.   

Two of the primary resources that were not appropriately organized for the intervention 

were time and focus.  These vital resources, if organized optimally, would have allowed the sites 

to take action on creating changes themselves rather than simply being led through practices that 

stopped once the KALDI facilitators left the site.  The KALDI intervention used a traditional 

approach to capacity-building in which facilitators assisted the sites in determining foundational 

concepts such as their vision and guiding principles but left it up to the sites regarding how to 

operationalize these elements.  This approach is useful with organizations that have the luxury of 

taking time to focus on the task of operationalizing abstract concepts.  However, in afterschool 

programs virtually all staff time, including that of the coordinator, is spent in direct service to the 

youth due to the need to ensure security and order.  For this reason, afterschool programs appear 

to need more direction and facilitated assistance in making these basic capacity-building 

elements concrete and implementable.  Because the intervention as implemented did not provide 

the afterschool sites with a “product” that was immediately useable, sites would have to dedicate 
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more time and focus, some of their most valuable and scarce resources, to translate capacity-

building concepts into action.  This is not meant to be an indictment of the participating sites but 

a statement of the difficulty in switching from a purely direct-service mode to one in which 

capacity-building could be accomplished.  Due to the organization of resources at afterschool 

sites, the KALDI intervention as it was implemented appears to have been less well-suited to 

these exceedingly direct service-oriented programs than to organizations with more latitude in 

shifting resources toward planning and assessment.   

In this project, the intervention sites were highly constrained by both the lack of human 

resources, as evidenced by the frequent occurrence of too few staff to allow any to participate in 

on-site Leadership Development meetings with the youth, and the organization of resources such 

that coordinators, staff and youth were often not available consistently as the intervention 

required.  Throughout the intervention, there were frequent difficulties with low attendance by 

coordinators at COP meetings, often due to emergencies or demands at their site.  Even when 

coordinators did attend the COP meeting in preparation to assist with the following on-site 

Leadership Development meeting, CCSR facilitators often arrived at the site to find that the 

coordinator was not available to assist and provide support for the importance of the 

intervention.  Additionally, when facilitators arrived for the Leadership meetings, staff members 

often took this opportunity to do other tasks rather than actively participate.  While this is 

understandable given their workload and the many competing demands for their immediate 

attention, it also conveyed a sense that the importance and expectation of their involvement had 

not been adequately stressed at certain sites.  Again, this is likely due to the constraints on the 

optimal organization of resources for the goals of this intervention.   
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Based on feedback during the final COP meeting, it became clear that coordinators were 

not initially clear about the purpose and value of the intervention, which impacted what they 

communicated to their staff.  Consequently, the lack of communication presumably affected 

active and appropriate staff participation.  Although the lack of understanding and initial 

commitment to the intervention can’t by itself explain the mixed setting-level outcomes, these 

circumstances contributed to inconsistent staff participation in the Leadership Development 

meetings, which had the greatest potential to impact the positive relationships, youth-centered 

norms, and youth participation in meaningful roles in the organization.  Because the intervention 

hinged on staff involvement as partners with youth in site planning and assessment, as 

encouraged and supported by site coordinators, the breakdown in communication and 

connections between coordinator, staff, and youth could be a key factor in the lack of impact at 

the setting level.  Even when staff did participate in Leadership meetings, they often acted more 

as monitors of youth behavior rather than partners in a planning process.  Had this issue of 

appropriately organizing resources (i.e. preparing them with specific expectations of behavior) 

been recognized and addressed initially, the path to creating setting-level change would 

presumably have been more direct.   

One of the primary successes of this intervention was that youth were involved in all of 

the Leadership Development meetings in roles that were not typical for the sites.  Although there 

were many difficulties in creating true youth-adult partnerships as originally planned, the results 

of process evaluations indicate that both youth and staff valued the opportunities for youth to 

contribute to site assessment and planning.  However, competing demands and the constraints on 

the optimal organization of resources (i.e. staff involvement, consistent youth participants from 

meeting to meeting) made it difficult to provide an effective dosage of this element of the 
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intervention.  Not only was the sequential nature of the intervention disrupted by the frequent 

rotation of different youth in and out of the Leadership meetings but, even though it was 

encouraged that the activities during the meetings be communicated to other participants, it is 

unlikely that this actually occurred.  Thus, only a few youth from each site were involved in the 

intervention, those who were involved often didn’t get the benefit of consistent participation, and 

the effect of youth participation did not translate to overall setting change.   

Going back to the theory of action for this intervention, that a change in processes/ 

practices related to capacity-building and youth participation would facilitate more positive 

youth-adult relationships which would in turn lead to enhanced youth-centered norms, it is 

apparent that process changes occurred but some basic behavior setting issues created a barrier to 

significant youth involvement at intervention sites.  According to Barker (1968), settings that are 

underpopulated and which offer each participant multiple opportunities to take on meaningful 

roles within the organization lead to optimal outcomes.  Conversely, settings that are optimally 

populated, where there are many participants for each role, leads to marginalization of many of 

its members.  This appears to be the case in afterschool settings in which youth are typically 

mere recipients of services rather than actors in shaping their own environment.  While it can be 

argued that they are technically participants and that their roles are to take part in the various 

activities at the afterschool sites, true participation involves opportunities to contribute to their 

environment rather than simply exist in it (Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Gambone et al., 2004; 

Zeldin, 2004; Zeldin et al., 2005; Zeldin et al., 2000).  Again, this ties back to the constraints on 

optimal organization of resources as sites did not support or create new roles for additional youth 

so as to impact social processes and create setting change. 
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Additionally, this situation reflects the concept of first-order change versus second-order 

change (Dalton, Elias & Wandersman, 2006).  The change targeted by the KALDI intervention 

would be considered a second-order change in which the “shared goals, roles, rules and power 

relationships” are restructured and collaborative decision-making is instituted (Dalton et al., 

2006, p. 10).  As opposed to first-order change, which involves simply changing the persons 

within roles as was accomplished by involving youth in decision-making roles, second-order 

change is more difficult to attain because it requires agreement and intersubjectivity of the 

persons within the setting (Dalton et al., 2006; O’Donnell et al., 1990, 1993).  Although KALDI 

accomplished the first-order change by bringing youth into roles previously held only by adults 

within the settings, a re-organization of resources would be required to support movement 

toward the second-order changes that will ultimately impact the relationships, norms and 

consistent youth participation within the settings. 

Several circumstances and issues contributed to the contraints on optimal organization of 

resources as mentioned above.  First, coordinators were directed by upper-level administrators to 

participate in this project.  Therefore, the sites had little choice but to go along with the 

intervention regardless of their understanding of or commitment to involvement in capacity-

building activities.  This may have decreased the likelihood that they would encourage the re-

organization of resources in a way that allowed full participation and implementation of the 

intervention.  Secondly, although site coordinators were given a brief orientation regarding the 

elements of the intervention at the first COP meeting, they admitted during the final COP 

meeting that they didn’t truly understand the intervention or what would be required from them.  

Without a basic familiarity with capacity-building and a specific knowledge of the requirements 

of the intervention, coordinators may have been willing but not prepared enough to know to 
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organize site resources such that they and staff would be available to participate in planning 

alongside youth.  Also, facilitators reported that there was little consistency at most sites in even 

the youth who attended the Leadership Development sessions that were designed to be 

sequential.  Thus, even though youth were involved during all on-site meetings, the participation 

of any individual youth may have been so diluted as to have little impact on the setting.  Finally, 

the lack of time allowed for implementation of the intervention may have negatively affected the 

results.  The intervention was designed to be brief in recognition of the demands on staff time but 

even less time was spent than planned due to the difficulty in scheduling the various elements.  It 

was initially planned that each site would participate in four Leadership Development meetings.  

One meeting had to be dropped due to cancellations and difficulties in getting responses to e-

mails and phone calls.  Once on-site, facilitators also found that they typically had to wait for 

other activities to conclude (i.e. study time) before beginning the Leadership meetings.  While 

the issues described in this paragraph are understandable given the heavy demands on 

coordinators’ and staff members’ time, they represented significant obstacles to implementing 

the intervention with fidelity and in a way that could have influenced the targeted setting-level 

measures.   

Limitations and Challenges 

Although this research project had the advantage of a true experimental design with 

random assignment of sites, as with most field studies there were also difficulties in measuring 

processes and outcomes appropriately given the sample size, controlling confounding variables, 

and overcoming issues of fidelity of implementation.  In the following sections, the limitations 

and challenges encountered are addressed under the categories of measurement or statistical 
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issues (e.g., small sample size) and implementation concerns (e.g., inadequate orientation or 

timing of the AYD training).   

Measurement and statistical limitations.  This research project was subject to the 

limitations imposed by the small sample size from which all measurements were obtained.  With 

a sample size that decreased from 15 at T1, to 14 at T2, and 13 at T3, even without the attrition of 

sites in both conditions the statistical power to detect differences due to the intervention are 

limited.  Therefore, measures of significance were not particularly meaningful.  Effect sizes were 

utilized as the primary indicator of meaningful results for this reason.  Because the small sample 

was more vulnerable to the impact of even one site that was an outlier on any of the scales or 

subscales, means were not only compared between groups but also across sites through 

descriptive analyses.  Additionally, the multiple measures for each site, including (a) the YPQA, 

(b) KALDI Organizational Assessment, (c) process evaluations, and (d) verbal feedback during 

COP meetings were administered in an attempt to moderate the effect of the small sample and to 

cross-validate the results of any one measure.  Thus, numerous provisions were instituted in 

order to mitigate the limitations of the small sample size as much as possible. 

A limitation related to the methodology of this study was the possibility of rater bias on 

the YPQA measures.  Over the course of the three data collection points there were a total of 

seven raters.  Because the results of the YPQA observations and interviews were totally 

dependent on the data collection and coding of the individual raters, had any of them been biased 

either positively or negatively toward their assigned sites, results would have been skewed.  The 

raters may have also had a general predisposition toward rating all sites either harshly or too 

favorably.  However, on the advice of Howard Bloom, a consultant on statistical and research 

methods to the W.T. Grant Foundation (the funders of this research project), raters were rotated 
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across all sites with no rater visiting the same site at more than one data collection point 

(personal communication, H. Bloom, December 4, 2006).  Through the use of this rotation, the 

effect of biases should have been diminished.  Given that not all raters participated at all data 

points as well as the fact that change in the measures should have occurred naturally as a 

function of the intervention and passing time, it was impossible to measure the effect of raters 

through data analysis. 

An unexpected finding that persisted across almost all measures was that the comparison 

sites started with and maintained higher scores than the intervention group across most data 

points.  As described previously, one explanation for this finding is that intervention sites were 

more aware of their relative capacity as compared to an ideal site and may have judged 

themselves more critically than comparison sites.  However, this does not explain the lower 

scores on YPQA observational measures that were not dependent on the perceptions of site 

coordinators or staff.  In reality, however, the differences between means for intervention versus 

comparison sites were typically small on the YPQA observational measures and often increased 

and surpassed the means of comparison groups by T3.   

Additionally, no specific information was gathered regarding capacity-building activities 

at comparison sites that might have contributed to their improvement across time.  The YPQA 

interview included questions regarding professional development activities.  But it is not clear 

whether coordinators from either group would have included capacity-building activities in their 

answers to this item.  Thus, it is possible that comparison sites were engaging in some sort of 

capacity-building assistance that was not measured.  However, because the intervention and 

comparison sites were part of larger programs that tended to provide the same services to all 
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sites, aside from those offered through this research project, it is unlikely that comparison sites 

were influenced by experiences that would have impacted the measures. 

Another concern for this project was the sensitivity of the measures used.  The primary 

instrument for assessing setting change was the YPQA.  Although the YPQA was validated by 

High/Scope (2006) and achieved acceptable standards of validity and reliability, it became clear 

that some of the items that contributed to each scale and subscale were not particularly 

applicable to the afterschool sites or were not appropriate for the methodology utilized for this 

project.  For example, items on the Interaction scale include those related to how youth are 

introduced to each other and how youth accomplishments are recognized.  In this project, 

observations were conducted after the program had been in operation for several months and on 

days when youth were engaged in typical activities.  Thus, there were no opportunities to 

observe introductions or special recognition activities.  As will all YPQA items, raters coded 

these situations according to three discrete categories.  Thus, the protocol of the YPQA required 

raters to choose the category that most closely corresponded with their actual observation 

without any regard to what she might have known to be a common practice at the site.   

Additionally, for the interview portion, the same protocol required raters to code items 

related to such issues as youth participation or measurement of youth development outcomes 

based solely on how the coordinator answered.  In many cases, raters were acutely aware that the 

coordinator either didn’t understand the question or were interpreting it differently than intended.  

An example of this was the tendency of coordinators to say that they did in fact measure youth 

development outcomes when, in reality, they were referring to simply measuring attendance.  

However, because of the way the categories were organized, those sites received the same code 

as a site that measured more meaningful outcomes such as academic achievement.   
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After becoming aware of the lack of understanding of capacity-building concepts, 

researchers realized that the sensitivity of the KALDI survey was also less than optimal.  The 

KALDI survey included questions that covered basic capacity-building tasks but were often 

called something different than what intervention site coordinators and staff may have 

recognized.  Additionally, as coordinators admitted, it took some time for them to understand the 

capacity-building concepts and activities in which they were involved.  Thus, their responses on 

the survey were colored by coordinators’ and staff members’ confusion over the capacity-

building terms and concepts as well as issues related to being overly critical as mentioned 

previously.   

For both the YPQA interview and KALDI survey, social desirability and defensiveness 

regarding the perception of being evaluated may have impacted responses on these measures.  

When coordinators and staff from sites in both groups expressed initial concern over being 

evaluated as a “good” or “bad” program, researchers and facilitators offered the explanation that 

the purpose of the study was to evaluate the intervention, not the value of a site or program.  

However, this may not have completely placated coordinators and staff.  As mentioned 

previously, responses on these measures may have been vulnerable to social desirability or, in 

the case of the intervention group, unfavorable social comparison against an ideal.  Again, 

feedback from intervention site coordinators supports the assumption that more notable 

outcomes would have been observed had these tendencies to over- or underestimate site 

capacities been mitigated in some way. 

Implementation limitations.  Several of the primary limitations related to implementation 

of the intervention were the inadequate orientation and attention to optimal organization of 

resources.  These issues are intertwined in that a more thorough orientation would have helped 
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prepare the sites organize their resources (i.e. time, staff, and youth) in such a way that setting 

change may have occurred.  At the same time, it was difficult to provide any sort of orientation 

given the inability of sites to commit the time necessary for researchers and facilitators to explain 

the concepts and requirements of the intervention.  Again, this is indicative of a constraint on the 

organization of resources.  Thus, it is clear that afterschool sites have unique structures and needs 

that require additional attention to familiarizing them with the concept of capacity-building, 

preparing them for the demands of such an intervention, and achieving buy-in.   

Beyond the efforts that intervention facilitators can take to effectively implement the 

intervention, the sites themselves play a major role in utilizing the new practices and capacities 

that have been modeled for them.  The lack of fidelity of implementation at the site level, 

meaning that sites didn’t appear to incorporate the new concepts into normal practice, is another 

limitation.  One area where this appeared to be most problematic was the lack of communication 

between coordinators, staff and youth regarding the requirements, goals, and products of the 

intervention.  It appeared that each participant, whether a coordinator, staff person or youth, 

acted fairly independently and didn’t disseminate information or concepts across the site.  

However, because no measures were implemented to assess fidelity of implementation other than 

to take attendance at required elements of the intervention, it is hard to determine whether the 

sites actually incorporated anything learned during intervention activities.  It would have been 

helpful had process evaluations included questions specific to intentions to implement various 

activities related to the intended outcomes of the intervention.   

A problematic finding was that comparison sites improved across time nearly as much as 

intervention sites on many measures.  Although part of the rationale as to why this happened is 

related to the unintended effect of creating unfavorable social comparisons against optimal 
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afterschool settings for intervention sites, there is evidence that some of the measures may have 

acted as an intervention in and of themselves.  As mentioned, one comparison site coordinator 

commented that as a result of a YPQA interview question, he intended to institute a youth 

advisory board for his site (J. Soule, personal communication, November 17, 2006).  Although it 

is not known whether other coordinators had a similar reaction to assessment questions, it was 

clear to raters that site coordinators were often defensive about certain questions where social 

desirability was an issue.    

The timing of the AYD training and its provision to comparison sites also presented a 

limitation for this study.  The AYD training was utilized as a tool in encouraging sites to 

embrace youth participation across various organizational activities, including assessment and 

planning.  In the AYD training, key foundational issues and philosophies for this intervention, 

such as the concept of youth development versus just keeping kids safe or the value of 

meaningful youth participation were introduced.  The response from attendees was 

overwhelmingly positive with many of them reporting that the AYD training had opened their 

eyes to fundamental issues to needing to be addressed at their sites.  From that point, the key 

concepts from AYD were incorporated into the COP and Leadership Development meetings as a 

way to capitalize on the power of changed attitudes and perspectives.  Unfortunately, due to 

scheduling issues with trainers and the sites themselves, the AYD training was held much later in 

the intervention than originally planned (in January, 2007 versus October, 2006).  In the final 

evaluation of the intervention, coordinators noted that it would have helped them tremendously 

had the AYD training been held at the beginning of the intervention.  Thus, the AYD training 

was a valuable piece of this intervention.  But the difficulty in scheduling apparently contributed 

to the intervention sites not fully grasping the purpose or importance of the intervention and 
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limited it’s usefulness as a catalyst for setting-level change.  Additionally, any differences 

between groups due to the intervention were most likely mediated by the provision of the AYD 

training to comparison sites as well as those in the intervention group. 

One of the more problematic findings in this project was the temporary increase in means 

across targeted setting-level measures at T2.  The second data collection was conducted during 

the last week of January and the beginning of February, 2007.  This data point occurred 

immediately following the AYD training and the beginning of the spring semester.  Both of these 

circumstances were likely to have contributed to the bump in measures that did not hold through 

the end of the intervention.  The increase at the beginning of the spring semester is 

understandable and probably inevitable given that it represented a “new beginning” of sorts for 

the sites.  At this time, the school-based sites had just re-opened their programs after not meeting 

from mid-December to late January.  Although the Parks and Recreation sites had been in 

operation during much of this time, the staff had recently had a brief Christmas break as well.  

As compared to the first data collection that occurred when sites were just beginning their year 

and may have been experiencing some chaos in getting organized and the final data collection 

when activities were winding down and staff were tired, means would naturally be elevated 

immediately following a break that allowed staff to re-energize and come back to familiar 

activities.  The scheduling of AYD for this same time period surely added to the bump in means 

as it provided further motivation and enthusiasm on top of that related to returning from a break. 

Lessons Learned 

A general conclusion from the lack of desired setting-level effects is that capacity-

building efforts for afterschool programs need to take into account the constraints related to the 

level of readiness and organization of resources at the sites.  The intervention was designed to 
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enhance the social processes at sites but without the foundation of a readiness to change and 

appropriately organized resources, the elements of creating a vision and guiding principles, and 

youth participation in planning and assessment appeared helpful to the site but could not 

overcome the obstacles to setting-level change.  The challenges researchers and facilitators faced 

in this intervention are an everyday, fact-of-life for afterschool sites and represent the primary 

obstacles to the capacity-building recommended by many youth development experts (e.g., 

Borden et al., 2004; Bumbarger & Greenberg, 2002; Catalano et al., 2004; Greenberg et al., 

2003; Huebner et al., 2003; James Irvine Foundation Youth Development Initiative; 2000; 

Johnson et al., 2004; Weiss, 2004; Youth Development Institute/Fund for the City of New York, 

2003).  Although the need for capacity-building activities is well supported, the reality is that 

afterschool programs are simply not often prepared or able to devote their human resources to an 

intervention that would take them away from frontline activities.  The researchers and facilitators 

understood this going into this project and tried to design a process that would tax the 

coordinators, staff and youth as little as possible.  However, without a basic understanding of the 

value of capacity-building and the related elements prior to the beginning of the intervention, 

sites were not ready or able to make accommodations in the organization of resources as needed.  

For this reason, one of the primary lessons learned is that a thorough introduction to capacity-

building is essential as is a detailed orientation to requirements and benefits of the intervention.  

Although researchers and facilitators tried to reinforce the expectations of consistency of staff 

and youth involvement, the apparent discontinuity in knowledge and involvement of 

coordinators, staff, and youth made it difficult to change the practice of treating the intervention 

as a secondary priority with too few resources allocated for it.  A more thorough orientation 

would likely be a way to move sites toward a level of readiness for the intervention and the 
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resulting change that would influence coordinators and staff to allocate resources accordingly.  

Additionally, the sites’ levels of readiness to be involved in the intervention and to make changes 

should also be assessed so as to measure the possible impact on setting change. 

Another important lesson is the necessity of providing more extensive assistance to 

afterschool sites than would typically be provided to other youth-serving programs.  One glaring 

obstacle to this is the aforementioned constraints on the resources to devote to such an intensive 

intervention.  It is recognized that among other constraints, sites frequently deal with too few 

staff, too little time to achieve goals or devote to individual students, or too few funds to 

adequately support activities.  However, with careful consideration regarding how to organize 

the existing resources (e.g., incorporating capacity-building activities into the regular program of 

the sites), it would be possible to increase the intensity and depth of the intervention.   

The experience with this project is instructive both in underscoring the value of taking 

adequate time up-front to facilitate orientation and buy-in, and also in the importance of helping 

sites operationalize abstract capacity-building elements.  As mentioned previously, due to the 

fact that afterschool programs are often a secondary activity within a site (i.e. within a school, 

the primary activity occurs during the school day; at recreation centers, the primary activity is 

recreation), resources are devoted almost exclusively to direct service and are largely custodial in 

orientation.  This leaves little time to even think about issues such as vision, mission, guiding 

principles, or outcomes, which are proven elements for effective and sustainable programs.  With 

a carefully designed intervention where resources are organized accordingly and that is 

respectful of the realities of the afterschool setting, it is conceivable that such capacity-building 

issues could be addressed if given enough facilitated assistance.  From an experimental 

perspective, greatly strengthening the intervention through increased facilitation time with more 
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concrete activities and outcomes is desirable but possibly cost-prohibitive when implemented at 

scale.  In the project described here, the period from September to April was not adequate to help 

sites turn their ideas and values into products that could be implemented.  However, the elements 

that were eventually developed by participating sites will provide a good foundation for 

continued progress in operationalizing their ideas for targeting and measuring outcomes or 

institutionalizing youth participation in meaningful roles. 

Finally, the timing and organization of various intervention elements is of great 

importance in creating knowledge, insight, and attitude and behavior change that builds upon 

itself to impact the setting.  A caveat provided by the coordinators at the final COP meeting is 

that the very beginning of the school year should be avoided for any type of intervention due to 

the hectic nature of getting the program going and stabilized.  Although the intervention 

described was under pronounced time constraints, acknowledging this caveat would be helpful in 

creating goodwill and trust, and in simply reducing frustration in scheduling time to implement 

the intervention.  Additionally, another issue was that the AYD training that was supposed to be 

foundational had to be delayed due to scheduling difficulties.  Had the AYD training been 

provided as scheduled, even including the comparison group sites in the training, the other 

intervention components may have been more powerful over time and created a clear difference 

between comparison and intervention sites at the final assessment.  It is telling that prior to 

beginning this research, a consultant for the project noted that many afterschool sites in general 

see their task as just keeping kids safe and don’t fully understand the concept of youth 

development.  From this perspective, some of the components of this intervention, such as youth 

participation in Leadership Development meetings, may not hold much meaning or importance 

for participating sites.  Therefore, they may not be as intentional about taking the experience as 
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an opportunity to integrate youth development principles into their programs.  Utilizing a tool 

such as the AYD training for initial knowledge development and attitude change is clearly an 

important consideration in designing an intervention to impact social processes.   

In future implementation of this intervention, a more team-oriented approach is planned 

where a consistent team of at least one adult staff person and a group of youth are gathered to be 

involved from beginning to end.  Combined with efforts to ensure better orientation and 

communication between coordinators and the identified team members, it is expected that this 

more cohesive organization of resources will have a greater impact on social processes across the 

site.  Based on the idea that meaningful youth participation in planning alongside staff will 

increase positive youth-adult relationships, which will in turn influence site norms, it is essential 

that there is a commitment from each site to the organization of resources (i.e. staff, youth, time) 

in such a way that participants can internalize and extend the benefits of the intervention across 

the site.  Additionally, issues related to measurement will be addressed by reconfiguring the 

YPQA instrument such that only relevant items are used.  This will be accomplished in 

collaboration with High/Scope researchers so that validity and reliability is not compromised.  

The KALDI survey is also being reconfigured with irrelevant or confusing items thrown out and 

other scales regarding site norms and youth participation included.  Special attention will be paid 

to reducing the impact of social desirability on self-report measures as well.  Process evaluations 

will also be utilized and will include measures of fidelity of implementation at the site level.  

Further, due to continuing problems with scheduling the AYD training, a similar training focused 

on positive youth development and leadership will be provided only to intervention sites early in 

the school year.  With these changes, it should be possible to ascertain the true effect of a more 
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focused, concrete and powerful intervention as the next step in operationalizing setting change 

through enhanced social processes. 

Conclusion     

The KALDI intervention was designed so that youth participation would be the catalyst 

to positive youth-adult relationships and youth-centered norms.  Process evaluations indicated a 

positive response to youth participation but no results were found supporting increased positive 

relationships, norms or even consistent youth participation outside of intervention activities.  

Based on the researcher’s observations of the way sites really operate (i.e. short-staffed, time 

dedicated solely to direct service to youth, and lack of time for planning or participation in 

additional activities), it appears that an emphasis needs to be placed on optimal organization of 

resources before social processes can be significantly impacted.  Similar research on the 

challenges of implementing ideal programs and practices in school settings echo the findings that 

“real world” systemic issues such as lack of time, changing roles of students, support of 

adminstrators, and attitudes of staff have a significant impact on the fidelity of implementation 

and ultimate impact of an intervention (Anderson & Helms, 2001).  Although there is no 

question that scarcity of resources can contribute to these issues, re-organization of resources 

may be the remedy.  As Tseng and Seidman (2007) indicate, social processes may be most 

crucial in changing a setting but organization of resources is pivotal in preparing sites to impact 

social processes.  Although this intervention did not focus on organization of resources, in future 

efforts it would be advantageous to ensure that sites have adequate staff time to devote to 

capacity-building activities, and that a structure can be created to support on-going youth and 

staff involvement in such activities.   
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Given that afterschool programs are constantly under scrutiny to prove their effectiveness 

but currently operate under significantly reduced budgets as compared to just five years ago, 

there is a cycle of a lack of resources that leads to an inability to implement practices that could 

ultimately increase effectiveness and bring more resources.  The key to capacity-building is to 

first find a way to assist afterschool programs in organizing the resources they do possess such 

that they can take advantage of interventions that are designed with the existing constraints of the 

settings in mind.  If the interventions are integrated into existing afterschool activities in such a 

way that the safety and order of the setting can be maintained while involving key staff and 

youth, the immediate barriers to the intervention will be mitigated.  From that point, the 

intervention can proceed as a catalyst for creating positive social processes that require no 

additional funding but facilitate setting changes that contribute to overall program effectiveness 

and positive youth development. 

In general, the lack of significant findings in this project is not uncommon in field studies 

that attempt to work within the confines and demands of a particular setting (Bierman, 2006).  A 

number of studies that investigated the implementation of empirically-based interventions have 

found that issues such as those experienced with the KALDI project (e.g., competing demands 

for attention and time, and under-trained or inadequate numbers of staff) negatively impacted the 

“commitment and capacity of teachers, group leaders, referral agencies, and other service 

providers to support the preventive interventions” (Bierman, 2006, p. 92).  Further, Greenberg, 

Feinberg, Gomez and Osgood (2005), in an evaluation of the Communities That Care substance 

abuse prevention intervention (Hawkins & Catalano, 1992), suggested that the following are 

pivotal issues that affect intervention sustainability and effectiveness: (a) the knowledge and 

understanding of program leaders related to the intervention, (b) the quality of program 
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implementation and fidelity, (c) characteristics of the service delivery system, or in this case the 

setting, particularly related to how well the intervention is supported by organization leaders and 

staff, and (d) sustained funding.  Bierman (2006) suggests such methods as involving service 

recipients in the planning of interventions and designing interventions with careful attention to 

the challenges of field-based implementation as ways to increase the likelihood that theory-

driven interventions such as KALDI can become field-based successes.   
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APPENDIX A 
 

COMMUNITY OF PRACTICE (COP) PROCESS EVALUATION 
 

Community of Practice 
Feedback Form 

 
Your feedback is important to us.  Please take a few minutes to answer the following 
questions.  Thanks in advance.   
 
 Strongly 

Disagree 
(1) 

 
Disagree 

(2) 

 
Neutral 

(3) 

 
Agree 
(4) 

Strongly 
Agree 
(5) 

My understanding of youth participation 
has increased as a result of this meeting. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I thought the ideas presented were clear.  1 2 3 4 5 
I thought the meeting was interesting.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 

Thinking about youth participation for my 
site helped me.  

1 2 3 4 5 

This activity would be useful to other 
afterschool sites. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I can apply the ideas discussed to my 
afterschool site. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I plan to use these ideas in the future. 1 2 3 4 5 
The material was presented in a practical 
and accessible way 

1 2 3 4 5 

The meeting helped me think in new ways 
about afterschool sites. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I have a better understanding of how 
youth participation could help my 
afterschool site.   

1 2 3 4 5 

 
What was the most helpful part of the meeting? 
_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
What was the least helpful part of the meeting? 
_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Do you have any suggestions or things you would like us to do differently? 
 
_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX B 

ON-SITE LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT PROCESS EVALUATION 

    
_____  ADULT    _____ YOUTH 

 
Feedback Form 

 
“If We Got Our Afterschool Site Right” Meeting 

 
Your feedback is important to us.  Please take a few minutes to 
answer the following questions.  Thanks in advance.   

 
 Strongly 

Disagree 
(1) 

 
Disagree 

(2) 

 
Neutral 

(3) 

 
Agree 
(4) 

Strongly 
Agree 
(5) 

I liked this meeting.  1 2 3 4 5 
I was listened to during the 
meeting. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Thinking about an “ideal” 
afterschool site helped me think 
about new ideas. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I think our afterschool site could be 
better. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I know what we can do to make our 
afterschool site better. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I’m excited about the future of our 
afterschool site. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I have an idea of what could make 
our afterschool site better. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I know what I can do to make the 
afterschool site better.   

1 2 3 4 5 

 
What did you like most about the meeting? 
_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
What did you not like about the meeting? 
_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
How could we make these meetings better in the future? 
 
_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________ 

 



 

APPENDIX C 
 

YOUTH PROGRAM QUALITY ASSESSMENT (YPQA) FORM A – PROGRAM 
OFFERING ITEMS 

 
 

Scale Item Example Indicator (for rating of 5) 
The emotional climate of the session is predominantly positive (e.g., 
mutually respectful, relaxed, supportive; characterized by teamwork, 
camaraderie, inclusiveness, and an absence of negative behaviors). Any 
playful negative behaviors (not considered offensive by parties involved) are 
mediated (countered, curtailed, defused) by staff or youth.  
 

I-A. 
Psychological 
and emotional 
safety is 
promoted. 

There is no evidence of bias but rather there is mutual respect for and 
inclusion of others of a different religion, ethnicity, class, gender, ability, 
appearance or sexual orientation. 
 
The program space is free of health and safety hazards.  
 
The program space is clean and sanitary.  
 
Ventilation and lighting are adequate in the program space.  
 

I-B. The 
physical 
environment is 
safe and free of 
health hazards. 

The temperature is comfortable for all activities in the program space.  
 
Written emergency procedures are posted in plain view.  
 
At least one charged fire extinguisher is accessible and visible from the 
program space.  
 
At least one complete first-aid kit is accessible and visible from the program 
space.  
 
Other appropriate safety and emergency equipment (e.g., for water or vehicle 
safety, sports, or repairs) is available to the program offering as needed, can 
be located by staff, and is maintained in full-service condition.  
 
All entrances to the indoor program space are supervised for security during 
program hours (can include electronic security system).  
 

I-C. 
Appropriate 
emergency 
procedures and 
supplies are 
present. 

Access to outdoor program space is supervised during program hours.  
 
Program space allows youth and adults to move freely while carrying out 
activities (e.g., room accommodates all participants without youth blocking 
doorways, bumping into one another, and crowding).  
 
Program space is suitable for all activities offered (e.g., furniture and room 
support small and large groups; if athletic activity is offered, then program 
space supports this).  
 

I.  Safe 
Environment 
 

I-D. Program 
space and 
furniture 
accommodate 
the activities. 

Furniture is comfortable and of sufficient quantity for all youth participating 
in the program offering.  
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 Physical environment can be modified to meet the needs of the program 
offering (e.g., furniture and/or supplies can be moved).  
 
Drinking water is available and easily accessible to all youth.  
 
Food and drinks are plentiful and available at appropriate times for all youth 
during the session.  
 

 

I-E. Healthy 
food and drinks 
are provided. 

Available food and drink is healthy (e.g., there are vegetables, fresh fruit, real 
juice, or homemade dishes).  
 
All youth are greeted by staff within the first 15 minutes of the session.  
 
During activities, staff mainly use a warm tone of voice and respectful 
language.  
 

II-F. Staff 
provide a 
welcoming 
atmosphere. 

During activities, staff generally smile, use friendly gestures, and make eye 
contact.  
 
Staff start and end session within 10 minutes of scheduled time.  
 
Staff have all materials and supplies ready to begin all activities (e.g., 
materials are gathered, set up).  
 
There are enough materials and supplies prepared for all youth to begin 
activities.  
 
Staff explain all activities clearly (e.g., youth appear to understand directions; 
sequence of events and purpose are clear). 
 

II-G. Session 
flow is 
planned, 
presented, and 
paced for 
youth. 

There is an appropriate amount of time for all of the activities (e.g., youth do 
not appear rushed, frustrated, bored, or distracted; most youth finish 
activities).  
 
The bulk of the activities involve youth in engaging with (creating, 
combining, reforming) materials or ideas or improving a skill though guided 
practice.  
 
The program activities lead (or will lead in future sessions) to tangible 
products or performances that reflect ideas or designs of youth.  
 
The activities provide all youth one or more opportunities to talk about (or 
otherwise communicate) what they are doing and what they are thinking 
about to others.  
 

II-H. Activities 
support active 
engagement. 

The activities balance concrete experiences involving materials, people, and 
projects (e.g., field trips, experiments, interviews, service trips, creative 
writing) with abstract concepts (e.g., lectures, diagrams, formulas).  
 
All youth are encouraged to try out new skills or attempt higher levels of 
performance.  
 

II. Supportive 
Environment 

II-I. Staff 
support youth 
in building new 
skills. All youth who try out new skills receive support from staff despite imperfect 

results, errors, or failure; staff allow youth to learn from and correct their 
own mistakes and encourage youth to keep trying to improve their skills.  
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During activities, staff are almost always actively involved with youth (e.g., 
they provide directions, answer questions, work as partners or team 
members, check in with individuals or small groups).  
 
Staff support at least some contributions or accomplishments of youth by 
acknowledging what they’ve said or done with specific, nonevaluative 
language (e.g., “Yes, the cleanup project you suggested is a way to give back 
to the community.” “I can tell from the audience response that you put a lot 
of thought into the flow of your video”).  
 

II-J. Staff 
support youth 
with 
encouragement. 

Staff make frequent use of open-ended questions (e.g., staff ask open-ended 
questions throughout the activity and questions are related to the context).  
 
Every time there is a conflict or an incident involving strong feelings, staff 
ask about and/or acknowledge the feelings of the youth involved. 
 
When strong feelings are involved, staff consistently help youth respond 
appropriately (e.g., staff encourage youth to brainstorm possible solutions, 
take time to “cool off,” find an appropriate physical outlet, etc.) 
 
In a conflict situation, adults ask the youth what happened. 
 

 

II-K. Staff 
encourage 
youth to 
manage 
feelings and 
resolve 
conflicts 
appropriately. 

As conflicts or incidents involving strong feelings occur, staff ask youth for 
possible solutions and encourage them to choose one. 
 
Youth have structured opportunities to get to know each other (e.g., there are 
team-building activities, introductions, personal updates, welcomes of new 
group members, icebreakers, and a variety of groupings for activities). 
 
Youth exhibit predominately inclusive relationships with all in the program 
offering, including newcomers.  
 
Youth strongly identify with the program offering (e.g., hold one another to 
established guidelines, use ownership language, such as “our program,” 
engage in shared traditions such as shared jokes, songs, gestures).  
 

III-L. Youth 
have 
opportunities to 
develop a sense 
of belonging. 

The activities include structured opportunities (e.g., group presentations, 
sharing times, recognition celebrations, exhibitions, performances) to 
publicly acknowledge the achievements, work, or contributions of at least 
some youth.  
 
Session consists of activities carried out in at least 3 groupings—full, small, 
or individual. 
  
Staff use 2 or more ways to form small groups (e.g., lining up by category 
and counting off, grouping by similarities, signing up). 
 

III-M. Youth 
have 
opportunities to 
participate in 
small groups. 

Each small group has a purpose (i.e., goals or tasks to accomplish), and all 
group members cooperate in accomplishing it.  
 

III. Interaction 
 

III-N. Youth 
have 
opportunities to 
act as group 
facilitators and 

All youth have multiple opportunities to practice group-process skills (e.g., 
actively listen, contribute ideas or actions to the group, do a task with others, 
take responsibility for a part).  
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During activities, all youth have one or more opportunities to mentor an 
individual (e.g., teach or coach another).  
 

mentors. 

During activities, all youth have one or more opportunities to lead a group 
(e.g., teach others; lead a discussion, song, project, event, outing, or other 
activity).  
 
Staff share control of most activities with youth, providing guidance and 
facilitation while retaining overall responsibility (e.g., staff use youth leaders, 
semiautonomous small groups, or individually guided activities).  
 

III-O. Youth 
have 
opportunities to 
partner with 
adults.  
 

Staff always provide an explanation for expectations, guidelines, or 
directions given to youth.  
 
Youth have multiple opportunities to make plans for projects and activities 
(individual or group).  
 

IV-P. Youth 
have 
opportunities to 
set goals and 
make plans. 

In the course of planning the projects or activities, 2 or more planning 
strategies are used (e.g., brainstorming, idea webbing, backwards planning).  
 
All youth have the opportunity to make at least one open-ended content 
choice within the content framework of the activities (e.g., youth decide 
topics within a given subject area, subtopics, or aspects of a given topic).  
 

IV-Q. Youth 
have 
opportunities to 
make choices 
based on their 
interests.  
 

All youth have the opportunity to make at least one open-ended process 
choice (e.g., youth decide roles, order of activities, tools or materials, or how 
to present results).  
 
All youth are engaged in an intentional process of reflecting on what they are 
doing or have done (e.g., writing in journals; reviewing minutes; sharing 
progress, accomplishments, or feelings about the experience).  
 
All youth are given the opportunity to reflect on their activities in 2 or more 
ways (e.g., writing, role playing, using media or technology, drawing).  
 
In the course of the program offering, all youth have structured opportunities 
to make presentations to the whole group.  
 

IV. 
Engagement  
 

IV-R. Youth 
have 
opportunities to 
reflect. 
 

Staff initiate structured opportunities for youth to give feedback on the 
activities (e.g., staff ask feedback questions, provide session evaluations).  
 

 
Note:  From Youth Program Quality Assessment Form A – Program Offering Items by 
High/Scope Educational Research Foundation, 2005, Ypsilanti, MI: High/Scope Press.  
Copyright 2005 by High/Scope Educational Research Foundation.  Excerpted with permission. 
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APPENDIX D 
 

YOUTH PROGRAM QUALITY ASSESSMENT (YPQA) FORM B – ORGANIZATION 
ITEMS 

 
 

Scale Item Example Indicator (for rating of 5) 
Administrator(s) who supervise the youth program director have experience 
and either coursework or training relevant to youth development. 
 
The youth program director has a graduate degree in education, 
psychology, or social work and either coursework or training relevant to 
youth development. 
 
The youth program director has 5 or more years of relevant job experience. 
 
More than three fourths of the staff (not including the youth program 
director) have relevant education or training. 
 

V-A.  Staff 
qualifications 
support a 
positive youth 
development 
focus. 

More than three fourths of the staff (not including the youth program 
director) have 2 or more years of experience. 
 
Young people have structured opportunities to influence the format or 
content of program offerings based on their interests, preferences, and/or 
satisfactions. 
 
Program offerings, on average, have a major and specific programmatic 
focus (as opposed to a minor or incidental focus) on skill building in 3 or 
more of the program areas listed on the next page. 
 

V-B.  Program 
offerings tap 
youth interests 
and build 
multiple skills. 

Across all program offerings, the organization has a major and specific 
programmatic focus (as opposed to a minor or incidental focus) on 6 – 7 of 
the developmental domains listed on the next page. 
 
Youth and adults share the responsibility for decisions about the design and 
use of the physical environment (e.g., they make plans for furniture 
arrangement, determine design additions and displays relevant to youth 
activities). 
 
Youth and adults share the responsibility in determining program schedules 
and program offerings. 
 

V-C.  Youth 
have an 
influence on 
the setting and 
activities in the 
organization. 

Youth take charge of (with appropriate support from adults) and facilitate 
or lead (not just assist) sessions or activities for peers or younger youth. 
 
Youth participate in program quality review and plans for improvement. 
 

V. Youth 
Centered 
Policies and 
Practices 

V-D.  Youth 
have an 
influence on 
the structure 
and policy of 
the 
organization. 

Youth and staff share responsibilities for hiring, training, and evaluating 
staff (e.g., they help set qualifications, are present for interviews, and are 
involved in making decisions about candidates for staff positions). 
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Youth and staff share responsibilities for planning recruitment and 
actually recruiting other youth to join the organization or program 
offerings. 
 
Youth and staff share responsibilities for community outreach efforts 
(i.e., interaction with families, schools, other youth-serving organizations 
and the community). 
 

  

Youth and staff share responsibilities on program governing bodies (e.g., 
boards, advisory panels, standing committees, task forces). 
 
New staff participate in 8 or more hours of pre-service orientation 
activities, and pre-service orientation activities include elements of youth 
development.  
 
More than half of staff participate in at least one relevant professional 
development activity (e.g., child/youth development, behavior 
management, CPR, first aid, abuse and neglect prevention) per year 
within the organization. 
 
More than half of staff participate in at least one relevant professional 
development activity per year outside of the organization. 
 
All staff from different program offerings meet as a group to plan or 
coordinate prior to the start of a program cycle. 
 

VI-E.  
Organization 
promotes staff 
development. 

Staff from different program offerings meet regularly during the program 
cycle. 
 
Young people strongly identify with the organization (e.g., they wear 
program-related caps or t-shirts, hold one another to established 
guidelines, use ownership language such as “our place,” engage in shared 
traditions such as shared songs, group photos, rallies). 
 
Expectations for personal behavior and social interaction are documented 
(e.g., there are posted ground rules or membership guidelines) and all 
youth acknowledge them. 
 

VI-F.  
Organization 
promotes 
supportive 
social norms. 

Organization supports staff in encouraging youth to share personal 
concerns and in effectively addressing those concerns (e.g., “safe zone” 
posters are displayed; staff are trained to address youth concerns; staff 
devote time to youth with concerns; counselors or referral lists are 
available). 
 
Organization articulates high expectations for young people, and steps 
for meeting those expectations have been identified in all program 
offerings. 
 

VI.  High 
Expectations 
for Youth and 
Staff 

VI-G.  
Organization 
promotes high 
expectations 
for young 
people. 

Organization provides structured opportunities to acknowledge the 
achievements, contributions, and responsibilities of young people (e.g., 
group presentations, reflections, exhibitions, performances, celebrations). 
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Organization regularly assesses youth outcomes. 
 
Staff evaluations are regularly conducted with staff and used to guide 
staff development and program improvement decisions. 
 
Organization regularly assesses program quality. 
 

 VI-H.  
Organization 
is committed 
to ongoing 
program 
improvement. 

Organization employs strategies for program improvement that are based 
on regular assessment of youth outcomes, staff performance, and/or 
program quality. 
 
Ratio of youth to staff for a typical program offering is less than 15 to 1. 
 
All staff are present in the program space at all scheduled times. 
 

VII-I.  Staff 
availability 
and longevity 
with the 
organization 
support youth-
staff 
relationships. 

More than one third of staff were with the program for the entire program 
cycle. 
 

Sessions are cancelled less than 10% of the time. 
 
More than 90% of sessions occur within 10 minutes of the scheduled 
beginning and ending times. 
 

VII-J.  
Schedules are 
in effect. 

Complete program schedules are posted prior to the beginning of the 
program cycle and kept up-to-date. 
 
Organization regularly identifies the availability of all eligible youth – 
served and not served – and uses this information to plan program 
schedule(s) that maximize participation. 
 
Organization regularly identifies and addresses potential distance, 
transportation, and neighborhood safety barriers for all eligible youth – 
both served and not served. 
 

VII-K.  
Barriers to 
participation 
are addressed. 

Organization regularly identifies and addresses potential cost barriers to 
youth – both served and not served. 
 
Organization has established mechanisms (e.g., newsletters, e-mail, 
conferences, group meetings, dinners, picnics) for regular 
communication with families of youth participants. 
 
Communication with other organizations involved with youth occurs to 
better coordinate supports and opportunities for youth. 
 

VII.  Access 
 
 

VII-L.  
Organization 
communicates 
with families, 
other 
organizations, 
and schools. 

Communication with schools occurs to better coordinate supports and 
opportunities for youth. 
 

 
Note:  From Youth Program Quality Assessment Form B – Organization Items by High/Scope 
Educational Research Foundation, 2005, Ypsilanti, MI: High/Scope Press.  Copyright 2005 by 
High/Scope Educational Research Foundation.  Excerpted with permission. 

 
 



 

APPENDIX E 
 

KALDI ORGANIZATIONAL CAPACITY ASSESSMENT 
 

As part of the Kansas Afterschool Leadership Development Initiative (KALDI) we want to gain a 
better sense of the capacities of your afterschool site in several areas.  Specifically these 
questions ask about (1) your afterschool site’s plans for the future, (2) collaboration between staff 
and volunteers, (3) site administration/organization, (4) environment, (5) relationships, (6) 
programming/activities, and (7) youth engagement/involvement.  Please answer each question 
honestly as there is no right or wrong answer.  For each statement circle the extent to which you 
agree or disagree.  Thanks in advance.   
 
Are you a (please check one)?:   Site coordinator/director  Staff person 
 

1.  The first set of questions asks about plans for the future of the afterschool site. 
Our afterschool site: Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Somewhat 

Disagree 
Somewhat 

Agree 
Agree Strongly 

Agree 
Undertakes activities (e.g., meeting with 
constituents, community mapping, needs 
assessment survey) to gain an understanding of the 
needs of youth. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Undertakes activities (e.g., meeting with 
constituents, community mapping, needs 
assessment survey) to gain an understanding of the 
needs of parents. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Collects regular feedback from youth regarding their 
satisfaction with services.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Collects regular feedback from parents regarding 
their satisfaction with services.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Gains input from other community stakeholders or 
individuals.   
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Has a set of specific goals and strategies (a 
strategic plan).   
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Has strategies to increase the number or scope of 
services offered to youth.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Has strategies to improve services offered to youth. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Collects information about the impact of our program 
on the youth we serve. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Has a written statement of mission and goals. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Staff embrace our mission and goals. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Includes youth in planning efforts. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Includes families in planning efforts. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Includes staff in planning efforts. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Includes other stakeholders in planning efforts. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Has a plan for sustaining the program long-term. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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2.  The next questions ask about collaboration between staff and volunteers at the afterschool site. 
Our afterschool site: Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Somewhat 

Disagree 
Somewhat 

Agree 
Agree Strongly 

Agree 
Stands behind the guiding principles and ideas of this 
afterschool site. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Creates well developed plans outlining what we are 
going to do. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Evaluates our performance and uses the results to 
guide future planning. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Routinely considers going beyond “the way it’s always 
been done” in planning and problem-solving. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Has a broadly shared image of what our afterschool 
site and community will look like if we are successful 
in our efforts. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Has some people here who disagree on what the 
purpose of our afterschool site should be.   

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Has conflict that keeps us from getting things done. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Is unable to get the money we need to accomplish our 
goals. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Does a good job of managing the financial resources 
we have. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Has leadership that is effective and shared when 
appropriate. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Has responsibilities and roles for each person that are 
clear. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Always ends our discussions with a clear idea about 
what will happen next as a result of the discussion. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Makes plans and often does NOT follow through on 
them. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Does NOT have effective decision making 
procedures. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Needs to work on our communication with external 
partners. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Lacks broad support in the community. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Has people here who communicate well with each 
other. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Has the staff people we need to be successful. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Has people here have a great deal of respect for one 
another. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Celebrates our accomplishments and recognizes 
individual contributions. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Has meetings that are conducted efficiently and 
effectively.   

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Has people here who believe this organization will 
succeed in achieving its goals. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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3.  The next questions ask about the administration and organization of the afterschool site. 
Our afterschool site: Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Somewhat 

Disagree 
Somewhat 

Agree 
Agree Strongly 

Agree 
Has a plan or has located resources to help its 
executive director or other staff improve their 
leadership abilities. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Has a system for the collection and monitoring of 
participant attendance data. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Has an employee handbook that clarifies internal 
policies and procedures. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Has well-defined methods of communication  within 
the organization   

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Has well-defined methods of communication with 
parents and/or community members. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Develops, reviews and updates plan for youth 
involvement in organizational planning and decision-
making. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Develops, reviews and updates plan for parent 
involvement in organizational planning and decision-
making. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
   4.  The next questions ask about the environment at the afterschool site. 

Our afterschool site: Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Provides a stimulating, welcoming and supportive 
environment for young people. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Has a culture that allows participants to take 
initiative and explore their interests. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Establishes, maintains and communicates code of 
conduct to participants, staff and their families. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Applies rewards and consequences for participant 
behavior appropriately and consistently. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
 
   5.  The next questions ask about the relationships between staff members, youth, and others at the afterschool site. 

Our afterschool site: Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Has staff who respect and communicate with one 
another.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Has staff who are role models of positive adult 
relationships. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Has staff who Interact with families in a comfortable, 
respectful, welcoming way. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Has staff who treat participants with respect.  
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Has staff who listen to participants. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Teaches participants to interact with one another in 
positive ways. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Teaches participants to make responsible choices 
and encourages positive outcomes. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Is sensitive to the culture and language of 
participants. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Establishes meaningful community collaborations 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Has scheduled meetings with its major stakeholders. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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6.  The following questions ask about the programming and activities at the afterschool site. 
Our afterschool site: Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Somewhat 

Disagree 
Somewhat 

Agree 
Agree Strongly 

Agree 
Provides activities that reflect the mission of the 
program. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Addresses academic, physical, social and 
emotional needs of the participants. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Offers project-based, experiential activities that 
promote creativity and development of participant 
self-expression. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Establishes and follows a schedule that is known 
to all staff, participants, and their families. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Provides a range of opportunities in which 
participants’ work can be showcased. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Integrates opportunities for the development of 
personal responsibility, self-direction, and 
leadership throughout the program. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Has activities that promote positive youth 
development and reflect the overall goals of the 
program. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Conducts needs assessments to determine 
participants’ interests. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
 
    7.  The next questions ask about youth engagement and involvement in the afterschool site. 

Our afterschool site: Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 
Disagree 

Somewhat 
Agree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Provides participants with a variety of 
engagement strategies. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Has participants who take ownership of program 
selection and development. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Enables participants to develop life skills, 
resiliency, and self-esteem via activities. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Affords participants opportunities to express their 
ideas, concerns and opinions. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Enables participants to explore resources and 
issues in their community through projects and 
activities. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Promotes consistent and active participation. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Promotes teamwork and respect for others 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Involves participants in the development of 
disciplinary practices. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Encourages participants to recruit others into the 
program. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
Thank you for taking time to fill out this survey! 

 
Portions of this survey were taken with permission from the New York State Afterschool Network 
(NYSAN) Program Quality Self-Assessment Tool and the Center for Community Support and 
Research’s One Kansas Collaborative Assessment. 
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APPENDIX F 

GLOSSARY 

Activity setting – systems that consist of events and relationships specific to a particular place 

and time (O’Donnell, Tharp, & Wilson, 1993). 

Behavior setting - small-scale social systems with consistent patterns of behavior that occur 

within set times and places, and with specific objects, supplies or materials (Scott, 2005). 

Capacity – see “Organizational capacity” 

Capacity-building – see “Organizational capacity-building” 

Genotype – behavior settings which are similar enough in their basic components (actors and 

physical objects) that they are interchangeable to the extent that their leaders could function 

effectively in any of the settings (Luke, Rappaport, & Seidman, 1991). 

Intersubjectivity - the degree to which persons in the same activity setting “think, experience, 

and describe the world” (O’Donnell et al., 1993). 

Joint productive activity - cooperative interactions that result in shared goals, learning, 

relationships and development for participants (O’Donnell et al., 1993). 

Organization of resources - the way in which “resources are arranged or allocated” (Tseng & 

Seidman, 2007). 
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Organizational capacity - “the organization’s potential to perform - its ability to define and 

realize goals effectively, efficiently, and in a relevant and sustainable manner” (Horton, Alexaki, 

Bennett-Lartey, Brice, Campilan, Carden, et al., 2003).   

Organizational capacity-building - a form of consultation in which a consultant works with the 

organization’s leaders and stakeholders to increase organizational efficacy and sustainability 

(Connolly & York, 2003; Orford, 1992).   

Phenotype – behavior settings that belong to the same genotype but “differ meaningfully and 

consistently in the behavior episodes within particular settings” (Luke et al., 1991). 

Reciprocal participation - interactions in which “each person both assists and is assisted during 

the activity” (O’Donnell et al., 1993). 

Resources - human, economic, physical, temporal, and other assets within a setting that 

contribute to youth development (Tseng & Seidman, 2007).   

Setting outcomes - measures of the functioning of a setting at any given time (Tseng & 

Seidman, 2007).   

Social processes - “ongoing transactions between two or more groups, such as teacher and 

youth, staff and youth, and different groups of youth, in a setting” (Tseng & Seidman, 2007).   

Social setting – a system that is bounded by time and place, and is defined by it’s unique social 

processes, resources, and organization of resources (Tseng & Seidman, 2007).   
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Youth – young people between the ages of approximately 10 and 19 years old (Academy for 

Educational Development/Center for Youth Development and Policy Research, 1996) 

 
Youth development - a process which prepares young people to meet the challenges of 

adolescence and adulthood through a coordinated, progressive series of activities and 

experiences which help them to become socially, morally, emotionally, physically and 

cognitively competent” (National Youth Development Information Center, 1988) 
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