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The Utah 4-H Mentoring/Youth and Families with Promise (YFP) program is a statewide
mentoring program designed for at-risk youths who are 10-14 years old. Youths are paired with
mentors, participate in 4-H activities, and attend Family Night Out (FNO) activities designed to
strengthen family bonds. Following an evaluability assessment by N1J that showed that the
program was ready for evaluation, JRSA conducted a process and outcome evaluation to assess
the degree to which the program is implemented and operated as planned, as well as its
effectiveness in increasing participants’ interpersonal competence, improving their academic

performance, strengthening their family relationships, and preventing delinquency.

Our assessment addressed the following: (1) the characteristics of the population served; (2) the
type and dosage of program activities; (3) mentor-mentee relationships; (4) satisfaction with the
program; (5) involvement of youths’ family members in the program; (6) characteristics of
mentors; and (7) issues related to the youths’ length of stay. Though there was significant
attrition over the course of data collection, the evaluation included 392 youths in the treatment

group and 327 youths in the comparison group.

Assessment methods were as follows:
e We collected pre- and post-program data from 2005 to 2010 from youths in the program
and their parents of youths, and from a comparison group of students of similar age.
e We measured outcome indicators at the start of, during, and up to three years after the
youths’ involvement with the program using the Behavioral and Emotional Rating Scale
Version 2, official school and court records, and the youths’ self-reports of behavior and

perceptions of the program.
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e Youths’ perceptions of their relationship with their mentor were measured through the
Youth—Mentor Relationship Questionnaire.

e Program implementation was assessed using program dosage data, observations of
program activities, mentor surveys, interviews and surveys of program staff, and program
documentation.

e Program costs were assessed by collecting data on program expenditures and comparing

them to expenditures of similar programs.

The evaluation found no evidence for improvement in academic performance, strengthening
of family relationships, or delinquency prevention. Significant deviation from documented
program guidelines was seen, and required program “dosage” was not always provided.
While the evaluation had some methodological limitations, its findings show limited
evidence of program success. Once issues with program implementation have been

addressed, however, further evaluation might be considered.
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INTRODUCTION

In December 2004, the National Institute of Justice (NIJ) issued a solicitation for
evaluation of four youth programs funded by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Preventions (OJJDP). One of those programs was Utah’s 4-H Mentoring/Youth and Families
with Promise (YFP) program. YFP is a statewide 4-H mentoring program designed for at-risk
youths who are approximately 10-14 years old. Youths are paired with mentors, participate in 4-
H activities, and also attend Family Night Out (FNO) activities to strengthen family bonds. JRSA

received the award from NIJ to conduct a process and outcome evaluation of the YFP program.

PROCESS EVALUATION

The purpose of the process evaluation was to assess the degree to which the YFP
program was implemented and operated as planned. The evaluation covers approximately three
years of program operation, from September 2005 through September 2008. During that time,
the number and location of program sites, sources of funding, and how program implementation
data were collected changed, but the program design remained consistent. Multiple data sources,
including official program records and documentation describing the program, reports from
program participants and mentors, and observations of program activities were used to conduct
the process evaluation.

We began by comparing program guidelines found in the YFP Program Guide with what
was actually taking place in programs and found both consistencies and inconsistencies. Home
visits were provided as planned; the types of interventions were appropriate; on average sites
offered FNO and 4-H activities as required; and youths were matched with mentors as specified

in the program guide. Some interventions and requirements did not appear to be implemented as
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planned: some sites changed the schedule of program activities during the summer; some youths
admitted were younger than the targeted age range; many youths attended FNOs less often than
required, but many attended 4-H more often than required; on average youths met with their
mentors less frequently per month than expected, though there was substantial variation by site;
some mentors did not receive an orientation training or the mentor manual; and early contacts
between mentors and site coordinators were less frequent than required for many sites. Finally,
though not a requirement or a guideline, few youths were matched with a grand mentor (i.e.,
older adult); most youths were matched with a young adult mentor.

Availability of program implementation data was a concern. Many sites were doing a
good job of reporting such data, but others were reporting little, if any. Several other important
variables were not routinely collected by the program, including discharge date; reasons for, and
sources of, referral to the program; and information about why a youth was matched with a
mentor. We were not clear whether the activities reported reflected reality or record-keeping
limitations. It is possible, for example, that mentors met with youths but did not record the
meetings in the online log. It is crucial that the program accurately capture all program activities
so it can determine where minimal levels of service are not being met.

We examined program logs of reported activities, which showed that youths received an
average of 2.35 in-person intervention contacts (meeting with mentor, participating in 4-H, and
attending FNO) per month, or just over half the monthly requirement. Though participation in 4-
H activities was generally met or exceeded requirements, attendance at FNO activities and
meetings between youths and mentors did not. One likely reason for youths’ attending more 4-H
than FNO activities is that many sites offered many more 4-H activities than recommended by

the Program Guide, but, on average, they offered few more than the required number of FNO
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activities. Further, for many sites YFP operated primarily as a school-year program; there was
less mentoring during the summer months and some sites did not offer 4-H and FNO during the
summer. The school-year program schedule also likely accounts for why in some sites the
average length of the first match between a mentor and mentee was about 9.5 months. Given that
YFP is part of 4-H, the program could continue activities through FNOs and 4-H activities
during the summer even if the mentoring relationship were suspended.

There is no presumed length of stay for the program. Youths typically stay in the program
as long as they like and few youths graduated from the program during our study. Thisis a
concern if the program is not able to provide services to youths who would benefit because it is
serving longtime attendees who no longer require program interventions.

To help sites identify and resolve problems related to youth participation in the program,
promote better accountability among mentors, and help sites with program implementation we
recommend that they make the following alterations in their data collection practices: 1) site
coordinators should monitor mentor contact data submitted in the online log on a monthly basis
to ensure data are entered; 2) the state 4-H office should monitor all data submitted by sites
monthly to ensure data are entered and accurate; 3) reasons for referral and source of referral
should be added to the online log; and 4) fields should be added in the online log to track

scheduled versus completed mentor meetings.

OUTCOME EVALUATION

We used a nonequivalent groups design for the outcome evaluation (pre- and post-testing
for an experimental group as well as a comparison group) that includes up to a three-year follow-
up for youths attending the program. We collected pre- and post-test data from youths entering

YFP from 2005 to 2008 as well as their parents (YFP group), and from two cohorts of students
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from various schools in grades 4-8 (comparison group). Major components of pre- and post-tests
included the Behavioral and Emotional Rating Scale Version 2 (BERS-2), as well as questions
measuring self-reported delinquent behaviors and what youths would like to work on (or did
work on) with their mentors during the program. The BERS-2 is a 52-item scale designed to
assess the behavioral and emotional strengths of children in five domains (subscales):
Interpersonal Strength, Intrapersonal Strength, Affective Strength, Family Involvement, and
School Functioning. The instrument also contains a supplemental Career Strength scale
consisting of five items that measure interest and aptitude for career and vocational development.
For youths in the YFP group, the post-test also included questions on mentor relationship quality
and perceptions of the YFP program.

To assess the long-term outcomes of program participation and sustainability of program
effects, we scheduled follow-up telephone interviews with YFP and comparison group youths to
occur annually for up to three years after program discharge/date of the last post-test. Given the
program objective associated with improving school performance, we obtained official school
records of attendance and grades prior to, during, and up to three years following involvement in
the program (or last post-test for the comparison group). Since the program targets at-risk
youths, we collected data on YFP and comparison youths’ involvement with the juvenile court
system prior to, during, and up to a maximum of three years following their involvement in the
program/study.

Because youths tended to stay in the program a long time, we collected additional post-
test data each year to capture information on any changes occurring. Post-tests were scheduled

for approximately 8 (post-test 1), 20 (post-test 2), and 32 (post-test 3) months following the pre-
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test. The table below shows the number of completed tests we received for the YFP and

comparison group youths.

Youth Pre- and Post-Test Form Completion by Group

YFP Group (included in
outcome analyses, if

Comparison Group

different?)

Number of Forms Received

Pre-test 392 (385) 327
Post-Test 1 Only (no Pre-Test) 9 Not applicable
Pre-Test and Post-Test 1 270 (257) 280
Pre-Test and Post-Test 2 98 (96) 144
Pre-Test, Post-Test 1 and Post-Test 2 93 131
Post-Test 3 28 Not applicable

®Some forms were not used in the outcome analyses because they were completed too late for

inclusion.

The annual follow-up telephone interviews with YFP and comparison group youths

mentioned above were used to assess current academic performance, interpersonal competence,

family relationships, and delinquency/risky behavior as well as perceptions of YFP program

involvement (YFP youths only). The table below shows the number and percentage of follow-up

interviews conducted.
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Number of Annual Follow-up Interviews Completed by Group

YFP Group Comparison Group
(% Eligible Completed) | (% Eligible Completed)
Year One 132 (40%) 103 (37%)
Year Two 107 (31%) 147 (49%)
Year Three 38 (30%) 51 (36%)

We examined the YFP and comparison groups for comparability, and then used the youth
version of the BERS-2 subscales to look at changes in the youths from the pre-test to post-tests at
approximately 8 and 20 months. There were significant differences between the two groups on
a number of socio-demographic and risk factors at the pre-test, with YFP youth more likely to be
non-white, younger, living with only one parent, and having one or more self-reported school
suspensions in the six months prior. For the BERS-2 subscales, YFP youths had lower average
scores and showed greater variability in their scores than youths in the comparison group. Given
that the program targets youths who are at-risk and we were not able to randomly assign youths
to the YFP and comparison groups, these differences are not unexpected.

Using analyses of covariance (ANCOVA) to control for pre-test differences, analyses of
the BERS-2 subscale results showed a significant, positive change on post-test 1for the YFP
group on the affective strength measure. That is, there was evidence that regardless of their level
of affective strength when they started the program, YFP youths had a greater ability to accept
affection and express feelings after being in the program for approximately eight months when
compared with comparison youths. No other significant between-group differences were found at
post-test 1 for the YFP and comparison groups as a whole. We conducted separate analyses for
those YFP youths who received at least two-thirds of the services (mentoring, FNO, and 4-H)

they should have received according to program requirements given their time in the program (n
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=76). When these YFP youths were examined, the previously observed difference on affective
strength was larger, but failed to achieve statistical significance due to the smaller sample size.

At post-test 2, the only significant difference between the two groups on the BERS-2 was
on family involvement. Youths in the comparison group had significantly higher family
involvement than the youths in the YFP group.

Another set of ANCOVAs was carried out to assess selected youth differences (age, race,
gender, and parental living status) that might moderate program effects. The age by group (YFP
vs. comparison) interaction was statistically significant for three BERS-2 subscales — School
Functioning, Affective Strength, and Career Strength — and the interaction for a fourth subscale,
Family Involvement, approached significance. In all cases, younger YFP participants scored
higher on the first posttest than older participants, a difference not observed in the comparison
group.

Separate analyses using gain scores rather than ANCOVAs showed that mean scores
improved significantly for YFP youths for all BERS-2 scales, except Career Strength, at
approximately 8 and 20 months (post-test 1 and 2, respectively) of participation. Youths with
longer average lengths of stay in the program (29.7 months) had greater improvements on all the
BERS-2 scales within approximately eight months of program involvement than youths with a
shorter average lengths of stay (14.2 months), and most of the improvement in scores that
occurred over 20 months occurred in the first eight months of the program.

The Youth-Mentor Relationship Questionnaire (YMR) was administered at each post-test
for youths in the YFP group only. On average, youths rated their relationships as more rather
than less successful, but the greatest success was achieved in the absences of negative emotions

about the relationship (Not Unhappy subscale), while the least success was achieved with how
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the mentors helped youth cope with problems (Helped to Cope subscale). Girls were more likely
to report that mentors helped them with their problems, while non-whites were more likely to
report negative feelings about their mentors. Neither of two measures of program involvement,
length of time or dosage, was correlated with scores on the YRM subscales.

When youths were asked at post-tests 1 and 2 about how much they thought the program
helped them, an overwhelming majority (90% and 94%, respectively) indicated that the program
helped them *“somewhat” or “very much.” At both post-tests 1 and 2, youths reported that mentor
activities were the part of the program that helped them the most (47% and 53%, respectively).

With regard to school data, at least some data were available for 39% of the YFP group
and 73% of the comparison group. Lack of cooperation from the schools and school districts
contacted was the primary reason for missing data. Issues with the quality of these data made
precise assessments of differences between YFP and comparison youth difficult. Given these
difficulties, we limited our analysis to assessing whether the number of days absent increased,
decreased, or remained the same for youths with multiple absences in the period preceding
program/study involvement to the last period of study involvement. Comparable proportions of
youths in the YFP and comparison groups had decreased absences during this time, though YFP
youths were more likely to have an increase in absences.

With regard to court involvement, we collected data prior to, during, and up to a
maximum of three years following youths’ involvement in the program/study. Data on court
involvement were available for 98% of the comparison group and 82% of the YFP group. Only
3% of youths had a history of court involvement at any time before the study began (2.8% for the
comparison group and 3.1% for the YFP group). During the time YFP youths were in the

program, a significantly greater proportion (6.2%) had charges brought to court than comparison
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group youth (2.2%; y° = 6.66, p = .01). YFP youths were more likely than comparison youths to
have court involvement for a new offense in both the first and second year following discharge.

We began the examination of follow-up data by comparing the follow-up samples of YFP
and comparison group youths with the original samples. As expected, the subsamples that
comprised the follow-up groups showed fewer “risk factors” than the overall study samples.
Therefore, the results presented should be interpreted with caution, since they may reflect a
positive sample selection bias.

When asked at the one-year follow-up how much the 4-H Mentoring/YFP program
helped them, 91% of YFP youths indicated that it helped them somewhat or very much.
Activities with the mentor (60%) and FNOs (21%) were activities that YFP youths reported
helped them the most. When specifically asked about any changes the youths noticed in their
family relationships in the year following involvement in YFP, 74% reported some sort of
improvement with their family. Though a little less frequently than at the year-one follow-up,
most youths reported that the program helped them “somewhat” or “very much” (84%).
Activities with the mentor (55%) remained the most commonly selected response when youths
were asked what program activity helped them the most.

A series of additional questions asked at follow-up, some of which were taken from the
BERS-2 scales, suggest that YFP youths have more self-reported school, family, and social
issues in the first year after they left the program than comparison group youths. As noted
previously, YFP youth were also more likely to come into contact with the juvenile court during
the follow-up period than were comparison group youth.

We collected cost data on the YFP program and found substantial variation by site in

terms of the cost per day to serve a youth. We calculated a cost per day of $6.70 based on the
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total expenditures and total number of youths served by all the sites. Given this cost per day in
FY 2009, if a youth stayed for 12 months, it cost $1,825 to serve the youth. We concluded that

the 4-H/YFP mentoring program costs are in range with those of similar programs.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

We did not see any evidence that youths in the YFP group had substantially higher school
grades or fewer school absences during the program or after two years of having left the program
when compared to the comparison group. Since neither official records of school performance
nor scores on the School Functioning scale showed significant differences between the treatment
and comparison group, we conclude that there is no evidence to suggest that the program
improved academic performance.

There is no evidence that the program strengthened family relationships, as indicated by
the lack of significant difference in Family Involvement scores between the treatment and
comparison groups. There is also no evidence that the 4-H Mentoring/YFP program had an effect
on delinquency. Though the proportion of youths who offended was small, YFP youths were
more likely to offend while in the program, and one and two years following the program, than
comparison youths.

With regard to long-term effects, we found that YFP youth continued to view the
program in positive terms after leaving the program. These youth reported that they had
benefitted from the program and their relationships with their mentors. However, YFP youth
were more likely to have legal charges brought against them up to two years after program
involvement, and self-reported more negative school, family and social issues after program

completion than comparison youth.
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While the summary of findings presented above is certainly not positive, our study did
show many positive findings regarding the program. The program appears to have successfully
targeted higher risk and/or need youth, as indicated by their lower initial scores when compared
with those of the comparison group youth on all components of the BERS-2. Mentor and mentee
meetings appeared to take place on a regular basis, and many 4-H activities were offered in most
sites. Over half of YFP youth felt that the program had helped them *“very much” and the vast
majority felt the program had helped them at least somewhat. Almost half of YFP youth named
“activities with my mentor” as being the part of the program that helped them the most.
Moreover, these positive feelings were reported several years after youth were no longer
involved in the program.

Despite the positive findings noted above, we are forced to conclude that the YFP
program in general did not produce the desired outcomes. There are several possible
explanations (other than methodological ones) for why we failed to observe more positive
outcomes. One of the most likely explanations is suggested by the findings of the process
evaluation: that not enough youth received enough program services.

Several methodological issues suggest caution when interpreting our findings. Despite
our best efforts, we were unable to obtain a comparison group that was equivalent to the YFP
group on a number of key characteristics. Generally speaking, the YFP group was in fact riskier
and needier than the comparison group youth. This issue is particularly important when one
considers that the YFP group’s subscale scores did indeed improve from pre-test to the first post-
test. It is possible that if the two groups had started out equivalent, we would have found that the

YFP group would have looked better than the comparison group on the outcomes measured.
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For a variety of reasons, we were not able to include as many youth as we would have
liked in the study. The number of youth served by the YFP program during the time we
conducted our data collection was smaller than in previous years, a result of cuts in program
funding and some sites closing down. As it became obvious that the sample size was not going to
be as large as we had hoped, we used a variety of approaches to increase the numbers, including
lengthening the planned data collection period and adding the prior year’s (2005) YFP cohort to
our own data collection (which we had not planned to do). Nevertheless, it is possible that our
sample sizes may simply have been too small for us to detect significant differences between the
YFP and comparison groups. In addition, the attrition rates for the follow-up interviews were
higher than we had anticipated, and this affected our sample size.

In conducting the process evaluation component of the assessment we encountered a
number of issues with the “dosage” data being maintained by the program. The quality of these
data may have directly impacted our conclusions from this part of the study, since we based our
assessment of service delivery on these records. As noted previously, it is possible that more
YFP youth attended more mentor meetings, 4-H activities, and FNOs than were recorded in the
log data we received from the site coordinators. If this was the case, our hypothesis that the lack
of positive outcomes may have been due to the low program dosage received by YFP youth
would be contradicted.

Given these methodological issues and the concerns associated with program
implementation that we identified in the process evaluation, it would be unwise for us to make
definitive statements about the program’s success or failure. At most we can say there is limited
evidence of program success, but the program should consider further evaluation once issues

with program implementation have been addressed.
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YFP/4-H Mentoring Evaluation

INTRODUCTION

In December of 2004, the National Institute of Justice (NIJ) issued a solicitation for
evaluations of four youth programs funded by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention’s (OJJDP) FY2003 discretionary funds. One of those programs was Utah’s
4-H Mentoring/Youth and Families with Promise (YFP) program. YFP is a statewide 4-H
mentoring program designed for at-risk youths who are approximately 10-14 years old. Youths
are paired with mentors, participate in 4-H activities, and also attend Family Night Out (FNO)
activities to strengthen family bonds. As part of the process for developing the solicitation, NI1J
had developed an evaluability assessment that suggested that the program would be appropriate
for evaluation at that time. JRSA received the award from NIJ to conduct a process and outcome
evaluation of the YFP program.

The purpose of the process evaluation was to assess the degree to which the program was
implemented and operated as planned. The process evaluation begins with an overview and
history of the program followed by a summary of the design and methodology of the process
evaluation. The evaluation begins with an examination of the program design, as indicated in
program documentation. We then turn to program implementation, examining program
activities, program participants, mentor characteristics, the mentor-mentee matching process, and
mentee time in program. The section ends with a summary of our findings and a listing of
conclusions and recommendations regarding program implementation and operation.

The outcome evaluation is a nonequivalent groups design (pre- and post-testing for an
experimental group as well as a comparison group) that includes up to a three-year follow-up for
youths attending the program. Pre- and post-test data were collected for youths and the parents

of youths entering YFP from 2005 to 2008 (YFP group) and two cohorts of students from
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various schools in grades 4-8 (comparison group).! Major components of pre- and post-tests
included the Behavioral and Emotional Rating Scale Version 2 (BERS-2), as well as questions
measuring self-reported delinquent behaviors and what youths would like to work on (or did
work on) with their mentors during the program. For youths in the YFP group, the post-test also
included questions on mentor relationship quality and perceptions of the YFP program. To
assess the long-term outcomes of program participation and sustainability of program effects,
follow up telephone interviews with YFP and comparison group youths were scheduled to occur
annually up to three years after program discharge/date of the last post-test. Given the program
objective associated with improving school performance, we decided to obtain official school
records of attendance and grades prior to, during, and up to three years following involvement in
the program (or last post-test for the comparison group). Since the program targets at-risk
youths, we collected data on YFP and comparison youths’ involvement with the juvenile court
system prior to, during, and up to a maximum of three years following their involvement in the
program/study.

This reported is divided into five sections. Following this introduction, the first section
presents a review of the literature on youth mentoring. The next section presents the
methodology and findings of the process evaluation, along with a discussion of the findings and
conclusions. The next section presents the methods and findings of the outcome evaluation. The
section on program costs presents our findings with regard to the overall costs associated with

the YFP program. Finally, the Discussion and Conclusion section summarizes our findings and

! The 2005 cohort includes data that were collected for an internal evaluation conducted by Utah State University
(USU) that occurred prior to the start of the JRSA study. The data from the 2005 cohort were included in the JRSA
study to increase the sample size of the experimental group. Youths in this cohort were chosen if they were in one
of the following categories: 1) the youth was still in the program as of March 2007 and had been pre-tested for the
USU evaluation; or 2) the youth was no longer in the program and had been pre- and post-tested for the USU
evaluation.
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presents our interpretation of their meaning, and includes a discussion of methodological

limitations of the study design and data.

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



YFP/4-H Mentoring Evaluation

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE ON YOUTH MENTORING

There is a large literature on effective strategies to prevent at-risk youths from
involvement in the juvenile justice system that focuses on the various developmental pathways
that lead to delinquency (see, for example, Tolan, 2002). Broadly speaking, empirical research
on these pathways addresses individual, family, and community-level factors that are highly
correlated with delinquency. Several scholars have noted the potential of providing social
support to youths in the absence of informal social controls to positively influence youths’ lives,
especially in high-crime communities (Jones-Brown & Henriques, 1997). An estimated 8.5
million youth do not have caring adults in their lives, and those from disadvantaged homes and
communities are over-represented in this number (Cavell, DuBois, Karcher, Keller, & Rhodes,
2009). Numerous factors have contributed to the declining adult presence in youths’ lives in
recent decades, including: both parents working, the prevalence of one-parent families, the
growth of a distinct youth culture, the reduction of local funding for recreational programs, and
the discouraging, for legal and practical reasons, of employees in public systems (e.g., teachers)
befriending youth. As research has shown, youth who lack a strong relationship with a caring
adult while growing up are much more vulnerable to a host of difficulties, ranging from
academic failure to involvement in serious risk behaviors. Resilient youth—those who
successfully transition from risk-filled backgrounds to the adult world of work and good
citizenship—are consistently distinguished by the presence of a caring adult in their lives (Cavell
et al., 2009).

Youth mentoring substitutes nonfamily adults in children’s lives as an attempt to fill the
gaps left by the absence of parents and other close relatives, under the assumption that youth will

benefit from this support and guidance in their lives in much the same way they would from the

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



YFP/4-H Mentoring Evaluation

“natural mentoring” that would be provided by these missing family members (Herrera,
Grossman, Kauh, Feldman, & McMaken, 2007; Rhodes, Bogat, Roffman, Edelman, & Galasso,
2002; Walker, 2007).

While there are a number of different approaches youth mentoring, formal mentoring
programs tend to have common characteristics. In particular, these programs usually involve the
interaction of a child with an unrelated (usually volunteer) individual (usually an adult) over an
extended period of time. The mentee is presumed to benefit from the knowledge, skills, abilities
or experiences of the mentor in a relationship that does not have the “role inequality” associated
with other relationships in the child’s life, such as with parents and teachers (Keller & Price,
2010; Tolan, Henry, Schoeny & Bass, 2008). Mentors may be adults, young adults (e.g., college
students), or even peers, but are not acting in a professional capacity; that is, they are not
providing professional treatment for youth with mental health issues (Rhodes & Spencer, 2010).

Mentoring programs are believed to have the potential to affect a number of domains of
youth development and functioning. Rhodes and her colleagues identify three processes that may
be positively influenced by a mentoring relationship: (1) enhancement of social and emotional
development; (2) improvements in cognitive functioning through conversation, joint activity, and
guided instruction; and (3) promotion of positive identity development (Rhodes, Spencer, Keller,
Liang & Noam, 2006). In an early evaluation of the largest mentoring program in the United
States, Big Brothers Big Sisters of America (BBBSA), Tierney and Grossman (1995) included
the following as potential impacts: reduced antisocial activities; improved academic outcomes;
better relationships with family and friends; improved self-concept; and social and cultural
enrichment. Mentoring has also been widely used as an approach to dealing with a variety of

special needs youth, including youth in foster care, academically at-risk students, youth who

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



YFP/4-H Mentoring Evaluation

have a parent who is incarcerated, youth involved in the juvenile justice system, youth who have
disabilities, and pregnant and parenting adolescents (DuBois & Rhodes, 2006).

According to a survey of 722 mentoring programs conducted in 1997, programs have a
variety of goals and expect youth and mentors to engage in a variety of activities (Sipe & Roder,
1999). Most (74%) aimed to have a positive impact on youth’s personal development and nearly
two-thirds expected to influence youth’s academic behavior or performance. About 70% of
programs expected youth and mentors to spend some time in social and recreational activities,
and nearly 80% expected that academic activities would be included in how youth and mentors
spend their time together.

Types of Mentoring

Mentoring programs vary in the different forms that they take. Programs take place in a
variety of locations, including classrooms, youth development organizations, work and service-
learning, and faith-based organizations (Bauldry, 2004; Hamilton et al., 2006).> BBBSA is an
example of a community-based mentoring program. In programs such as BBBSA, community
members serve as volunteer mentors, and mentees are also drawn from the community.

School-based mentoring (SBM), which brings mentors into schools to meet with
students, is the most common form of formal mentoring in the U.S.; as many as 30% of
mentoring programs are run out of schools (Karcher & Herrera, 2007; Rhodes, 2002a). School-
based mentoring programs may attract volunteers who, by virtue of their jobs, families, age or
other circumstances, are less likely to volunteer in community-based programs. This includes a
greater proportion of volunteers who are older, lower income, female, and African American

(Herrera, Vang & Gale, 2002; Rhodes, 2002b). Because school settings are more tolerant of

2 Online mentoring programs, in which mentors and mentees interact via electronic communications, have also been
attempted in some areas (see, for example, Rhodes, 2004b).
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cross-gender matches, there are also more available mentors to the disproportionate number of
male youth on waiting lists (Rhodes, 2004a). School-based mentoring programs tend to attract
more volunteers from colleges and universities than community-based mentoring programs;
however, school-based programs that suspend or even terminate service during summer months
may be problematic, due to the loss of continuity in the mentor-mentee relationship (Herrera et
al., 2002). Relationships are also often terminated when students make transitions from one
school to another.

Peer mentoring programs, which use fellow students to serve as mentors, are one
variation of school-based mentoring programs. In these cross-age mentoring programs (CAMPS)
the mentor is an older youth, typically high school-aged, who is paired or matched with an
elementary or middle school-aged child (Karcher, 2007). In cross-age peer mentoring, high
school-aged mentors work with children at school, either in the classroom, after school, or during
lunch. Meetings typically last one hour, take place weekly, and operate for the duration of the
school year. The meetings often occur within a larger group, such as one in which 10-20 pairs
may meet in one location at a school, sometimes engaging in group-based activities for all or part
of the meeting (Karcher, 2007).

The growth and popularity of the CAMP approach is best exemplified by its place within
(BBBSA). The High School Bigs program, which is BBBSA’s cross-age model, compromises
nearly a fourth of all matches made through BBBSA organizations each year. The program is
friendship promoting, as opposed to goal-oriented, and allows the mentors the greatest latitude in
terms of selecting with the mentee what they will do together.

“Lunch buddy” mentoring is another version of school-based mentoring program in

which college student mentors meet twice weekly during school lunch with mentees (Cavell &
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Henrie, 2010). A new mentor is provided each semester. The program is designed to benefit
elementary school children who are highly aggressive or chronically bullied. Lunch buddy
mentoring de-emphasizes the strength and length of the relationship as mechanisms of change,
instead emphasizing improvements in a child’s social reputation among lunchtime peers and
enhancing positive interactions with those peers (Cavell & Henrie, 2010).

Effectiveness of Mentoring

There is no shortage of research and evaluation studies of mentoring initiatives. The
consensus of these studies seems to be that the overall record of success for youth mentoring
programs is encouraging but uneven (Cavell et al., 2009). Specifically, the research suggests that
mentoring can have a positive effect on at-risk youths when the program is well-organized,
applied systematically, and delivered by knowledgeable and competent staff (Tierney &
Grossman, 1995). In some successful programs, mentoring is only one component of a more
comprehensive intervention that includes life skills training and academic tutoring (Jekielek,
Moore, & Hair, 2002).

The earliest large-scale evaluation conducted on mentoring effectiveness was the
evaluation of BBBSA (Grossman & Tierney, 1998; Tierney & Grossman, 1995). The study,
conducted by Public/Private Ventures, included 959 youths who were randomly assigned to
treatment and control groups and received programming for 18 months. The results showed that,
compared to the control group, program youths were less likely to use drugs, drink alcohol, get
into physical altercations, and skip school during the study period. Program youths also reported
better relationships with their parents during the study period. Interpersonal competence was

improved, and youths reported feeling greater emotional support as a result of the program.
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More recently, Bernstein and his colleagues at Abt Associates conducted an assessment
of the Department of Education’s student mentoring program (Bernstein, Dun Rappaport, Olsho,
Hunt & Levin, 2009). The program, which targets students in grades 4-8, focuses on the
academic and social needs of at-risk students. The study included 2,573 students who were
eligible to participate in one of 32 programs during the 2005 and 2006 school years. The students
were randomly assigned to the mentoring program or to a control group. The study measured 17
outcomes in three domains: interpersonal relationships and personal responsibility, academic
achievement and engagement, and high-risk or delinquent behavior. No significant impacts were
found in any of the outcomes measured, although some positive outcomes were observed for
girls, and younger students showed a decrease in truancy.

In their meta-analysis of 55 mentoring programs, Dubois, Holloway, Valentine, and
Cooper (2002) found modest improvements in academic performance, emotional functioning,
and prosocial behavior among program participants. They observed larger effect sizes for
programs that instituted a careful selection process for prospective mentors, maintained
supervision of mentors during program operations, tracked program activities, and informed
participants that the mentor-mentee relationship could be expected to continue for a long time.

More recently, Patrick Tolan and his colleagues completed a Campbell systematic review
of 39 mentoring programs (Tolan et al., 2008). The review was restricted to studies that
examined delinquency, aggression, substance use or academic achievement in mentored youth
and a comparison group. The results of the review showed positive and statistically significant
main effects for all four types of outcomes, with larger effects observed for delinquency and

aggression than for drug use and achievement (Tolan et al., 2008).
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David DuBois and his colleagues recently published an update to his 2002 meta-analysis
of youth mentoring programs (DuBois, Portillo, Rhodes, Silverthorn & Valentine, 2011). The
analysis examined 73 evaluations of youth mentoring program published between 1999 and
2010. The results showed support for the effectiveness of mentoring programs as indicated by a
number of different outcomes, including behavioral, social, emotional, and academic. Findings
showed that the benefits of mentoring programs can been seen in all ages groups from early
childhood to adolescence. The authors also concluded that the benefits of mentoring programs
for the typical youth are modest and that programs exhibit considerable variability in their
effectiveness.

Specific Factors Related to Effectiveness

Mentor-Mentee Relationship

A number of studies have attempted to examine specific components of mentoring
programs. One obvious component that has received considerable attention is the mentor-mentee
relationship. Mentor-mentee relationships are complex, and thus are not easily measured. A
mentee’s assessment of the quality of his/her mentoring relationship depends not only on
individual qualities of the mentee but also on qualities of the mentor and the mentee’s reaction to
the mentor, which in turn is affected by the interaction of the two (Deutsch & Spencer, 2009).
Ideally, measures of both mentor and mentee on variables of interest will be obtained when
assessing the relationship.

Mentoring relationships are most likely to promote positive outcomes when they are
close, consistent, and enduring (Rhodes, 2007; Rhodes & DuBois, 2006). Mentoring seems to be
most effective when mentors: are a steady and involved presence in the lives of the youth with

whom they work; seek out and respect the youth’s views and desires regarding the relationship;

10
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take non-punitive approaches when dealing with their mentees (Grossman & Johnson, 1999;
Sipe, 1999). To maximize the benefits of the relationship, both the mentor and the youth should
have a role in the matching process, and youth should be actively involved in determining goals
and activities (Allen, Eby & Lentz, 2006; Karcher, Herrera & Hansen, 2010; Pedersen, Woolum,
Gagne, & Coleman, 2009; Rhodes & Spencer, 2010). Researchers have found that it is easier to
establish successful relationships with at-risk youth at a young age, which suggests that one
strategy for successfully delivering mentoring to adolescents is establishing the relationship early
and maintaining it through the transition to middle school (Zimmerman, Bingenheimer &
Behrendt, 2005). Research also suggests that the most successful relationships are developmental
in nature; that is, they begin with mentor-mentee activities, interactions, and discussions that are
initially focused on relationship building and therefore tend to be more present oriented, fun, and
playful. In addition, authenticity and empathy on the part of the mentor are particularly important
in the early stages of the mentoring relationship (Spencer, 2006). Several studies have suggested
that having fun, or simply “hanging out” together, is an important initial element in establishing
effective mentoring relationships (Nakkula & Harris, 2010; Pryce, Silverthorn, Sanchez, &
DuBois, 2010). Over time, however, an effective mentoring relationship must allow and support
the incorporation of more goal-directed, future-oriented, achievement-focused, and serious
activities or conversation topics (Hamilton & Hamilton, 2010; Karcher & Nakkula, 2010;
Larose, Ceyrenne, Garceau, Brodeur, & Tarabulsy, 2010).

Duration of the relationship has been found to be a critical determinant in program
effectiveness (Herrera et al., 2007; Rhodes & Lowe, 2008). Only about half of mentor-mentee
relationships last more than a few months — scholars attribute much of this to mentor exhaustion,

burnout, and an insufficient sense of appreciation for their work (Freedman, 1993; Grossman &

11

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



YFP/4-H Mentoring Evaluation

Rhodes, 2002). Grossman and Rhodes (2002) studied 1,138 youths in BBBSA to attempt to
determine the importance of length of relationship on program effectiveness. Their results
indicated that youths in relationships that were terminated within the first six months reported
statistically significant drops in global self-worth and perceived academic abilities, and
significant increases in alcohol use. When relationships lasted more than twelve months, youths
scored significantly higher on perceived social acceptance, perceived academic performance, and
school attendance, and were significantly less likely to use drugs or alcohol than the control
group.

Spencer (2007a) interviewed BBBSA mentors who had participated in unsuccessful
matches not lasting through the initial one-year time commitment required by the program. The
study suggested a number of factors that contributed to the demise of mentoring relationships,
including: perceived lack of mentee motivation; unfulfilled expectations; deficiencies in mentor
relational skills; family interference; and inadequate agency support. The absence of specific sets
of relational skills on the part of mentors, including a lack of youth focus, unrealistic or
developmentally inappropriate expectations of the youth, and low awareness of personal biases
and how cultural differences shape relationships, also played a role in the premature ending of
some of these mentoring relationships.

Race/Ethnicity

A number of studies have examined the effects of race and gender of youths and mentors
on mentoring outcomes. Unlike naturally occurring relationships, formal mentoring programs
tend to match youth and adults from strikingly different backgrounds (Spencer, 2007b). Most
adults who volunteer to serve as mentors in formal mentoring programs are white and reside in

middle- to upper-income households (MENTOR, 2006), whereas many of the youth targeted by
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these programs tend to be of color and to reside in low-income households (Freedman, 1993).
Thus, mentoring programs are often grappling with the problem of how to facilitate the
development of meaningful relationships between two strangers whose life experiences may be
very different (Spencer, 2007b). Individual differences in gender, ethnicity, and age can shape
the needs and characteristics of mentees and the processes through which mentoring may
influence them (Darling, Bogat, Cavell, Murphy, & Sanchez, 2006).

With the exception of youth for whom racial issues are an overriding concern, the
mentor's race or ethnicity may not be the critical factor in predicting the likelihood of a
successful relationship (Liang & West, 2007; Rhodes, 2002b). Trusting and supportive
relationships appear to be possible for minority youth in both same-race and cross-race
relationships. Whether or not adult mentors should be the same race as the youth they mentor
depends on the program’s mission, goals, and priorities; the preferences of the child’s parent or
guardian; and the personal qualities of the mentor (Jucovy, 2002). Parent and program
preferences for same-race/ethnic group matches, coupled with the relatively low proportion of
minority volunteers and the relatively high proportion of minority youth participants has
resulted in many minority youth being retained on waiting lists until adult volunteers of the same
race become available (Bauldry, 2004; Rhodes, 2002b; Spencer, 2007a).

The influx of immigrants from Latin America in recent years has been a challenge for
mentoring programs, particularly those that are school-based, since many of these youth may
often struggle in American schools (Diversi & Mecham, 2005). Diversi and Mecham (2005)
studied Latino youth in a rural after-school program and found that the mentoring relationship
was successful in fostering academic engagement and cross-cultural relations. Youth improved

their grades and reported being more connected to school, and mentors and youth also reported
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trust in their relationship and satisfaction in learning about each other’s culture (Diversi &
Mecham, 2005).

Karcher (2008) examined the effects of providing youth school-based mentoring to a
sample of 516 predominately Latino students who were already receiving other supportive
services. Results revealed small, positive main effects of mentoring on self-reported
connectedness to peers, self-esteem, and social support from friends, but not on several other
measures, including grades and social skills (Karcher, 2008).

While race or ethnic origin per se may not be critical in the success of mentoring
relationships, race and cultural values can influence mentor-mentee interactions in a number of
ways, resulting in the miscommunication or misinterpretation of social cues by culturally
unaware mentors. Liang & West (2007) thus suggest the need for mentors and mentoring
programs to work toward developing culturally sensitive youth mentoring programs.

Gender

Relatively few studies have been conducted to directly assess the effects of gender on
mentoring outcomes, and the few that have been done have shown mixed results (Darling et al.,
2006; Rhodes, Lowe, Litchfield & Walsh-Samp, 2008). In one of the more recent studies, Jean
Rhodes and her colleagues, drawing on data from BBSA programs, found that girls’
relationships lasted significantly longer than those of boys. Girls reported being less satisfied
than boys in short- and medium-term relationships, but were more satisfied than boys in long
term relationships (Rhodes et al, 2008). In a study of 376 youth involved in mentoring in seven
community sites, Bellamy, Sale, Wang, Springer, and Rath (2006) found that girls were more
positive than boys about the quality of their mentoring relationships with respect to the degree to

which they were youth-centered, their degree of emotional engagement, and their degree of
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satisfaction. In their meta-analysis of mentoring studies, DuBois et al. (2002) found that
demographic characteristics of youth or mentors, including gender, were unrelated to the strength
of program effect.

Specific Outcomes of Mentoring

As noted above, mentoring programs claim to have a variety of positive effects, and
therefore researchers have assessed a number of different outcomes when attempting to
determine whether programs are effective. Some of the more common outcomes that have been
examined are discussed below.

School Performance

Since so many mentoring initiatives are school-based, it is not surprising that research on
mentoring has included a number of school-related outcomes, such as grades, attendance, and
school-related (mis)behavior. One of the largest studies of school-related outcomes was
conducted by Public/Private Ventures (P/PV), which has done a great deal of work in mentoring
program development and assessment. Carla Herrara and her P/PV colleagues evaluated the
BBBSA school-based mentoring program, which at the time served over 100,000 students
nationwide (Herrara et al., 2007). The study included 1,139 youths in 71 schools across the
country, half of whom were randomly assigned to a mentor, while the other half was placed on a
waiting list. According to teacher reports, students improved in overall academic performance, as
well as in the specific subjects of science and written and oral language. Quality of class work,
number of assignments completed (both in class and homework), and serious school infractions
all showed positive changes. The students themselves reported feeling more competent
academically and skipping school less often, the latter outcome being confirmed by teacher

records (Herrara et al., 2007). A subsequent analysis of these data, focused on the one-half of
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mentees whose mentors were high school students, found that mentees improved on only one
outcome measure, teacher-reported social acceptance. Youth matched with adults, by contrast,
improved in a number of areas, including academic performance, school behavior, and
attendance (Herrara, Kauh, Cooney, Grossman & McMaken, 2008).

Wheeler, Keller and DuBois (2010) conducted a meta-analysis of the results of the
BBBSA school-based study and two other assessments of school-based mentoring (Communities
in Schools of San Antonio and the Department of Education’s Student Mentoring Program) that
did not find the same positive effects as those seen in the P/PV evaluation. The authors found
significant mean effect sizes for six of the 19 outcomes examined: truancy; presence of a
supportive adult relationship; perceptions of academic abilities; school-related misconduct; peer
support, and absenteeism. Other assessments have shown that mentoring programs in schools
have positive impacts on grades (Johnson, 2006); disciplinary referrals (Converse &
Lignugaris/Kraft, 2009; Johnson, 2006); school attendance (Johnson, 2006; LoSciuto, Rajala,
Townsend, & Taylor, 1996); and attitudes toward school (Converse & Lignugaris/Kraft, 2009;
LoSciuto et al., 1996).

Substance Abuse and Mental Health

There is some evidence to suggest that mentoring can have a positive effect on substance
abuse and mental health. In their meta-analysis of 39 mentoring studies, Tolan et al. (2008)
found a modest positive effect for mentoring on drug use. The P/PV evaluation of BBBSA found
that mentees were significantly less likely to self-report that they started using drugs and alcohol
during the study period than youth in the control group (Grossman & Tierney, 1998; Tierney &
Grossman, 1995). The impact was larger for drugs than alcohol, and affected minority youth

more than white youth. Rosenblum and his colleagues evaluated the effectiveness of a mentoring
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program for urban youth with an HIV-positive parent (Rosenblum et al., 2005). The study found
that participating in peer mentoring activities may reduce the size of peer substance-user
networks and substance use risk among vulnerable youth. LoSciuto et al., (1996) examined an
intergenerational mentoring approach to drug prevention for high-risk middle school students
and found that this multifaceted intervention approach resulted in more positive changes in
student knowledge, attitudes, and behavior concerning substance abuse and related life skills,
and that those whose mentors were most involved with them would fare even better. Other
research, however, has found no reduction in drug or alcohol use as a result of mentoring (see
Bauldry, 2006; DuBois & Silverthorn, 2005; Eby, Allen, Evans, Ng, & DuBois, 2008; Herrara et
al., 2007).

Ahrens, DuBois, Richardson, Fan and Lozano (2008) examined whether adolescents in
foster care with natural mentors have improved young adult outcomes. They concluded that
mentored youth had, on average, a significantly greater number of positive outcomes than non-
mentored youth, including better overall health and fewer thoughts of suicide. Evaluating the
effectiveness of a group mentoring program at a community mental health center, Jent and Niec
(2009) found that group mentoring significantly increased children’s reported social problem-
solving skills and decreased parent-reported child aggressive behavior and depression-related
symptoms. In his evaluation of the National Faith-Based Initiative for High-Risk Youth, Bauldry
found that mentoring may provide some protection against depression among high-risk youth,
but that it is less likely to serve as a remedy when youth are already depressed (Bauldry, 2006).
Social Competence/Self-Esteem

One of the common criteria for youth being enrolled in mentoring programs is a perceived

lack of social competence and/or self-esteem (Rhodes et al., 2006). However, the research on the
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effects of mentoring on these factors is mixed. Jekielek et al. (2002), in their review of mentoring
research, concluded that mentoring relationships do not consistently improve children’s self-
perception, including self esteem. This conclusion is confirmed by the P/PV study of BBBSA
(Tierney & Grossman, 1995), which found no significant improvements in self-concept, and by
Herrara et al.”s (2007) study of BBBSA’s school-based mentoring initiative, which found no
improvements in self-esteem. Other studies, however, have found more positive results in this area.
Karcher (2008), for example, found small, positive improvements in self-esteem among Latino
youth in a school-based mentoring program, particularly among high school girls. DuBois and
Silverthorn (2005) reported increased psychological well-being among mentored youth, including
heightened self-esteem and life satisfaction. Glomb, Buckley, Minskoff and Rogers (2006) found
that school-based mentoring is associated with improvements in self-image in youth with learning
disabilities and attention problems. Jent and Niec (2009) found that group mentoring significantly
increased children’s reported social problem-solving skills.

Two additional studies suggest that affect of mentoring on social competence and self-
esteem may be mediated by the quality and length of the mentoring relationship. Karcher (2005)
found that changes in self-esteem and social skills were highly related to the frequency of mentor-
mentee meetings. Rhodes (2002c), in her ongoing examination of data from the original BBBSA
evaluation, found that youth who were in matches that terminated within the first six months
suffered larger drops in feelings of self-worth and perceived scholastic competence than youth who
had never been matched with a mentor. Youth who were in matches that lasted more than twelve
months, however, reported significantly higher levels of self-worth, social acceptance, and

scholastic competence (Rhodes, 2002c).

18

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



YFP/4-H Mentoring Evaluation

Delinquency-Related Outcomes

A number of mentoring initiatives are designed for youth who have been in contact with the
juvenile justice system or are at risk of delinquent behavior. Tolan et al.’s (2008) meta-analysis
showed that mentoring has a positive effect for delinquency and aggressive behavior. Jekielek et al.
(2002), in their review of mentoring studies, concluded that youth who participate in programs that
include stand-alone mentoring or mentoring as one component of a comprehensive intervention are
less likely to commit misdemeanors or felonies. DuBois and Silverthorn (2005) found that youth
who participated in natural mentoring relationships were less likely to be involved in fights and to
join a gang. Bauldry (2006) found that mentored youth were less likely to resort to violence in
resolving social conflicts. Finally, the Washington State Institute for Public Policy assessed the
state Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration’s mentoring program for youth returning to the
community from a JRA facility (Drake & Barnoski, 2006). Their findings showed that recidivism
(based on reconvictions) was lower for the mentored youth one year after release, but there were no
differences at two or three years post-release.

Program Infrastructure

Researchers on mentoring programs are in agreement that programs need to provide an
infrastructure that supports the development and maintenance of mentoring relationships (Sipe,
1999). Ongoing training and support/supervision are key components of successful mentoring
programs (Jucovy, 2001; Sipe, 1999). Research has shown that mentors who report receiving
more pre-match and ongoing training report higher levels of closeness with their mentees, and
are more likely to maintain their mentoring relationships than those who do not (Herrara et al.,

2007; Karcher, Nakkula & Harris, 2005). Findings also point to the importance of mentoring
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programs providing ongoing and sensitive support to their mentors via proactive monitoring and
supervision of relationships (Jucovy, 2001; Spencer, 2007a).

Rhodes and DuBois (2006) distinguish between theory-based and empirically-based
mentoring program practices. Theory-based practices are those that have been identified in
mentoring program literature, such as ongoing training and supervision (see Jucoy, 2001), while
empirically-based program practices are those identified as being significantly related to program
outcomes in the meta-analysis conducted by DuBois and his colleagues (DuBois et al., 2002). Of
the 13 practices identified, five are both theory-based and empirically-based: monitoring of
program implementation; clear expectations regarding frequency of contact between mentor and
mentee; ongoing training; having structured activities for mentors and youth; and having active
parent support and involvement. Similarly, MENTOR/The National Mentoring Partnership
(MENTOR) has identified six evidence-based operational standards for mentoring programs:
recruitment; screening; training; matching; monitoring and support; and closure (MENTOR,
2009).

Cost of Mentoring Programs

Mentoring programs are usually thought of as being low-cost, and cost effective, because
they rely heavily on volunteers for service provision. However, there are relatively few studies
examining the cost of mentoring programs, and little is known about how cost relates to program
features such as overall size or whether the program offers group or one-on-one mentoring
(Grossman, 1999). Generally speaking, mentoring costs seem to fall into the range of after-
school and summer programs, and cost much less than intensive remedial programming or more

comprehensive service programs (Walker, 2007).
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Fountain and Arbreton (1999) have identified several unique elements that make
conducting cost studies of mentoring programs a challenge. First, many mentoring programs are
part of other, more comprehensive youth development efforts, and thus may not have their own
specific budgets. As noted previously, mentoring programs rely heavily on volunteers who
donate their time. They may also obtain other resources from larger organizations of which they
are a part or from other community organizations. These in-kind goods and services must be
considered as “off budget” expenses or costs to the program, as contrasted with budgeted items
like paid staff and equipment costs. Like many similar programs, mentoring programs have both
direct service costs and administrative costs, and these can be difficult to separate out in some
programs. Finally, calculating mentors’ time in terms of “full time equivalents” (FTEs) can be
challenging when mentors are working only a few hours a week, and programs may not be
keeping accurate and comprehensive records of the number of hours volunteers spend working.

The P/PV study of the BBBSA school-based mentoring program included an analysis of
program costs (Herrera et al, 2007). The cost per youth, including donated and out-of-pocket
expenses, was $987 per youth (median = $1,067), as compared with a per-youth cost of $1,088
for community-based mentoring. The researchers found no association between and the per-
youth cost and either the number of either youth an agency serves or the average number of
matches per school.

Fountain and Arbreton (1999) studied 52 mentoring programs to determine program
costs. The researchers collected basic descriptive information (such as number of youth served);
budget information (total budget and sources of revenue); staffing (number of paid and volunteer
staff and how many hours they work per week); other expenses by category (such as office

expenses, transportation, and youth activities); and allocation of staff time across a series of
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activities (such as mentor recruitment, mentor training and fundraising). Their results showed
that the median budget for the mentoring programs studied was $70,000. Mentoring programs
leveraged about $1 for every $1 in their budget; that is, the value of donated time and services
was roughly equal to the budget of the program. The majority of expenditures (77%) from off-
budget sources were the estimated value of the mentors’ time; that is, the amount it would cost
the program if mentors were paid rather than volunteers. The researchers calculated the average
cost per youth mentored to be $1,114 per year, with a median cost of $685 per youth per year.
Per youth costs were found to be fairly constant across program sizes.

Anton and Temple (2007) conducted a social return on investment (SROI) analysis of
school-based mentoring programs for the Mentoring Partnership of Minnesota. They estimated a
total per youth cost of $3,562 per youth, compared with a benefit of $9,688 (which included
benefits associated with reduced crime and truancy, enhanced school achievement, and mentor
satisfaction). This resulted in a cost-benefit of $6,126, or a benefit-cost ratio of $2.72.

In 2004, Steve Aos and his colleagues at the Washington State Institute for Public Policy
conducted a cost-benefit analysis of a number of nationally-known prevention and early
intervention programs for youth (Aos, Lieb, Mayfield, Miller & Pennucci, 2004). Using data
from the P/PV 1995 evaluation of BBBSA, Aos et al. (2004) calculated the benefits per child to
be $4,058 per year, compared with an annual cost of $4,010, for a net cost benefit of $48 per
year, or a cost-benefit ratio of $1.01. When only the cost to taxpayers is considered, the program
cost drops to $1,236 per youth, for a net cost benefit of $2,822 per year. Three mentoring
programs for juvenile offenders in Washington juvenile justice system were shown to have a net
cost benefit of $5,073. The authors also examined data from the Quantum Opportunity Program

(QOP), a Department of Labor-funded pilot program designed to serve disadvantaged high
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school students by providing education, service, and development activities, one component of
which was mentoring (Maxfield, Schirm & Rodriguez-Planas, 2003). The results for this
program were not so positive, with costs outweighing benefits by more than $15,000.
Summary

Although the findings of large-scale experimental evaluations of the effectiveness of
youth mentoring programs have been mixed, meta-analyses and systematic reviews generally
show modest but statistically significant improvements resulting from well-run programs. Youth
at all ages seem to benefit socially, emotionally, behaviorally, and academically from mentoring
programs. Programs exhibit considerable variability in their effectiveness, however, and the
literature suggests that programs that implement a careful selection and matching process for
mentors and closely supervise and support mentors during their mentoring relationships are most
likely to show positive effects.

Since mentoring programs rely heavily on volunteers who donate their time, and may
also obtain other resources from larger organizations of which they are a part, such programs
tend to cost relatively little compared with other youth programs. The cost-benefit of mentoring,
however, remains difficult to determine, given the variability in effectiveness of mentoring
programs.

Previous Evaluations of 4-H/YFP Mentoring

The YFP program has been subject to previous evaluation efforts. The program was
collecting its own data during the 2003 and 2004 school years. Higginbotham et al. (2007)
examined data on about 500 youth and parents who participated in the program during those two
school years. The data came from questionnaires completed at the end of the school year that

included youth and parent ratings of their own levels of academic achievement, social
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competency, and family bonds before and after participation in the program (i.e., a retrospective
pretest , where participants were asked to rate themselves as they would have prior to becoming
involved in the program). The results showed higher ratings in academic achievement, social
competency, and family bonds at the end of the school year than those the youths and parents
thought the participants would have received at the start of the school year.

In 2005 Bach Harrison, LLC completed a process and outcome evaluation of the YFP
program using a pre-post design with a control group (Bach Harrison, 2005). Youths were
identified for the control group via a waiting list for the YFP program. Multiple measures of
youths’ problems and competencies, including the Prevention Needs Assessment Survey and the
Achenbach’s Child Behavior Checklist, collected for both youth and parents in the treatment and
control groups. Pre-tests were completed at intake and post-tests were completed six to nine
months later. Altogether there were 20 youths in the treatment group and 18 youths in the
control group for whom complete data were available.

The study authors note that there was modest evidence of program effectiveness. There
were no significant differences between treatment and comparison youths on any of the youth
measures, but youths in the treatment group had significant higher social competency than the
comparison group according to parent measures.

The process evaluation showed problems with youth recruitment for the program and
attrition from the program. In addition, low dosage was a concern, with youths receiving less
than the desired amount of mentoring, FNO and 4-H activities. The authors recommended that

the program develop standards for intervention dosage.
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PROCESS EVALUATION

As part of the evaluation of YFP, project staff conducted a process evaluation. The
purpose of the process evaluation was to assess the degree to which the program was
implemented and operated as planned. This section of the report begins with an overview and
history of the program, followed by a summary of the design and methodology of the process
evaluation. The evaluation begins with an examination of the program design, as indicated in
program documentation. We then turn to program implementation, examining program activities,
program participants, mentor characteristics, the mentor-mentee matching process, and mentee
time in program. The section ends with a summary of our findings and a listing of conclusions
and recommendations regarding program implementation and operation. Data collection forms
used in the process evaluation may be found in Appendix A.

Overview and History of 4-H Mentoring/YFP

The 4-H Mentoring/ Youth and Families with Promise (YFP) is a statewide 4-H
mentoring program in Utah designed for at-risk youths who are approximately 10-14 years old.
Youths are paired with mentors, participate in 4-H activities, and also attend Family Night Out

(FNO) activities with their families to strengthen family bonds. According to the program guide:

The mission of the 4-H Mentoring: Youth and Families with Promise program is
to increase the developmental assets of youth, ages 10-14, and their families. This
mission is accomplished by utilizing culturally appropriate, early-intervention
strategies such as one-to-one mentoring, involvement in 4-H clubs, and family
activities. 4-H Mentoring: Youth and Families with Promise is designed to
increase youth’s interpersonal competence, improve youth’s academic
performance, and strengthen family relationships (Dart, 2006: i-1).

The program began operation in 1994 in one county and has been modified and expanded
over time. In 2004 YFP formally became a 4-H program. Though the program has been

implemented at one time or another in most of Utah’s 29 counties, 18 sites were in operation as
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of the beginning of September 2008. Table 1 indicates the operating status of the sites in the
study in operation at some point from September 2005 to May 2009 and Figure 1 shows the

number of sites in operation each year.

Table 1. Status of YFP Sites (September 2005 - May 2009)

Site Name Status

Cache — Community | Open

Cache — Latino Closed June 2007
Carbon Open

Davis Closed July 2007

Reopened March 2008
Closed October 2008

Iron — Community Open

Iron - CYFAR Open

Iron — After School Open

Juab Closed September 2008
Millard Closed June 2008

Rich Closed July 2007

Reopened September 2008

Salt Lake Closed September 2007
Sevier Closed July 2007
Tooele Open

Utah — Nebo Open

Utah — Park Open

Utah — Larsen

Merged with Park September 2006

Utah — Timpanogos

Open

Utah — Sharon

Merged with Utah- Aspen June 2007

Utah — Farrer

Merged with Utah- Spring Creek July 2007

Utah — Spring Creek | Open
Utah — Westmore Open
Utah — Aspen Open
Utah — Franklin Open

Utah — Oak Canyon

Opened October 2007
Closed September 2008

Utah — Orem Jr. High

Opened October 2007
Closed September 2008

Utah — Centennial

Opened October 2007
Closed September 2008

Washington

Closed July 2007
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Figure 1. Number of Sites in Operation on September 1 of Each Year

Day-to-day operations are managed on the site level or county level. However, all sites
are required to submit data on program participation to the Utah State University (USU)
Extension Office in Logan, Utah. The Extension Office in Logan serves as the program
headquarters. It performs a variety of tasks including providing support to sites across the state
(e.g., helping with new site implementation, training, and problem solving), developing and
maintaining a database tracking youth involvement and program activities, serving as an
advocate for the program, analyzing and producing reports on YFP, overseeing county and state
YFP spending, and applying for some of the funding received by sites. The program maintains a

web site at http://extension.usu.edu/yfp/.

Sources of funding for YFP have varied over time. For several years up to 2006, sites
received the bulk of their funding through federal government earmarks from various agencies

including the Department of Justice. During 2007-2008, sites were responsible for obtaining
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their own funding. In 2008-2009, sites had funding from federal, state, and local government, as
well as a foundation. Though there are some variations in how sites are organized, each site
generally has a part-time site coordinator who is responsible for scheduling and carrying out
group activities (4-H and Family Night Out), recruiting youths and mentors, training mentors,
and matching youths to mentors. The site coordinator reports to the county Extension 4-H agent.

According to the Program Guide, the YFP program consists of three components: one-to-
one mentoring, 4-H activities, and Family Night Out (Dart, 2006). The mentoring component
consists of weekly meetings for at least one hour between mentors and youth, at a location of
their choice. Mentors are supposed to receive an orientation prior to meeting with the youth,
along with a copy of the 4-H YFP Mentor Manual (see Platt, Riggs & Woodbury, 2002).
Monthly training sessions are required for all mentors.

Mentors are expected to provide “asset-specific” activities for each visit. The assets being
referred to are based on a set of “developmental assets for adolescents” identified by the Search
Institute in Minneapolis (see Scales & Leffert, 2004). These assets fall into two broad groups:
external and internal. External assets include: support, empowerment, boundaries and
expectations, and constructive use of time. Internal assets include: commitment to learning,
positive values, social competencies, and positive identity. YFP staff developed a curriculum for
mentors called CONNECT! Learning Activities to Strengthen Assets, based on the Search
Institute’s developmental assets (see Platt, Pappas, Serfustini & Riggs, 1999). The curriculum
provides specific instructions for learning activities that mentors can do with youth, along with
follow-up discussion questions to help the youth achieve higher level thinking and processing
skills (Platt et al., 1999). The curriculum covers eight of the 20 internal assets identified by

Search Institute (achievement motivation, school engagement, homework, reading for pleasure,
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planning and decision-making, interpersonal competence, resistance skills, and peaceful conflict
resolution).

In addition to one-on-one mentoring, mentors are also expected to attend Family Night
Out and 4-H activities. Family Night Out (FNO) is designed to provide structured, experiential
learning opportunities to help families strengthen family life skills (Dart, 2006). FNO topics
include: building trust, family support, kindness, positive family communication, working
together/problem solving, and family traditions. These appear to be structured but informal
activities; often a meal is served. For example, in one FNO observed by the evaluation team
around Halloween, roughly 30 youth, parents and mentors gathered at a local pumpkin patch.
After an outdoor dinner of fried chicken (during which the program staff visited with all of the
families and youth), the youth walked through a pumpkin patch/maze. After this, each youth
received a Halloween “goodie bag.” The FNO lasted for roughly two hours.

The YFP program is part of the state’s 4-H program, and is promoted as the “4-H
Mentoring Youth and Families with Promise program” (Dart, 2006). The program considers 4-H
club involvement to be an important component of the YFP program, and all mentees are
considered to be 4-H members (Dart, 2006). The program might be better thought of as a multi-
component program, of which mentoring is one of the components (Higginbotham, Harris, Lee,
& Marshall, 2006). YFP youth and mentors are expected to participate in monthly 4-H activities.
The activities take place within 4-H “clubs,” which are organized groups of youth with planned
programs, often organized around specific projects, conducted throughout the year. Clubs are
often community-based, which means that YFP youth may participate in activities with youth
who are not in the program, but are part of 4-H. For example, in one of the 4-H clubs observed

by the evaluation team, YFP and 4-H youth participated in one of several possible weekly
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activities, including karate, dance and Spanish culture. Youth could also get assistance with
math, reading, or homework assignments.

Process Evaluation Methodology

The purpose of the process evaluation is to assess the degree to which the program is
implemented and operated as planned. This assessment addresses the following issues: (1)
characteristics of the population served (risk factors, protective factors, socio-demographic
characteristics); (2) type and dosage of program activities; (3) mentor-mentee relationships; (4)
satisfaction with the program; (5) involvement of youths’ family members in the program; (6)
characteristics of mentors (e.g., type of mentor, sex, race); and (7) issues related to the length of
youths’ length of stay. This assessment addresses these issues and questions for the program as a
whole and considers variation across sites. In addition to allowing us to assess the fidelity of
program implementation, these data will be used to determine the ability of the program to be
exported to other locations.

Data Sources

Program implementation data are available from six sources: site coordinators’
descriptions based on interviews and surveys about how YFP is implemented at their site; mentor
surveys; actual reports on implementation submitted by site coordinators that track youth
involvement and program implementation; observations of program activities; interviews with
youths; and socio-demographic information on program participants from pre-tests. The
Program Guide (Dart, 2006) and the Mentor Manual (Platt and Woodbury, 2006) served as the
program documentation and were used to develop an understanding of the program design. The

analyses address similarities and differences between the program design and program
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implementation across all sites using each of the six sources. The program implementation data
from each of these six sources are described below.

Site Coordinators’ Site Descriptions

Since individual site coordinators are given leeway regarding how YFP is implemented at
their site, we gathered information from site coordinators via in-person or telephone interviews
and/or surveys to obtain their perspective of how YFP operates at their site. Interviews were
conducted in February and March 2006, while surveys were collected in the summers of 2007
and 2008. If we conducted an interview and had reason to believe that the site implementation
had changed by the time surveys were collected, we asked the site coordinator to complete a
survey. We followed up with each site after the initial survey submission to address problems
with missing data and other issues that arose (e.g., responses to open-ended questions by some
sites prompted us to follow up on responses given by other sites). Data from the site
coordinators are available on all of the sites included in the study except Salt Lake City.> A copy
of the site coordinator survey, entitled “Description of YFP/4-H Mentoring Site” is provided in
Appendix A.

Mentors’ Perspective

To learn about the mentors’ experiences with and perceptions of the program, we
conducted a web survey of current and recent YFP mentors in 2007 and 2008. Originally we had
planned to randomly sample and conduct telephone interviews with a few mentors. However,
we decided that a web survey of all mentors would accomplish the original purpose of learning

about mentors’ experiences and perceptions while allowing us to collect data from a larger

® For the two Cache County sites and Millard, some but not all data are available. Only one youth attended the Salt
Lake City site.
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number of mentors. Two web surveys were conducted to reflect the data collection time frame
used for other parts of the study.

To conduct the web surveys, we requested the email addresses of all YFP mentors from
the site coordinators. In 2007 we emailed 148 mentors from 13 of the 23 sites in operation at the
time.* We sent three email messages in June and July 2007 requesting that mentors click on an
attached link to complete an anonymous online survey about their work with YFP. We received
a total of 38 mentor surveys from 12 different sites.” In 2008 we emailed 181 mentors from all
of the sites.® Similar to the process used for the 2007 survey, we sent a request to the mentors in
March and two follow-up email reminders. For the 2008 survey, we received 47 completed
surveys from mentors at 18 sites. Altogether, we received 85 completed mentor surveys. Based
on email addresses and other descriptive information from the 2007 and 2008 surveys, it is
possible that up to seven people who completed the 2007 survey also completed the 2008 survey.
Therefore, we decided to remove these likely seven duplicates from the 2008 survey
respondents. A copy of the mentor questionnaire is provided in Appendix A. Seventy-one of the
mentors who completed the survey were “young adult” (high school and college age) mentors
and 14 were “grand mentors” (older adults).

Dosage Data from Sites

Site coordinators are responsible for collecting information on participants’ involvement
in the program as well as other information pertaining to the implementation of the program.

Until September 2007, dosage data were reported in a standard format in Microsoft Excel by

* Based on the number of mentors identified in the quarterly reports, we estimate that we received email addresses
for 46% of mentors.

® We sent 132 emails, had 16 email messages returned to us with a message indicating the recipient did not accept
emails from unknown persons, and received 38 responses, resulting in an overall response rate of 28.8%. We do not
know how many additional email messages wound up in mentors’ “spam” filters and were thus unread.

® Of the 181 emails sent, 23 were returned due to invalid email addresses. We also received one response stating
that the individual is no longer a mentor. Overall, we had a 26% response rate.
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program staff and mentors and emailed on a quarterly basis to the Utah State University
Extension Office in Logan, Utah. In July 2007, the quarterly reports were replaced with a
password-protected online log; as of September 2007, all sites began using the online log.
Quarterly reports included individual-level information on participation in program activities,
mentor matches (names, date of match, and type of mentor) and trainings, reasons for referral to
YFP, and dates to track the signing or receipt of various forms for participants and mentors. In
addition, quarterly reports included site-level information on the themes of program activities,
youth demographics, donations received by the program, and narratives describing the impact of
YFP. Notably absent from the quarterly reports was information pertaining to when youths leave
the program or when a match with a mentor ends. JRSA contacted program staff to obtain
discharge and “unmatch” information.” With the exception of reasons for referral to YFP, all the
data collected via the quarterly reports are now submitted via the online log. In addition, the
online log contains fields for discharge dates, reasons for discharge, unmatch dates, and reasons
for unmatch.

Though 450 youths were in the study, program dosage data (on participation in program
activities) were available for 401 youths. That is, at least some dosage data are available on 89%
of youths admitted® to YFP from September 1, 2005 to September 30, 2008. Of the remaining
11% without dosage data, at least some information is available on their program involvement

(e.g., admit date, date of home visit by staff). Youths included in this analysis attended one or

" The term “unmatch” is used by YFP to indicate that the relationship between the youth and the mentor has ended.
The best way to determine that youths were no longer involved in the program when using the quarterly reports was
their “disappearance” from those reports. When a mentor’s name was no longer listed in the table noting the youth’s
mentor, this served as an indication that a match had ended. JRSA followed up with program staff, as needed, to
obtain actual discharge dates, reasons for discharge, unmatch dates, and reasons for unmatch.

& Missing quarterly report data is particularly problematic for three sites: Cache-Community, Cache-Latino, and
Iron-CYFAR.
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more of 26 YFP sites®. A breakdown of the number of youths per site included in the study is
provided in Appendix B.

Observations of Program Activities

In order to get a sense of how the YFP program works in practice, JRSA staff and
contractors visited a number of sites while they were holding Family Night Out (FNO) and 4-H
activities. We documented what we observed at these program activities using the Activity
Observation Form (see Appendix A for a copy of the form). Overall, we observed 12 program
activities, nine FNOs and three 4-H activities, across seven sites from the fall of 2006 to the
spring of 2008. Activities observed were selected to correspond with other site visit tasks.
Observations were not random, but we did attempt to ensure variation in activity type, location
across the state, and time over the course of the study. We did not observe any one-on-one
meetings between the youth and mentor as we thought that doing so would be disruptive to the
meeting. In lieu of mentor meeting observations, we interviewed youths and surveyed mentors.

Youth Interviews

In the fall of 2007, JRSA contractors conducted in-person, semi-structured interviews™®
with youths at 10 YFP sites. Youths from sites in the study residing in close proximity (i.e.,
within the same county) to where JRSA data collection contractors resided were randomly
selected for participation in the interviews. The JRSA contractors were hired by JRSA and were
not affiliated with YFP. Of the 24 youths randomly selected, 15 youths agreed to and completed

interviews. Though we noted which site youths attended and how long they had been involved

° This count includes the total number of sites attended by youths in the analysis prior to mergers and closures.
19 All but one were in-person interviews. The remaining interview was conducted over the phone due to scheduling
difficulties.
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in YFP on the interview forms, we did not use identifying data to link youths to their responses.

A copy of the “Program Implementation Assessment for Youth” is available in Appendix A.

Data Limitations

The data used for the analyses here contain some notable limitations that should be kept

in mind when reviewing the results. These limitations, some of which are discussed in other

parts of this report, include:

It was not uncommon for information to be missing from quarterly reports or the online
log. Some fields were more likely to be completed than others, and entire reports were
missing for some sites. Though we can only base our assessment of “compliance” with
program guidelines on the information available, it is possible that discrepancies
observed may be the result not of non-compliance, but imprecise recordkeeping and
reporting.

The site coordinators’ descriptions of site operations collected via interviews and
questionnaires included those elements perceived by JRSA to be the most critical to
understanding variation across sites. It is possible that other cross-site variations in
design and implementation exist.

The distribution of participation in data collection by site coordinators, mentors and
youths was likely non-random. For example, it is possible that sites with better reporting
were also those sites that implemented the program with greater fidelity. Consequently,
the reader should keep in mind that the findings presented here may be affected by non-
random variation in participation in data collection.

The number of interviews conducted and surveys completed for youth and mentors was

small. In designing the evaluation, information from mentors and mentees was not
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considered a key component of data collection; instead, it was anticipated that this
information would contribute to our ability to get a sense of the program and its
implementation. In the case of the mentor information, we considerably expanded the
scope of the data collection from what was originally proposed when we realized that we
might be able to get information from more mentors relatively easily through an online
survey. Nevertheless, the information obtained from mentors and youth should be
considered with caution, as it did not come from representative samples of either group.

Program Design

This section describes the design of the YFP program as indicated in the published
Program Guide and interviews with program staff.

According to the program documentation, the primary activities of the program for the
youths are face-to-face meetings between the youth and mentor, Family Night Out (FNO), and 4-
H activities (4-H membership accompanies enrollment in YFP).! Program documentation, the
Program Guide, describes the purpose and content of each of these primary activities:

e “[M]entoring — VVolunteer mentors work directly with youth to build academic

and social skills,

e 4-H Activities — Club involvement serves to enhance social competencies

through leadership opportunities, community service, and group projects,

e Family Night Out — Group activities [for the youth and their family members]

are designed to foster family bonds through experiential learning activities”

(Dart, 2006: i-1).

1 One site, Iron County-After School, does not do FNO.
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Besides in-person meetings with their mentors, youths may maintain other contact with
their mentors via telephone, email, or text messaging. Information on these collateral contacts is
maintained by YFP, but the focus of the analyses here is on the primary activities of the program
for the youths.

The Program Guide (Dart, 2006) provides information regarding the development and
implementation of the program, including the program history and research base as well as
essential requirements and optional program components/guidelines. Program Standards/
Requirements are those elements from which program sites are not supposed to deviate or
modify — these are considered to be “the essential elements of a successful 4-H YFP program”
(Dart, 2006, p. i-4). Program Guidelines are elements that sites may choose not to implement,
although they are recommended. Table 2 details the components of the program from the
Program Guide. In general, the guidelines encourage programs to go beyond the Program
Standards by having more frequent mentor-youth contacts and offering more program activities.
The Manual does not explain how the standards or guidelines were established, nor does it detail
the implications of meeting or not meeting the higher level of programming suggested by the
guidelines (e.g., mentors meeting with mentees three times a month versus four). When
applicable, we indicate where program components meet, or fail to meet, both the standards and

the guidelines, but we cannot draw meaningful conclusions about the implications of these data.
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Table 2. Program Guide: Program Standards and Guidelines

YFP/4-H Mentoring Evaluation

Type Program Guidelines Program Standards (Requirements)
Mentor-Related
Age Eligibility e High school senior or older for traditional sites (mentoring occurs
in the community)
e Under age 18 may be mentors at school-based (i.e., site-based)
sites (where supervised)
Screening e Application
e Interview
e Reference checks (2)
e Background check
Orientation e Orientation prior to matching

Ongoing Training

e Mentor attends monthly training

Mentor attends minimum 6 topics annually
Site provides 12 trainings annually

Mentor Support ¢ Site coordinator contact with mentor twice a month; weekly for
first 2-3 months
e Twice monthly grand mentor meetings
Young Adult Mentor ¢ Youth matched one-to-one with volunteer mentor
Matching e Match made by YFP staff after evaluation of mentor application

and youth referral forms
¢ As homogenous as possible (race, ethnicity, religion, hobbies,
interest, age, availability, language, geographic location)
¢ Youth and mentor receptive to match (interact before and
agree to match)
e 4-H YFP staff facilitate first mentor-mentee meeting
o Official match facilitated in person by 4-H YFP staff

Grand Mentor

e Older adult mentors for some families

Mentoring

e \Weekly contact

e 3 contacts per month, 4 contact hours per month
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Type

Program Guidelines

Program Standards (Requirements)

Youth Recruitment
and Screening

Eligibility

Youth ages 10-14 (or as requested by funding source)
Referral form
Consent form

Youth Screening

Determined by review of referral form
e Has 1 or more of following issues: below average school
performance, poor social skills, weak family bonds
Home visit
e Discuss program components, parents’ role
¢ Identify if safe home environment
Parent and youth agreement for full participation

Youth Orientation

Youth manual received at home visit

Parent Orientation

Parent guide at home visit

Other Activities

4-H Club Involvement

Program provides monthly 4-H meetings
Youth attends monthly 4-H meetings

Six hours per year at a 4-H meeting

¢ Recite 4-H Pledges and Pledge of Allegiance

e Educational and experiential learning component
Participate in one community service project per year

Family Night Out
(FNO)

Include light meal

Site holds monthly FNO
Families attend monthly FNO

Hold 6 FNO activities annually covering the themes (or others):

Building Trust

Family Support

Kindness

Positive Family Communication
Working Together/Problem Solving
Family Traditions/Rituals

FNOs are structured for experiential learning
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Program Termination

Termination Reasons

Youth ready to graduate from program
Mentor unable to meet mentoring demands
Youth and family are not engaged and
participating in the program

Mentor-youth relationship is not healthy
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Program Implementation

This section describes the findings of the process evaluation of the YFP program. We
first describe program activities, comparing descriptions in the Program Guide with descriptions
provided by site directors and activities as documented in the quarterly reports and online logs
maintained by the program. We then examine mentor training and support, operation of program
activities, and perceptions of youth participants regarding program activities. We then look at
characteristics of YFP youth, mentors, the mentor-mentee matches, and length of time spent in
the program by the YFP youth.

Program Activities

Interventions Received by Program Participants

To assess whether program participants received the interventions as designed, we
consulted multiple data sources: the Program Guide, Site Descriptions, Quarterly Reports and the
Online Log, and the Mentor Survey. The Program Guide, produced by the program, provides
information on the formal program design. Site Descriptions include information on program
implementation submitted by program site coordinators to JRSA. The Mentor Survey reflects
what mentors stated they were supposed to be doing with the program (see Table 3). JRSA
collected information from site coordinators and mentors because we learned that sites modified
the program, as set out in the Program Guide, to fit their needs. In this report we compare actual
program implementation, according to the Quarterly Reports and Online Log and Mentor
Surveys, to what was expected to occur according to the Program Guide and Site Descriptions.
Comparisons are also made between the Program Guide and the Site Descriptions to permit

understanding of how site coordinators modified the program.
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Table 3. Data Sources for Intervention Analyses

Source Information Provided Perspective
Program Guide Formal program design State YFP Office
Site descriptions Site-specific variations in program design | Site Coordinators
Mentor survey Planned mentor activities Mentors

Quiarterly reports and Interventions

online log Actual services received by youths documented by sites

It is difficult to assess whether youths are participating in program activities as expected
because of cross-site variation in activity schedules and because requirements for some program
activities differ substantially from guidelines for program activities (see Table 2) and what the
sites themselves claim to provide when asked. The requirements for mentoring require three
meetings per month, while the guidelines suggest four. For 4-H, youths are required to attend six
hours per year and do one community service project annually, while the guideline is monthly
participation in 4-H. Finally, sites are required to hold six FNOs annually, but there are no
requirements for attendance; the guidelines request that sites hold FNOs monthly and that
families attend monthly. All sites offering FNOs indicated in site descriptions that they offer
them monthly during the school year and most indicated that they offer them monthly in the
summer. So, the desired number of in-person intervention contacts per youth per month is six
(four mentor meetings, one FNO, and one 4-H activity), but the monthly requirement can be
estimated to be about four (three mentor meetings, one-half FNO, and one-half 4-H activity).*?

Program Guide v. Site Coordinators’ Descriptions

This section compares the formal program design, as specified in the Program Guide,
with the site-specific variations in the program design, as reported by the site coordinators. As

indicated in Table 4, site coordinators generally reported in site descriptions that they provide the

12 This assumes that by participating in six 4-H activities youths will reach the minimum of six hours annually. Data
on the amount of time youths spent in 4-H activities were not available for this analysis. However, we had access to
data on the dates that youths attended 4-H activities.
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primary activities of the program (mentoring, FNO, and 4-H) described in the Program Guide.

In addition, most site coordinators reported that non—face-to-face contact and other activities
occurred between the mentor and mentee. However, site descriptions indicate that there is a
clear distinction in terms of the provision of these primary activities depending on the time of the
year. During the school year, Site Descriptions generally concur with the Program Guide:
weekly face-to-face mentoring and monthly FNO and 4-H meetings. During the summer months
(June through August), only about half the sites reported in site descriptions that weekly mentor
meetings continued. In addition, according to site descriptions, the number of sites providing 4-
H activities weekly decreased by about 50%, and only about one-third of the sites offered FNOs
monthly. Appendix B includes tables detailing, by site, activities occurring during the summer
and school year as well as other details about site variations.

Quiarterly reports and online log data indicate that many sites provided FNO and 4-H
activities during the summers (June through August) of 2006 through 2008 but meetings with
mentors essentially stopped during the summer. In the summers of 2006 and 2007, about two-
thirds of the active sites provided at least one FNO. In the summer of 2008, fewer active sites
provided FNO; in 2008, 50% of active sites provided at least one FNO. Provision of 4-H
activities during the summers of 2006 to 2008 followed a similar trend. In the summer of 2006,
about two-thirds of the sites active provided at least one 4-H activity. In the summers of 2007
and 2008, fewer active sites provided 4-H. In 2007, 55% of sites provided at least one 4-H
activity and in 2008, 44% of active sites provided at least one 4-H activity. We do not know

why summer FNO and 4-H activities decreased from 2006 to 2008.
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Table 4. Activities Provided by Site to Program Participants

Mentor-
Mentor contact | Mentor contact mentee
Site (face-to-face) (other) activity

v

£
I
T
Z
O

Cache — Community*
Cache — Latino*
Carbon

Davis

Iron — Community
Iron — CYFAR

Iron — After School
Juab

Millard*

Rich

Sevier

Tooele

Utah — Nebo

Utah — Park

Utah — Larsen

Utah — Timpanogos
Utah — Sharon

Utah — Farrer

Utah — Spring Creek
Utah — Westmore
Utah — Aspen

Utah — Franklin
Utah — Oak Canyon
Utah — Orem

Utah — Centennial
Washington

*Poor or missing data from this site.
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Before youths received any interventions, they and their parents were supposed to meet
with the site coordinator at the youths’ home to review expectations and receive program
paperwork. Quarterly report and online log data indicate that of the 450 youths in the study, 428
(95%) received the initial home visit, 286 (64%) youths received the Youth Manual, and 278

(62%) parents received the Parent Guide.
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Program Guide and Site Descriptions vs. Quarterly Reports and Online Log

This section compares the program design, as reported in the Program Guide and site
coordinators’ descriptions, to the actual services received by youth, as reported in the quarterly
reports and online logs. As a first step, the quarterly report and online log data were analyzed to
identify intervention dosage received per youth. Unless otherwise specified, the YFP admit date
(i.e., home visit) was used as the program start date.*® Youths received an average of 2.35 in-
person intervention contacts (meeting with mentor, participating in 4-H, and attending FNO) per
month, or just over half the monthly requirement. Overall, based on admit date, mentors met in
person with their mentees an average of 1.3 times per month. When the lag from the YFP admit
date to the actual first match date is accounted for, youths met in person with their mentor(s) an
average of 1.43 times per month. As expected from interviews and surveys with site
coordinators, youths met with their mentors more frequently during the school year than the
summer; on average, youths met with mentors .18 times per month during the summer and 1.3
times per month during the school year.

The average number of mentor meetings decreased substantially from the 2006-2007
school year to the 2007-2008 school year. The average number of mentor meetings per month
from September 2006 to May 2007 was 1.89, while from September 2007 to May 2008 it was
.56. This decrease in the average number of mentor meetings over time corresponds with an
increase in the number of youths who had no meetings with a mentor during the school year. In
the 2006-2007 school year, 11% (or 29 youths) did not meet with a mentor, but in the 2007-2008
school year, 48% (or 96 youths) did not meet with a mentor during the school year. When the

youths who did not meet with a mentor are removed from analysis, the average number of

3 This includes all youths in the study and is based on the time that youths were admitted to YFP until they were
discharged or until September 2008, the latest date for which data were available for this analysis.
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monthly mentor meetings during the school year increases substantially; in the 2006-2007 school
year, the average number of monthly mentor meetings was 2.27, and in the 2007-2008 school
year, the average number of monthly mentor meetings was 1.11.

Considering the actual first match date, there was variation in the overall average number
of monthly meetings between mentors and mentees by site, from a low of less than one to a high
of 4.5. During the school year, some sites averaged well above the expected number of
meetings, while others fell well below expectations (see Table 5). Table B4 in Appendix B

breaks out the average number of monthly in-person meetings with the mentor by site.

Table 5. Average Number of In-Person Meetings with Mentor per Month

Average Number of Mentor Number of Sites Number of Sites
Meetings per Month (School Year) (Summer)
Less than 1 14 22
1.1t02 4 0
2.1t04 3 0
41105 1 0

About one-third (n=8) of the sites are site-based or school-based, meaning that mentoring
activities are provided at the school and organized by site coordinators; just under half are
community-based (n=12), meaning the mentors meet with mentees in any location; and the
remaining are a combination of school- and community-based (n=6).** Since site coordinators
are responsible for organizing mentor meetings when activities are school-based and because
these meetings take place at generally the same time each week, we expected that youths
attending these sites would have a higher average number of meetings with their mentor.®> This

did not turn out to be the case (see Table 6). However, youths attending sites that were a

“We do not have information about the mentoring type for the Salt Lake City site.
1> Not all school-based sites discontinued mentor meetings in the summer. See Tables A3 and A6 in Appendix A.
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combination of both school- and community-based had a higher number of average monthly
mentor meetings during the summer than sites that were exclusively school- or community-
based. There was no significant variation in the average number of monthly mentor meetings
during the school year for any particular type of site, although combination sites also had a

higher average number of monthly meetings than other kinds of sites.

Table 6. Average Number of Monthly Mentor Meetings in Summer and School Year

Average number of Average number of monthly
monthly mentor meetings mentor meetings during
Location of mentoring in summer* school year
Community-based | Mean 14 1.12
N 111 107
Std. Dev. 21 97
Median .00 .98
School-based Mean 163 1.31
N 137 135
Std. Dev. .26 3.57
Median .00 .59
Combination of Mean 24 1.42
school- and N 124 123
community-based | Std. Dev. .36 1.79
Median .00 .95
Total Mean 18 1.29
N 372 365
Std. Dev. 29 2.46
Median .00 79
*p <.05

The number of FNOs and 4-H activities youths attend is dependent on how frequently the
site actually offers these activities as well as how often the youths attend the activities offered.
So, prior to examining individual-level attendance at these two activities, it was important to
consider to what extent participants’ ability to attend was affected by how frequently the sites

offered these activities. Using the quarterly report and online log data supplied by sites, we
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found that over the course of 37 months (September 2005 to September 2008), 92% of sites
offered the required number of FNOs, six per year, while only 12% (3 of the 26™° sites) provided
FNOs at least once a month, the desired frequency of FNOs.!” There were only 2 of 26 sites
offering FNOs that did not meet this requirement. On average, sites offered about nine FNOs a
year. With regard to 4-H activities, 16 of 27 sites, 59%, provided at least twice the number of
required 4-H activities during this time and 20 of 27 sites, 74%, provided at least the required
number of 4-H activities. Further, sites offered more 4-H than FNO activities per month; on
average, sites offered 47.5 4-H activities and 21.8 FNOs over the course of 37 months. This
indicates that, on average, sites provided more 4-H activities than FNOs, and, on average, sites
met or exceeded the requirements, but not the guidelines, for 4-H and FNO activities.*®

The number of interventions received by youths was further examined by identifying
what proportion of youths actually received the expected number of FNOs (six per year) and 4-H
meetings (approximately six per year) based on their time in the program (e.g., a youth enrolled
in YFP for six months should have attended three FNOs and three 4-H activities). It appears that
not only are youths attending 4-H activities with greater frequency than FNO activities (see
Tables 7 and 8), but about 43% of youth are attending one half or fewer of the FNOs than they
are expected to attend and almost half (47%) are attending more 4-H activities than expected.

The final data source used to assess whether the program activities were provided as

planned was the mentor survey. We asked mentors an open-ended question about their

16 Again, there is one site that does not offer FNOs.

17 If sites were not active for the duration of this time, the desired and expected frequency of activities was adjusted
to account for the time they were active.

18 These calculations are based on an assumption of what sites are required to provide according to program
documentation. As discussed previously, some site coordinators indicated that FNO and 4-H occur with less
frequency or not at all during the summer.
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Table 7. Actual Vs. Expected FNO Attendance Based on Months in Program

Percent of FNOs Actually Attended

Compared to Expected Attendance Frequency | Percent of Cases
None 50 14%
1-20% 21 6%
21-50% 79 24%
51-74% 55 16%
75-100% 58 17%
101-150%% 54 15%
Over 150% 29 8%
Total 350

Table 8. Actual Vs. Expected 4-H Activity Attendance Based on Months in Program

Percent of 4-H Activities Actually Attended

Compared to Expected Attendance Frequency | Percent of Cases
None 31 9%
1-20% 8 2%
21-50% 48 14%
51-74% 27 8%
75-100% 52 15%
101-150% 43 12%
151-200% 29 8%
Over 200% 109 32%
Total 350

responsibilities as a mentor. Helping with school/homework was the most frequently cited
responsibility (41%, 28 of 69 respondents to this question). Other responsibilities frequently
mentioned were spending a set period of time per week or month with their mentee (29%), being
someone to talk to/ listen/ help (30%), being a role model/ example (25%), arranging activities
for the youth and mentor to do (23%), being a friend (16%), participating in FNO and/or 4-H
(11%), and encouraging/setting goals (11%). The only stated responsibilities for mentors listed
in the Program Guide include meeting with mentees three times per month and attending
trainings. The Mentor Manual and informal conversations with program staff indicate other
responsibilities for mentors, including monthly attendance at FNO and 4-H as well as completing

monthly reports of their involvement in the program. A number of the stated responsibilities fit
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with the Mentor Manual explanation of what the relationship between the mentor and youth is
supposed to be; this includes, for example, friend, listener, tutor, and role model.

When asked about how often they meet face-to-face with their mentee(s), most mentors
reported meeting with their mentees weekly (65%; see Table 9). We did not observe any
significant variation in meeting frequency between young adult mentors (high school and college
age) and grand mentors (older adults). Again, mentors are required to meet with mentees three
times per month, but guidelines suggest that they meet weekly. Though the quarterly report and
online log data indicate that on average mentors met with mentees less frequently than required,

it appears from the mentor survey that the majority of respondents met with mentees as required.

Table 9. Mentor-Reported Frequency of Meetings Between
Mentor and Mentee

Frequency Number Percent
Weekly 51 65%
No set schedule 10 13%
Monthly 9 12%
Other (please specify) 4 5%
Twice a month 2 3%
Quarterly 1 1%
Daily 1 1%
Number of respondents 78

The only source of data available on what mentors and mentees actually do together is
the mentor survey. Responses suggest that activities frequently center on those that are
scheduled by YFP as well as on the interests and hobbies of the mentee (see Table 10). Further,
most (61% of 78 respondents) mentors reported that activities are a mutual decision of the
mentor and mentee. Mentors responding to the survey appear to be engaging in activities with

their mentees as suggested in the Mentor Manual.
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Table 10. Mentor Reported Activities with Mentees

Activity Type Number | Percent
Activities scheduled by YFP 54 69%

Hobbies/recreational interests of the mentee 52 66%

Talk about issues mentee would like to discuss 40 51%

Homework/schoolwork 40 51%

Talk about issues | (mentor) would like to discuss 27 35%

Other (please specify) 3 4%
Total number of responses 213

Number of respondents 78

In summary, site coordinators and mentors generally agreed with the Program Guide
regarding the types of interventions they were supposed to provide to program participants and
the frequency with which these interventions were supposed to be provided. However, the
Program Guide does not reference variation in the provision of program activities during the
summer that appeared to occur at many sites. Further, there were discrepancies between the site
coordinators’ descriptions of the frequencies of interventions provided by their sites and the
number of interventions actually received by youths as indicated in the quarterly reports.
Generally, sites offered many more FNOs and 4-H activities than required.

Youths appear to have received fewer interventions than expected according to the
Program Guide, particularly when it comes to mentor meetings. On average, youths met with
their mentors 43% of the time they were supposed to meet (about 1.3 times per month), and 69%
of the time they were supposed to attend FNO (about 4 within a year). Some of this was due to
the decrease in the provision of mentoring during the summer months and some sites did not
offer 4-H and FNO during the summer. Notably, the average number of monthly mentor
meetings decreased from almost two per month in the 2006-2007 school year to just over one-
half per month for the 2007-2008 school year. Though the Program Guide does not indicate a
reduction in activities during the summer, only 12 sites indicated that they offered weekly
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mentor meetings during the summer. Even the sites indicating on site description forms that they
offered summer mentor meetings did not have substantially more mentor meetings during the
summer. Based on the average number of monthly meetings between mentors and mentees, it
appeared that provision of 4-H is the activity that conformed most closely to program design (on
average, youths attended 89% of the time that they were supposed to, or just over five activities a
year). One reason that this might have occurred is that, on average, sites offered far more 4-H
activities than is required. Likely reasons for receipt of fewer FNO and mentor meetings than
expected are: 1) youths and/or parents were skipping scheduled activities and meetings with
mentors; and 2) mentors were not meeting obligations to schedule meetings with mentees as
expected.

Mentor Training and Support

This section compares information on mentor training and support as provided in the
Program Guide, the site coordinators’ descriptions, and the mentors’ survey responses. As
required in the Program Guide, site coordinators (96%) generally reported providing mentor
training. As with the primary program activities, the site descriptions also show a seasonal shift
in the provision of mentor training, with a number of sites providing training less frequently or
not at all during the summer (see Figure 2).

Before mentors are matched with youth they are supposed to receive an in-person
training by the site coordinator that focuses on how to be a mentor and responsibilities specific to
being a mentor for YFP. Training for mentors is supposed to continue regularly after the
orientation training. The Program Guide indicates that mentors are supposed to attend at least
six of 12 site-sponsored ongoing trainings annually. We found variation in receipt of training

depending on the data source, particularly when it came to the orientation training.
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Figure 2. Number of Sites Providing Mentoring Training in the School Year and Summer

Mentors were asked about the receipt of an orientation as a part of the mentor survey.
Of only 19 mentors who responded to the question, all but two received orientation training. The
low response rate to this question is a concern, but we do not know why this occurred. When
asked about receiving ongoing training for being a mentor, 84% (of 69 respondents to this
question) of mentors reported receiving such training. In a separate question related to training,
37% (of 70 respondents to this question) of mentors reported receiving ongoing training on no
set schedule, 23% reported ongoing training monthly, 14% reported ongoing training quarterly,
and 4% said they received ongoing training more than once a month. Further, 13% reported that
they never receive training. Some mentors offered additional comments about their training
experience: one mentor reported that she received a book as the sum total of her training, another

claimed that she never received any training, and a third said that she was trained annually.
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According to quarterly reports and the online log, of the 470 mentors in the analysis, 83%
received orientation training and 63% received the orientation manual. Only 60% of mentors
received both the orientation and the manual. With regard to training in general (both orientation
and ongoing training), 37% received about what they should have received given that mentors
are supposed to receive six trainings annually. There is variation by site when it comes to
training received by mentors (see Table 11). Over 50% of mentors at four sites (Carbon, Rich,
Utah County- Park, and Utah County-Timpanogos) received the expected number of ongoing

mentor trainings. At four sites no mentors received ongoing training.

Table 11. Percent of Mentors Receiving Expected
Number of Ongoing Trainings

Percent of Mentors Number of Sites
0% 4
1-25% 4
26-50% 6
51-75% 3
76-100% 1

The Program Guide states that site coordinators are supposed to contact mentors to
provide support. For the first two to three months of a mentor’s involvement, mentor support is
a weekly requirement. On average, mentors received 1.96 contacts per month (or .45 per week)
from the site coordinator within their first three months of involvement—Iess than one-half of
what they should have received.*® Again, there is variation by site in terms of the amount of
early contact received (see Table 12). Further, for 41% of mentors there are no reported early
contacts from the site coordinator. After two to three months, the site coordinators are supposed

to contact mentors twice a month to provide support. After the first three months as a mentor,

' This calculation was adjusted to account for mentors involved for less than three months.

54

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



YFP/4-H Mentoring Evaluation

though there is site by site variation, mentors received an average of two contacts per month,
slightly more than the average number of early contacts received by mentors (see Table 13).

Table 12. Average Number of Monthly Site Coordinator Early Contacts
Average Number of Monthly Early Contacts | Number of Sites
Fewer than .5
5ltol
1.1t01.5
1.6t02
211t03
3.1t06

GIN (B0~

Table 13. Average Number of Monthly Site Coordinator Contacts
After First Three Months

Average Number of Monthly Contacts Number of Sites
Fewer than .5
5ltol
11t015
1.6t02
211t03
3.1to6

AINOINNIN

Delivery of Program Activities

This section compares how program activities were actually carried out, comparing
descriptions found in the Program Guide and from site coordinators with actual observations
made by the evaluation team. Observation of program activities provided an opportunity to see
how 4-H and FNO actually operated in practice. For each activity we were interested in learning
what occurred, who attended, the timing, location, and purpose. We observed nine FNOs and
three 4-H activities. Activities were held in a recreational location such as a pool (n=5), a school
(n=4), or some other location (n=3). At least some mentors were typically present at activities.
Though attendance of enrolled youths varied from 5% to 100% across the activities we attended,

typically 50% of enrolled youths attended the activities.
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Three of the FNOs we observed used one of the “themes” developed by YFP as the focus
for program activities. When observation data were cross-checked with online log data, we
noted that six of the nine FNOs had one of the stated themes. Many FNO activities were, on the
face of it, recreational activities such as ice skating, swimming, and a visit to a Halloween
display, but fit with descriptions of FNO themes including Family Support and Family
Traditions/Rituals. For these FNOs, the activities were loosely structured, permitting families,
mentors, and YFP staff to interact as desired and themes were not explicitly discussed. Some
FNOs were more structured and explicitly focused on issues such as learning how to work
together as a family. Site coordinators were responsible for planning and running FNO
activities. Two or more YFP staff were typically present at FNOs. Siblings and parents usually
attended FNOs along with the enrolled youths. A meal was served at every FNO. Two of the
FNOs we observed were held in conjunction with other YFP sites. FNOs were generally held in
the early evening and lasted an average of 1.75 hours. FNOs that we observed appeared to
operate as expected.

At two of the three 4-H activities, all the youths worked together under the guidance of
program staff on one project or activity. At the remaining 4-H activity, which included many
youths not involved in YFP, youths were able to choose from a wide variety of activities (e.g.,
karate, dance, Spanish culture, math/reading) run by volunteers from the community. A snack
was served at every 4-H activity. 4-H activities were typically held after school and lasted 1.5 to
2 hours. 4-H activities that we observed appeared to operate as expected.

Youth Perceptions of Program Activities
This section provides another perspective on YFP program activities — that of the youths

involved in the program. We did not intend to conduct a comprehensive assessment of youths
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involved in YFP, but rather wanted to get an overview from a few youth of their perceptions of
the program. The information in this section should therefore be interpreted with caution, since it
is based on a small, non-representative sample of YFP program youth.

In the fall of 2007, we conducted 15 interviews?® with youths at 10 different YFP sites.
Two of the 15 youths were no longer involved in the program. Youths had been involved with
the program from three weeks to three years; 10 had been involved for over one year. Most,
even those involved in the program for at least a year, expected to be involved in the program
either “as long as [I] can” or at least another year. About 75% of youths still enrolled in the
program currently had mentors. Most of those with mentors had been matched with their mentor
for about a month. All of the youths have or had young adult mentors. Youths found out about
YFP through school (n=9), their mother (n=5), or a sibling or friend already enrolled (n=3).

Sport activities, Family Night Out, going to movies, and games were the most commonly
reported program activities (see Table 14). All youths reported multiple activities. None of the

youths reported 4-H as a program activity.

Table 14. YFP Activities Reported by Youths

Activity Number of times reported
Sports 10

Family Night Out

Movies

Games/playing

Homework/ reading and math
Arts and crafts

Dancing

Cooking and baking

Going to an amusement park
Other

~

OQINININININ|(BA|OT

2 All but one were in-person interviews. The remaining interview was conducted over the phone.
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Sport activities were also the most common activity that youths indicated they engaged in
with their mentor. Participation in program activities ranged from three times a week to once a
month. When asked specifically about how often they met with their mentor, the most common
response was once a week.

Most youths reported that family members, particularly siblings, were involved in the
program. In fact, about 40% had siblings enrolled in the program.

About half (n=4) of the youths responding to the question “what do you think YFP is
supposed to help you with?” indicated that YFP is supposed to help them with schoolwork.
When asked how their mentor helps them, schoolwork (n=6) followed by being a positive
influence (n=2) were the most common responses provided by youths. Only one youth reported
that his/her mentor did not help him/her. Though a number of youths did not respond, the

responses provided generally fit with the discussion in the Program Guide regarding how YFP is

supposed help youths.

Table 15. Youth Perceptions of Types of Help Provided by YFP

Type of Help Number of times reported
School/homework 4
Other 4
Have fun/entertainment 2
Don’t know 2
No response 6

Most youths reported that they liked YFP or that it was “good” (93%) and that they liked
their mentor (80%). A few youths also indicated that they felt the program helped them, was
fun, and gave them things to do. Youths reported that they liked their mentor because he/she

was fun, nice, helped them or was similar to them. When asked to describe their relationship
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with their mentor, most reported that they felt comfortable with their mentor and just over one-
third indicated that they felt safe with their mentor.

Youths did not have much to say about why or how they were matched to their mentor.
Though a couple of youths said that they picked their mentor, most said that the site coordinator
picked their mentor. A couple of youths indicated that they filled out a form which was used to
match them with their mentor.

When asked what they would do if the youths did not get along with their mentor, several
said they would speak to the site coordinator. One youth said that he/she would stop attending
the program and another said he/she would talk to the mentor if they did not get along.

Two-thirds of the youths said that they had seen changes in themselves since being in the
program. Changes included better grades, better behavior, having more friends or being able to
make friends more easily, and having more confidence. Though none of these reported changes
related to the objective regarding family bonds, they do fit with other program objectives.

Program Participants

This section describes the YFP program participants in terms of their socio-demographic
characteristics and sources of, and reasons for, referral to the program.
Socio-demographic Description®

A variety of socio-demographic information is available on youths. Some socio-
demographic elements are used to target youths for the program as a whole or for particular sites.

The most common living arrangement for youths was with both parents (56%); 22% lived with

2! Since the quarterly reports do not provide individual-level socio-demographic information on participants, we
decided to collect socio-demographic information on the pre-test, and for some elements, the post-test. With the
implementation of the online log, socio-demographic information was available from the sites. So, beginning in the
fall of 2007, multiple sources of socio-demographic information were available. These online log data were
compared to the pre-test data to determine whether responses differed by source or to fill in data when they were
missing from the pre-test. When data conflicted across sources, we tried to identify the correct response.
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one parent. However, this varied by site, with some sites having few, if any, youths living with
both parents and other sites having almost all youths living with both parents. At the Davis and
Carbon sites, a majority of youths lived with one parent, while the Utah-Timpanogos, Iron
County, Rich County, Millard, and Utah-Aspen, and Utah-Spring Creek sites were dominated by
youths coming from households with both parents. Living arrangement information was missing
for 31% of cases—primarily for cases from the 2005 cohort.

Program documentation indicates that the age range for program youths is 10-14 years.
Youths are supposed to be discharged from the program once they reach their 15th birthday. The
average age of youths at the time they entered the program was a bit over 10 years (10.4)
according to pre-test data. Approximately 31% of youths were less than age 10 at admittance.

In three sites (Cache -Latino and the Iron -CYFAR site) the average age at admittance was 12
years or older. At two sites (Rich and Iron -After School) youths had an average age of about
nine years at admittance. A few youths were 14 years old at the time of admittance to the
program, but none had reached their 15" birthday.

YFP youths were typically non-Hispanic whites (64%). As expected, the Cache-Latino
site had 100% Hispanic youths. Also, the community-based site in Iron County had 55% of
youths who reported being Hispanic and the Utah County-Timpanogos site had 100% of youths
who reported being Hispanic.

So, in terms of youth-reported socio-demographics, there was some expected variation by
site. Some sites reported targeting youths living with single/divorced parents and/or Hispanic
youths. This variation was borne out when pre-test data were examined. Most sites seemed to
serve youths who are a little older than the minimum targeted age when they begin the program,

but some sites serve youths younger than the minimum targeted age.
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Referrals to YFP

Schools and parents were by far the most frequent sources of referrals according to both
the site descriptions and quarterly reports (see Tables 16 and 17 below). Sources of referral are
available in 74% of cases contained in the quarterly reports and online log. Program
documentation does not provide guidance or recommendations regarding sources of recruitment.

Table 16. Sources for Recruiting Youths by Site

Site School | Parents Other
Cache — Community* v
Cache — Latino*
Carbon

Davis

Iron — Community
Iron - CYFAR

Iron — After School
Juab

Millard*

Rich

Sevier

Tooele

Utah — Nebo

Utah —Park

Utah — Larsen

Utah — Timpanogos
Utah — Sharon

Utah — Farrer

Utah — Spring Creek
Utah — Westmore
Utah — Aspen

Utah — Franklin

Utah — Centennial
Utah — Orem Jr. High
Utah — Oak Canyon
Washington

*Poor or missing data from this site.
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YFP/4-H Mentoring Evaluation

Referral Source Frequency | Percent
School 162 49%
Family - parent 124 37%
Community center 17 5%
Family - non-parent 7 2%
Self 7 2%
Family - YFP 4 1%
Friend 4 1%
Department of Children and Family Services (DCFS) 3 1%
Social service agency 2 0.6%
Youth services 2 0.6%
Total 332
Missing 118

Site coordinators offered a wide variety of characteristics/issues of the youths they target

(see Figure 3). Among the most common of these characteristics are: youths ages 10-14, those
who struggle with academics, and those who struggle with social issues (e.g., making friends).
These characteristics were among the youth screening issues provided in the Program Guide.?
Beyond these characteristics, there is variation across sites regarding the youth characteristics

targeted, as reported by site coordinators. A table with characteristics specific to each site is in

Appendix B.

22 \While we would have liked to have verified that targeted characteristics of youth, as well as the reported criteria
used to screen out youth, were in fact reflected in the makeup of YFP youth, comparing reported to actual

characteristics of youth would have required detailed data from each YFP site that were not feasible to collect.

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.
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Figure 3. Youth Characteristics/Issues Targeted by Sites

Beyond screening out youths and parents who do not agree to participate fully in the
program, the Program Guide does not list any other criteria that would make a youth
inappropriate for the program. However, when site coordinators were asked this question, they
identified several criteria (see Figure 4). About three-fourths of the site coordinators indicated
that if youths puts other youths at risk, they will be screened out of the program. Being
adjudicated delinquent, having serious behavior problems, or having drug problems are the next
most common reasons why a youth would be screened out of YFP, according to the site
coordinators. Approximately 45% of site coordinators indicated that youths and parents who do
not agree to participate fully in the program will be screened out. A table with characteristics

specific to each site can be found in Appendix B.
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Figure 4. Reasons for Screening Youths Out of YFP

Reasons for referral are available for 69% of cases. Program staff indicated to JRSA that
they typically do not record reasons for referral when a youth is referred by the parent. Unless
the cases missing source of referral are dominated by parent referrals, the data do not indicate
that this has occurred. In almost all cases when a youth was referred by a parent, reasons for
referral were available (97%) (see Table 18). However, a problem with missing reasons does
appear to exist when referrals are made by community centers. In 16 of 17 cases, no reasons for
referral are available from community center referrals.

Reasons for referral to the program may be reported by the agency/person making the
referral or the site coordinator. The most common reasons for referral to YFP as reported in
quarterly reports or by direct request from JRSA to site coordinators® are: a need to feel more

socially accepted (69%), inadequate academic or academic-related skills (64%), and absent or

2 When YFP switched from quarterly reporting to the online log, it stopped collecting this information.
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Table 18. Source of Referral by Availability of Reason for Referral

Reason for Referral Available
Referral Source Number of Cases | Percent of Cases | Total
Family - parent 121 97% 124
School 155 91% 162
Community center 1 6% 17
Self 7 100% 7
Family - YFP 4 100% 4
Friend 4 100% 4
Department of Children and Family Services 3 100% 3
Family - non-parent 6 86% 7
Social service agency 2 100% 2
Youth services 2 100% 2
Total 305 88% 332

poor social skills (58%)% (see Figure 5, below). However, there is variation across sites in terms
of the reasons for referral (See Table B8 in Appendix B). In Juab County, youths were more
likely to be referred for being a first-time offender (30%). At the Utah County-Nebo site, youths
were less likely to be referred for needing peer social acceptance (46%). At the Utah County-
Aspen site, youths were less likely to be referred for inadequate academic skills (29%). Finally,
in Davis County, all youths were referred for needing more support at home, school, church etc.;
having suffered an emotional or physical loss; and for other community-specific reasons.
Generally speaking, reasons for referral correspond to the youth characteristics that site

coordinators reported they targeted, including youth struggling with social or academic issues.

2 Caution is urged in reviewing this variable due to the proportion of cases (33%) for which these data are missing.
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Figure 5. Reasons for Youth Referrals to YFP

Mentor Characteristics

In terms of the types of mentors, all site coordinators reported using Young Adult (high
school and college) mentors. Almost all mentors included in the quarterly reports and online log
were young adults (450, or 97%). Unlike what would be expected from the Program Guide, not
all of the high school-age mentors provide mentoring at site- or school-based programs (see
Table B6 in Appendix B). The use of colleges for recruiting mentors coincides with the location
of the site near a college. Twenty-two sites reported using colleges as a source of mentors (see
Figure 6, below). Six sites reported using grand mentors; however, grand mentors were not
available for all youths at those sites. In fact, of all the mentors, only eight were grand mentors.
(Grand Mentors are older adult mentors that are typically used in addition to Young Adult

mentors.) It is our understanding that grand mentors work with the parents as well as the youths.
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It is notable that at one site, Juab, youths are reportedly matched with multiple mentors at the

same time.

Number of Sites
N

High school College Church Local Community
(e.g., Businesses)

Sources of Mentors

Figure 6. Mentor Recruiting Locations

There was variation in how mentors learned about YFP. The most common way mentors
learned about YFP was at school through mechanisms such as a school-sponsored activity fair,
an announcement, or the school placement office (38%); another 27% learned about the YFP
program through friends. Mentors also learned about the YFP program through church
announcements, community notices, the Internet, or some other fashion.

Mentor-Mentee Matches

Ideally, youths agree to participate in YFP, begin participating in program activities
(FNO and 4-H), and are matched with a mentor after they have had an opportunity to interact
with possible mentors at program activities. There is no set time specified or recommended by
the Program Guide for matching youths to a mentor after they agree to participate. However,
discussions with program staff provide some indication of how this process works. Staff told us

that the factor that most strongly influences the amount of time it takes to make a match is the

67

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



YFP/4-H Mentoring Evaluation

availability of a mentor for the youth and that ideally a match would take place within a month or
so of when the youth starts YFP. When quarterly report and online log data were analyzed, the
average length of time from the home visit to being matched with a mentor was about 36 days,
but there was wide variation in this time (see Table 19). For 30 youths the initial match occurred
more than six months after the initial home visit, and for 89 youths the match occurred prior to

the home visit.

Table 19. Time From Home Visit to Initial Mentor Match

Length of Time Frequency | Percent

Prior to home visit 89 26%
Same day as home visit 46 13%
Within 2 weeks of home visit 35 10%
Between 2 weeks and 1 month of home visit 50 14%
Between 1 to 2 months of home visit 58 17%
Between 2 to 3 months of home visit 16 5%
Between 3 to 6 months of home visit 22 6%
Greater than 6 months after home visit 30 9%
Total 346

According to the Mentor Manual, mentors are asked to meet with mentees for
approximately one year. Data from the quarterly reports and online log showed that there were
470 mentors for the 401 youths included in the analyses. ® For the 401 youths, there were 479
matches between mentors and youths.?® There were 52 youths (13%) who were in the YFP
program (as evidenced by their ongoing participation in other program activities) who appear to
have never been matched with a mentor. There were 101 youths (25%) who were matched with

multiple mentors (this includes youths matched with multiple mentors concurrently or in

% This was calculated using the mentor name. In some cases the same name was associated with multiple youths at
one site; when this occurred the name was counted once. In other cases, only a first name was available; each first
name was counted once per site.

% Matches were defined using the match date.
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succession) and 18 mentors (4%) who were matched with multiple youths. The average length
of the first match (n=215) was about 9.5 months, a bit less than the desired time period of one
year. 2" The length of matches for these 215 youths ranged from about 1 week to 35 months,
with 68% of matches lasting from about 2.7 to 16.3 months. Of the 177 youths attending the
program as of September 30, 2008, 71% (126 youths) were matched with a mentor on that date.
Though there was substantial variation, on average individuals served as mentors for an average
of 12.6 months; the median time as a mentor was 9.7 months.

According to the mentor survey, the majority of mentors were matched with one mentee.
Eighty-four percent of the respondents said that they mentor only one youth; 7% of mentors
reported mentoring more than three youths; mentors with more than three mentees come from
the Iron-After School, Cache-Latino, Davis, and Utah County-Franklin sites. Most of these
mentors with multiple mentees had been paired with their mentees for at least six months.

The mentor survey, quarterly reports, and the online log provided some information
regarding the matching process. From the mentor survey, all mentors with one exception
reported receiving some information about their mentee before meeting him/her. Usually they
were told the youth’s name (89%) and contact information (65%), challenges he/she faced
(55%), the reasons why their mentee was enrolled in YFP (51%), and the youth’s hobbies or
interests (45%). A smaller percentage (33%) of mentors reported learning the strengths their
mentee possessed. According to the quarterly reports and online log, site coordinators gave

mentors the “Youth Asset Priority List,” a list of the reasons for referral, in 59% of matches.

%" This was calculated based on youths who were either unmatched and continued with YFP or unmatched because
they were discharged from YFP. This number only includes youths unmatched, not youths whose matches are in
progress.
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The Program Guide requires that mentors and mentees have an opportunity to interact
prior to the match. About 40% of the mentors responding to the survey indicated that they met
their mentee in person before they were matched.

Perceptions of the Match

Site coordinators provided a wide variety of criteria that they use to match youths to
mentors (see Figure 7). The most common criteria were similar interests, personality, and
gender. There is an overlap in several of the matching criteria stated by the mentors and listed in
the Program Guide (similar interests, foreign language, geographic location of youth, and
religion). The most frequently used criterion cited by site coordinators (24 of 26 sites) was
similar interests. Interestingly, one of the other most frequently cited criteria by the site
coordinators, gender, was not a criterion listed in the Program Guide but is a factor that senior
program staff say is recommended in most situations. In addition, race and ethnicity were

factors also referenced by the Program Guide as matching criteria, but only one of the site
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coordinators selected these characteristics as criteria on which they match. Some sites indicated
that requests by the youth or mentor were used as matching criteria; this fits with the program
documentation requirement that youths and mentors be receptive to the match.

When surveyed, mentors were asked to select those characteristics used in determining
the mentee(s) with whom they were paired (see Table 20). Similar to reasons for matches as
reported by site coordinators, gender was the most common characteristic reported by mentors
when asked why they were matched with a particular mentee: 61% (63 of 103) of matches were
reported to be based on gender. Other than gender, there is an overlap for several of the other
matching criteria reported by the mentors and listed in the Program Guide (race, ethnicity,
similar interests, foreign language, and religion). Personality (40%) and race/ethnicity (37%)
were also frequently mentioned reasons for a match. Interestingly, though many mentors
selected race/ethnicity as a reason for a match, no site coordinators selected this. This raises the
issue of whether mentors are unaware of why they were matched, but suspect race/ethnicity is
the reason, or whether site coordinators are actually matching based on race/ethnicity. Other
characteristics mentioned as “other” responses were: availability, a “good fit,” close

Table 20. Mentors’ Perceptions of Reasons for Matches

Factor Number | Percent of Matches
Same sex 63 61%
Personality 41 40%

Same race/ethnicity 38 37%
Similar interests 35 34%

Don’t know* 29 28%

Same religion 26 25%
Request by mentor that you be matched 10 10%

Other 10 10%
Request by youth that you be matched 9 9%
Foreign language spoken by youth 8 8%

Total number of responses 272

Total number of respondents 78

Total number of matches 103

*All respondents who selected “don’t know” also selected at least one other response.
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proximity to the youth, and special skills or experiences of the mentor. Mentors were not asked
about the geographic location of the youth or availability as match reasons.

Most matches were reported by mentors to be good matches (83%, 74 of 89 matches),
though in a few situations (9%) mentors reported that they did not know if it was a good match.

We asked mentors, in an open-ended question, what they hoped to accomplish with their
mentees and received a wide range of answers, all within the program’s stated goals. Of the
responses reported in Table 21, among the most frequently stated desired accomplishments were:
to help with school performance/interest in school, give the youth confidence/improve self-
worth, and be a good example or role model. In addition, many comments related to relationship
development (being a friend to the mentee, being a good listener, teaching the youth how to have
good relationship/develop friends, and building/maintaining a relationship with the youth) and
helping the mentee have a future orientation (helping the youth reach goals, show the mentee
his/her potential, and help the youth become successful). Relationship development responses
(58%), developing a future orientation (34%), and helping the youth with school performance/

interest in school (28%) were the most common responses.

Table 21. Mentors’ Goals for Relationship

Goal Percent (of
Frequency | respondents)
Relationship development 41 58%
Future orientation 24 34%
Helping with school performance/ interest in school 20 28%
Give confidence/improve self-worth 17 24%
Be a good example or role model 17 24%
Develop talent skills interests 7 10%
Other 25 36%
Total number of responses 151
Total number of respondents 70
Note: Any response given four or fewer times was included in the “other”
category.
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When asked what changes they had observed in their mentees over time, mentors most
commonly reported increased academic performance (56, or 54% of matches) (see Table 22).
Mentors reported positive changes in the areas of interpersonal skills (31, or 30%) and better
relations with family (24, or 23%). In 25 matches (24%), mentors said that they had not yet
observed changes in their mentees. Data from the mentor survey show there is no discernible

relationship between the length of the match and whether or not positive changes were reported.

Table 22. Positive Mentee Changes Reported by Mentors

Change Frequency | Percent of matches
Improvement in academic performance 56 54%
Increased interpersonal skills 31 30%

Better relations with family 24 23%

More outgoing/confident 16 16%

Other 55 53%

No changes yet 25 24%
Number of responses 377

Number of matches 103

Time in Program

The majority of youths included in the analysis, according to quarterly report and online
log data, have been discharged (61%). The average length of stay in the program for these youths
was about 13 months, with 43% having been in YFP for more than 12 months (see Table 23).%
Of those youths still in the program, the average amount of time spent in the program was 16
months, with 59% in the program for more than 12 months (see Table 24). Very few youths

(8%) left YFP within 3 months of starting. The Program Guide does not specify a presumptive

%8 Note that length of stay in the program is different than length of match with a mentor. Length of stay is
calculated as the time from the initial home visit to the time of program discharge.
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Table 23. Length of Stay for Youth Discharged

as of September 2008

Length of Stay Frequency | Percent
Up to 3 months 18 8%
Between 3 and 6 months 35 15%
Between 6 and 9 months 60 25%
Between 9 and 12 months 24 10%
More than 12 months 104 42%
Total 241

Table 24. Length of Stay for Youth in Program

as of September 2008
Frequency | Percent

Up to 3 months 16 9%
Between 3 and 6 months 8 5%
Between 6 and 9 months 25 14%
Between 9 and 12 months 23 13%
More than 12 months 104 59%
Total 176

length of stay, but informal discussions and interviews with program staff suggest a range of
expectations from one school year to when a youth ages out of the program (i.e., turns age 15).

Reasons for Unmatch and Program Discharge

The term “unmatch” is used by YFP program staff any time a match between youth and
mentor is terminated, regardless of the reason the relationship ends. A review of quarterly reports
and online logs by the evaluation staff revealed considerable variation in how well programs kept
track of when unmatches occurred and the reasons for the unmatches. Similarly, program
discharges, which involved youth leaving the program, were recorded inconsistently, and the
reason for the discharge was often missing. Thus the data reported in this section should be
interpreted with caution.

Another factor affecting the information reported here is that a number of YFP sites
ceased operations during the time of the evaluation. In all, 13 programs lost funding or merged
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with other sites during the time period from 2006 through 2008 (one site that lost funding, Rich,
was able to reopen just over a year later). The footnotes in Tables 25 and 27 below show how
these youths were handled in the data.

Valid reasons for unmatch were available for 120 youth (see Table 25). The most
common reasons for unmatches were the youth being discharged from the program and mentors

quitting or being unable to continue the program.

Table 25. Reasons for Unmatches?

Reason Frequency | Percent
Youth discharged from program 56 46%
Mentor decided to quit program/ unable to continue program 36 30%
Mentor moved 14 12%
Youth transferred to another YFP site 5 4%
Youth or parent requested new mentor 2 2%
Other 7 6%
Total number of responses 120

Table excludes 62 youth for which no reason for unmatch was reported, and an additional 61
youth who were “unmatched” when the programs they were attending closed.

Most mentors who responded to the survey had no experience with a mentor-mentee
relationship ending, but 27% did report experience with this. The most frequent reasons for
ending the relationship was that the mentor or mentee moved (36%) or the mentee aged out of
the program (21%) (see Table 26). The process for ending the relationship varied among our
respondents. Of the 13 respondents who reported ending a relationship under positive
circumstances (e.g., graduation from the program, mentor moved), seven mentors reported
advance discussion and activities to prepare the mentee for the end of the relationship, five
reported that they planned to, or currently do, remain in touch with their mentee following the
formal end of the relationship, three reported little to no apparent planning regarding the end of

the relationship, and one reported the site coordinator being engaged in planning the end of the
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relationship. Of the six respondents in which the relationship ended in non-positive

circumstances (e.g., the youth was not attending the program), four mentors reported the mentor

and site coordinator trying to resolve the problems so that the mentor relationship would
continue.

Table 26. Mentors’ Reasons for Ending Relationship

Reason Number | Percent
Mentor or mentee moved 12 37%
Mentee grew up/aged out of program 7 21%
Mentee skipped meetings with me or skipped program activities 3 9%
Other 4 12%
Relationship not going well 2 6%
Mentee told me he/she wanted to end the relationship 3 9%
Site coordinator told me it was time to end the relationship 1 3%
Mentee reached all goals of YFP 1 3%
N of respondents 19

N of responses 33

Site coordinators provided the evaluators with a reason for discharge after the youth left

the program. Excluding youth who “left” because the programs they were attended closed,

reasons for discharge were available for 181 youth (see Table 27). The most common reasons for

discharge were the youth stopped attending or moved away from the area. The relatively large
proportion of youth for which the discharge reason was unknown (26%) reflected, in most
situations, youths discharged from the 2005 cohort, since the reason for discharge was not

tracked by YFP during that time.
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Table 27. Reasons for Youth Discharges from YFP?

Reason Frequency | Percent
Youth stopped attending 62 34%
Unknown 47 26%
Moved 42 23%
Aged out 18 10%
Graduated 5 3%
Inappropriate for program 5 3%
Mentor moved, youth did not want another mentor 2 1%
Total 181

*Table excludes 87 youth who were “discharged” because the programs they were
attending closed.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The process evaluation covered approximately three years of program operation, from
September 2005 through September 2008. During that time, the number and location of program
sites, sources of funding, and how program implementation data were collected changed, but the
program design remained consistent. Multiple data sources, including official program records
and documentation describing the program, reports from program participants and mentors, and
observations of program activities, were used to conduct the process evaluation.

There were a number of discrepancies between the Program Guide and what is actually
taking place in programs. Some interventions and requirements were being implemented as
designed, and others were not. For a program with many sites, these discrepancies are not
unusual and are sometimes necessary in order to meet the needs of a community. It is beyond
the scope of this evaluation to judge the degree to which the Program Guide represents
empirically-based best practices in mentoring. But, the program staff should make this
assessment and adjust the guide to better reflect what is actually happening in programs and,
where specific guidelines are considered critical, to “enforce” these more aggressively. Home

visits were provided as planned, the types of interventions provided fit with program
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documentation, on average sites offered FNO and 4-H activities as required, and site
coordinators reported targeting youths with characteristics that match program guidance and
matching youths with criteria as specified in the program guide. Interventions and requirements
that did not appear to be implemented as planned include the change in schedule of program
activities during the summer by some sites; some youths admitted were younger than the targeted
age range; many youths attended FNO less often than required, but many attended 4-H more
often than required; though there was substantial variation by site, on average youths meet with
their mentors less frequently per month than expected; according to site coordinators’ records
(quarterly reports and online log), some mentors did not receive an orientation training or the
mentor manual; and early contacts between mentors and site coordinators were less frequent than
required for many sites. Finally, though not a requirement or a guideline, few youths were
matched with a grand mentor; most youths were matched with a young adult mentor.

There are concerns regarding the availability of program implementation data. Though
many sites did a good job at reporting program implementation data, others reported little, if any,
data. With the exception of the high proportion of missing referral information, when quarterly
reports and online log data were submitted, for the most part they appeared to be complete.

Also, there were a couple of other important variables that the program only began to collect in
earnest once the evaluation study began: unmatch date and discharge date. Consequently, we
tried to calculate these dates based on other information available in the quarterly reports for
youths in the 2005 cohort, and for the 2006 cohort, we contacted site coordinators directly to get
this information. Finally, there were some important elements that were not being tracked to
assess program implementation. These included reasons for, and sources of, referral to the

program and information regarding why a youth was matched with a mentor. In efforts such as
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the process evaluation undertaken here, it is never clear whether the activities reported reflect
reality or record-keeping limitations. For example, it is possible that mentor meetings occurred
but were not recorded in the online log. It is crucial that the program accurately capture all
program activities so that it can better determine where minimal levels of service are not being
met.

Youths received an average of 2.35 in-person intervention contacts (meeting with mentor,
participating in 4-H, and attending FNO) per month, or just over half the monthly requirement.
There was no significant variation in the average number of monthly mentor meetings during the
school year for any particular type of site, although combination sites also had a higher average
number of monthly meetings than other kinds of sites. Though participation in 4-H activities
was generally consistent with or exceeded requirements, attendance at FNO activities and
meetings between youths and mentors did not. One likely factor contributing to why youths
attended more 4-H than FNO activities is that many sites offered a far greater number of 4-H
activities than are recommended by the Program Guide, but on average, sites did not offer many
more than the required number of FNO activities per year. So, youths were given a greater
number of opportunities to participate in 4-H than in FNO. Another likely reason for receipt of
fewer FNOs is youths and/or parents were skipping scheduled FNO activities. Receipt of fewer
mentor meetings may have been due to mentors not meeting obligations to schedule meetings
with mentees as expected or youths skipping mentor meetings; the program did not collect data
tracking scheduled versus completed meetings. Though most respondents to the mentor survey
appeared to know their responsibilities regarding meeting with mentees, 20% of mentors did not
receive an orientation training and even fewer received the mentor manual. Further, for many

sites YFP operated primarily as a school-year program; there was a decrease in the provision of
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mentoring during the summer months and some sites did not offer 4-H and FNO during the
summer. Operation of some of the sites as a school-year program likely accounted for why the
average length of the first match between a mentor and mentee was about 9.5 months, a bit less
than the desired amount of one year according to the literature. Continuity in mentoring
relationships is identified in the literature as an important factor. Most mentoring relationships
seemed to be tied to the school year, since most mentors were students. Given that YFP is part
of 4-H, there is an opportunity to continue program activities thru FNOs and 4-H activities thru
the summer even when the mentoring relationship might be suspended. The program should
consider taking advantage of this by boosting non-mentoring activities over the summer.

The content and focus of program intervention activities appeared to be consistent with
program documentation. Observations of the 4-H and FNO program activities provided
evidence, for example, that they covered topics specified in the program guide and included the
desired participants. Interviews with youths and surveys of mentors indicated that the meetings
between mentors and mentees included desired activities and the relationship between the
mentors and mentees appeared to be appropriate.

Though the Program Guide specifies situations in which the mentoring relationship
should end (e.g., youth is ready to graduate, mentor-youth relationship is unhealthy, and youth
and families are not participating in the program) as well as the target ages for the program, it
does not specify a presumptive length of stay. Few youths graduated from the program, and this
may be a factor contributing to why, outside of program closure, it appeared that youths typically
stayed in the program as long as they liked. Altogether, in 46% of the cases in which a youth
was discharged, it appeared that the youth or family was responsible for the decision (i.e., youth

stopped attending; youth moved; and mentor moved, youth did not want other mentor). This is a
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concern if the program is not able to provide services to youths who would benefit because it is
serving longtime attendees who no longer require program interventions.

Finally, in areas in which guidelines or requirements from 4-H Mentoring/YFP have not
been provided, some sites appeared to have developed their own policies and practices. This
resulted in some variation in the implementation of the program by site. Some sites identified
criteria used to screen out youths from the program, based the presumptive length of stay on a
youth’s age in the program (i.e., youths were discharged when they aged out), aimed to match a
youth with a mentor within one month of the home visit, and/or decided what information about
the youth to share with the mentor at the time of the match.

To identify and quickly resolve concerns regarding youth participation in the program
and that mentors are meeting their obligations, and to help sites with implementation, the
following are recommendations regarding data collection: 1) site coordinators should monitor
mentor contact data submitted in the online log on a monthly basis to ensure data are entered; 2)
the state 4-H office should monitor all data submitted by sites monthly to ensure data are entered
and accurate; 3) reasons for referral and source of referral should be added to the online log; and

4) fields in the online log to track scheduled versus completed mentor meetings should be added.
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OUTCOME EVALUATION

Overview

This section of the report provides the results from the outcome evaluation portion of the
study. The outcome evaluation is a nonequivalent groups design (pre- and post-testing for an
experimental group as well as a comparison group) that includes up to a three-year follow-up for
youths attending the program. Pre- and post-test data were collected for youths and the parents
of youths entering YFP from 2005 to 2008 (YFP group) and two cohorts of school students from
various schools in grades 4-8 (comparison group).?® The discussion here addresses recruiting of
program participants, the design and administration of data collection from pre-tests to follow-
up, and results comparing the YFP and comparison groups as well as for subgroups with the YFP
group.

Recruitment of Study Participants

Typically, YFP youths were recruited for the study at the same time they were being
recruited for the program. Information about the study, along with a parental consent form to
participate in the study, was distributed by program staff when the staff person made a visit to
the home to invite the youth and parent to participate in the program. Program staff were trained
by JRSA to describe the study to the parents and youths and explain the content of the consent
form. The consent form included a toll-free phone number for JRSA that parents could call if
they had questions about the study. A number of youths admitted to the program in 2005 or

early 2006 (hereafter, 2005 cohort), prior to the start of JRSA’s evaluation, were recruited for the

%% The 2005 cohort includes data that were collected for an evaluation that occurred prior to the start of the JRSA
study. The data from the 2005 cohort were included in the JRSA study to increase the sample size of the
experimental group. Youths in this cohort were chosen if they were in one of the following categories: 1) youth is
still in the program as of March 2007 and has been pre-tested for the USU evaluation, or 2) youth is no longer in the
program and has been pre- and post-tested for the USU evaluation.
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study (n=178) after they became involved with the program. These youths were recruited
because they completed a pre-test form administered by the program that included many of the
same questions on the JRSA pre-test form, and they continued to be involved in the program
after the JRSA study began or they were discharged by the time the study began and a program
post-test was available for the youth.

We elected to recruit youths for the comparison group from schools attended by YFP
youths. This was done to try to ensure similarity between youths in the treatment (i.e., YFP) and
comparison groups. The first step in recruiting comparison group youths for the study was to
obtain a letter from the Utah State Office of Education that indicated that school districts were
permitted to cooperate with us and that we had satisfied their concerns about the collection of
identifiable data. With this letter in hand, we then identified school districts attended by YFP
youths that we thought would be willing to allow JRSA to recruit comparison youths. We
contacted school district superintendents and then, after permission was received by the
superintendent, elementary and junior high school principals to invite them to participate in the
study. Each school was offered a small monetary incentive to benefit all students in the school
for agreeing to permit JRSA to recruit comparison youths. Altogether, 14 schools gave
permission to recruit comparison youths. Though there was some variation from school to
school, the basic process for recruiting comparison youths involved sending a parental consent
form, information about the study, and a cover letter from the school principal home with the
youth. The consent form included a toll-free phone number for JRSA that parents could call if
they had questions about the study. Youths returned completed forms to school, and these were
collected by a JRSA contractor who was responsible for recruiting comparison youths and

administering forms to these youths.
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Youths whose parents signed consent forms were eligible for participation in all aspects
of data collection but could withdraw participation at any time or refuse to participate in any
portion of data collection. For the comparison group, 142 youths who were invited to participate
in the study declined. These included both explicit refusals and failures to return a signed
parental consent form. For the YFP group, 54 youths in the 2005 cohort did not respond to
requests to join the JRSA study*, four youths explicitly refused to participate in the JRSA study,
and for an additional three youths we were unable to obtain a consent form indicating either
refusal or consent. Therefore, a total of 61 YFP youths invited to participate in the study were
not eligible for any data collection by JRSA.

Data Collection

Pre and Post-Tests

Content

The YFP youth version of the pre- and post-tests included the Behavioral and Emotional
Rating Scale Version 2 (BERS-2), as well as questions measuring self-reported delinquent
behaviors, what youths would like to work on (or worked on) with their mentor during the
program, and socio-demographic and background information. The post-test also included
questions on mentor relationship quality and perceptions of the YFP program. There was some
variation in data collected on the pre- and post-tests for the 2005 cohort; the cohort for whom the
program collect data prior to the start of the JRSA study. The pre- and post-tests for the 2005
cohort included the most of the BERS-2 scale, except the BERS-2 Career Strength subscale. The
2005 cohort post-test included similar questions about self-reported delinquency, but the

timeframe was somewhat different than that used by the JRSA tests. In addition, there were

% De-identified pre- and post-test data collected by YFP prior to the start of the JRSA study were included for these
youths.
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different responses to socio-demographic questions and different questions pertaining to why the
youth chose to participate in the program. Finally, the 2005 cohort post-test did not include a
measure of mentor relationship quality and included different questions about perceptions of the
program.

The comparison youth version of the pre- and post-tests were similar to the YFP group
versions except they did not contain questions about mentor relationship quality or perceptions
of the YFP program on the post-test. Also, the forms asked whether the youth had ever
participated in the YFP program so that we could ensure that a youth who attended YFP in the
past would not be placed in the comparison group.

The parent version of the pre-and post-tests contained the BERS-2 scale as well as
questions about what they would like their child to work on with their mentor, parenting style,
and socio-demographic and background information. Forms were available in English and
Spanish. Post-test forms requested updated contact information to facilitate locating youths for
follow-up interviews. A set of the data collection forms used in the outcome evaluation may be
found in Appendix A.

The BERS-2 (Epstein, 2004) is a 52-item scale designed to assess the behavioral and
emotional strengths of children. The BERS-2 is comprised of five subscales:

e Interpersonal Strength (ability to control emotions or behaviors in social situations; 15
items);

e Intrapersonal Strength (outlook on competence and accomplishments; 11 items);

e Affective Strength (ability to accept affection from and express feelings toward others; 7
items);

e Family Involvement (participation in and the relationship with family; 10 items);
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e School Functioning (competence in school and classroom tasks; 9 items).
The instrument also contains a supplemental Career Strength scale consisting of five items
measuring interest and aptitude for career and vocational development®”.

The BERS-2 can be used to assess a child’s strengths in each of these areas from the
perspective of the youth, parent, and teacher. It has been demonstrated to have good
psychometric properties (Epstein, 2004; Buckley et al., 2006). When completing the scale, the
respondent is asked to read each item and rate the degree to which it describes him or her “now
or in the past three months.” Item responses are given on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 0
(“not at all like you”) to 3 (“very much like you). Raw scores are converted to standardized
scores for each subscale that range from “very poor” to “very superior;” and placement into one
of these categories is intended to provide guidance regarding the strength of the child in that
area. Scores are not combined into an overall scale score. Cutoffs for normed subscale scores
vary by gender. We used the normed scale scores developed by the author (Epstein, 2004) for
the male and female subgroups in our analyses of the data.

We chose to use the BERS-2 scale for several reasons: 1) in 2005 the YFP program
incorporated the BERS-2 as part of their pre-post assessment, 2) the BERS-2 is a validated scale
that measures the primary objectives of YFP, and 3) using the scale would minimize the data
collection burden on the program for the YFP group youth. We used the youth and parent
version of the scale for the evaluation.

In order to measure the quality of the relationship (successful versus unsuccessful) from
the perspective of the youth we used a modified version of a validated scale called the Youth-

Mentor Relationship Questionnaire developed by Jean Rhodes and her colleagues (Rhodes,

* Though we used this subscale, there are many youths whose scores, because of their young age, should be
discounted. As a result, we do not place much weight in outcomes on the Career Strength subscale.
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Reddy, Roffman & Grossman, 2005). The modifications to the scale included the addition of
positively worded “filler items” recommended by Rhodes that are not used in scoring the scale
(personal communication, April 23, 2006). It is a 20-item scale that includes five filler items.
There are four subscales: “not dissatisfied,” which reflects the youth’s dissatisfaction with their
mentor, “helped to cope,” which measures how well the mentor helped the youth address
problems, “not unhappy,” which relates to the absence of negative emotions such as feeling mad
or ignored, and “trust not broken,” which reflects relationship patterns and the mentor’s
reliability and trustworthiness. Items are scored on a Likert scale ranging from one to four, with
higher scores corresponding to more successful relationships.

Administration

The pre- and post-tests were paper forms sent by JRSA to form administrators and mailed
back to JRSA upon completion. To ensure privacy and confidentiality, respondents did not put
their names on the forms. Instead, respondents were issued an identification number that was
written on the form in advance of completion. To ensure that respondents received the correct
form, either a sticky note with the name was placed on the first page of the form and removed
before completion or the form administrator used a name-identification number list to distribute
the forms individually.

JRSA hired and trained people living nearby or affiliated with program sites to administer
the pre- and post-test forms for YFP youths and parents. For the YFP youths and their parents,
forms were typically administered by program staff at a program event. Form administrators
were trained to have respondents complete the forms on their own, intervening only to answer a
question from the respondent. They were also trained on how to answer various types of

questions including the interpretation of terms and timeframes for responding to items on the
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form. When forms were to be completed at a program activity, form administrators were asked
to administer the forms at a Family Night Out, if possible, because both youths and their parents
would be present. The youths were separated from the parents so that parents and youths would
complete the forms at the same time, but on their own. If respondents were absent on the day of
form administration or for some other reason did not complete the form when planned,
respondents may have completed the form at a subsequent program activity, been mailed the
form to complete and return to JRSA with a postage paid envelope, or received a home visit from
a person contracted by JRSA to go to the home to administer the form. Individuals conducting
home visits were typically not current program staff, but often had some sort of relationship with
the program such as a family member of a staff member.

For comparison youths, JRSA also hired and trained people living nearby or affiliated
with the program to administer the forms to youths at school. Comparison youths completed
forms during the school day at a date and time convenient for the school and youths. Youths
completed forms in a quiet setting away from students not participating in data collection.
Resource restrictions prevented us from collecting data from the parents of comparison youths.

In the first and second year of data collection JRSA staff traveled to Utah to observe form
administration in a few program sites and schools to identify and correct any problems with the
process.

As described previously, pre-testing typically occurred around the start of the school year
to coincide with when youths entered the program in the fall, and post-testing took place toward
the end of the school year in the spring. We did this because it was our understanding that
youths were typically involved in the program for one school year. When we found out that

youths often stayed longer than that, we began to collect additional data each year to capture
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information on changes occurring while in the program. This also had the benefit of making it
easier to conduct data collection at program activities. As a result, youths and parents may have
two or three “post-tests.” Only the last post-test actually reflects the end of program
involvement. Therefore, post-tests were scheduled to occur at approximately 8 (post-test 1), 20
(post-test 2), and 32 (post-test 3) months following the pre-test. Since program discharges often
occurred around the end of the school year, this was an efficient way to collect data. For
discharges occurring more than three months following the spring post-test data collection,
respondents completed another post-test to ensure the final post-test represented the status of the
youth as close as possible to the time of discharge. Timing for comparison youths was similar to
that of pre-test youths. Data collection occurred at or about the beginning of the school year for
pre-tests and at or about the end of the school year for post-tests. Once we learned about the
increased length of stay for YFP youths, we added a second post-test for as many comparison
youths as possible. Table 28 reflects the number of youth pre and post test forms received for
members of the YFP and comparison groups®. This table shows the number of forms actually
received without accounting for whether we should have received a particular form. Altogether,
pre- and/or post-test forms were received for 401 YFP youths and 327 comparison youths.
There are some youths for whom a post-test should have been completed but was not.
Ideally, we would have received an eight-month post-test (post-test one) for each YFP youth for
whom we received a pre-test, and then subsequent post-tests depending on how long they

remained in the program. For comparison youths we should have received a post-test one

% Note, it is possible that a form was received yet not all items on the form were answered. Therefore, counts of
forms completed may be higher than actual numbers reported for specific items on the forms (such as the BERS-2
subscales).

89

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



YFP/4-H Mentoring Evaluation

Table 28. Youth Pre- and Post-Test Form Completion by Group

YFP Group (included in
outcome analyses, if Comparison Group

Number of Forms Received different®)

Pre-test 392 (385) 327
Post-Test 1 Only (no Pre-Test) 9 Not applicable
Pre-Test and Post-Test 1 270 (257) 280
Pre-Test and Post-Test 2 98 (96) 144
Pre-Test, Post-Test 1 and Post-Test 2 93 131
Post-Test 3 28 Not applicable

The difference between these two numbers for the YFP group reflects that a form was received but
was not used in the outcome analyses. This may have occurred, for example, because of when the
form was completed.

for each comparison youth for whom we received a pre-test, and then one additional post-test
depending on whether the youth attended one of the schools that agreed to participate in a second
year of post-test data collection. There are several reasons why this might not have been the
case, however: a youth may have been absent on the day of test administration®®, dropped out of
the study, or chosen not to complete the form. There are also situations in which a YFP youth
would not be eligible for the post-test even when they were discharged from the program. This
occurred for the YFP group when they were discharged too soon after completion of the pre-test.
The most common reasons why post-tests were missing for the YFP group was that the
youth had been discharged from the program before the next post-test was due to occur, or was
absent on the day of test administration and subsequent attempts to get the form completed were
unsuccessful. When a YFP youth (or parent) was not present on the day of post-test data
collection and they were still attending the program or had recently been discharged, we hired
contractors to do the following: administer the form at the next program activity, schedule a time

to go to the youth’s home to complete the form, and, as a last resort, mail the form to the youth

% When this occurred for YFP youths, contractors attempted to contact youths and parents to obtain a completed
form.
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(or parent). For YFP youths, at post-test time two and three, ineligibility for data collection due
to discharge shortly after the first post-test was completed was the reason why approximately
two-thirds of cases did not have these post-tests. Put another way, we collected youth post-tests
two and three for the majority of YFP cases for whom they were expected. The most common
reasons why comparison youths did not complete the expected post-tests was either absence
from school on the day of data collection or a decision not to complete the form (we are unable
to distinguish between these two reasons). Only 15 youths dropped out of the study prematurely,
with 10 of these being in the YFP group.

Ideally, pre-tests would have been completed within a few weeks of when a YFP youth
began to receive services. Since youths typically entered shortly after the school year began we
asked that pre-tests be completed at already scheduled program group activities in October or
November. Youths who did not enter the program on this schedule were asked to complete the
form within a few weeks of their official admit date. In a few cases (n=9), YFP youths
completed pre-tests too long (more than a few months) after they began to receive program
services.** We did not include these late pre-test completers in analyses examining the change
on the BERS-2 scale. For the comparison youths the pre-test form completion date was treated
like the admit date for YFP youths, so there were no issues with the timing of pre-test form
completion for comparison youths.

Similar to the form completion timing for the pre-test, there were a few post-tests (n=6)
that were excluded from analyses because of when they were completed (within 3 months of the
pre-test). These early post-test completers were not included in analyses examining the change

on the BERS-2 scale. Further, if the first (or second) post-test was completed closer to the time

* This was sometimes, but not necessarily, based on the admit date since some youths did not actually receive any
services for a month or more after they were admitted.
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that the subsequent post-test should have been completed, it was entered as the second (or third)
post-test. Therefore, a few YFP youths have a post-test two, but no post-test one. For the
comparison youths, there were no issues regarding the timing of form completion. Youths who
did not complete the post-test on the day it was administered in school were not included in
analyses requiring that post-test.

Almost two-thirds (64%, n=245) of YFP youth pre-test forms were completed within a
month of when youths were admitted to the program. The average number of days from admit to
pre-test completion was 54 and the median number of days was 35. Over one-half (56%) of the
first youth post-test forms were completed within seven to nine months after the pre-test form.
The average time from pre-test to post-test one completion for YFP youths was 7.5 months with
a median of 6.9 months. Time from pre- to post-test one completion for comparison youths was
a bit shorter (mean of 5.7 months and median of 5.3 months).

Though the process evaluation examined issues related to length of stay and dosage of
program services, we provide some updated numbers here these variables, since the process
evaluation only included data through September 2008. The average length of stay for youths
discharged from the program was 17.5 months; the average length of stay for youths still
attending the program by the time data collection ended in June 2010 was 35.1 months®. Few
youths left the program shortly after it began; only seven youths were discharged within three
months of starting the program. For youths for whom dosage data are available, the average
number of activities youths received per month while in the program was 2.46. This shows

longer lengths of stay for youths than seen in the process evaluation (likely due to the fact that

* There were 61 youths still attending the program at the time data collection ended, including two who were
discharged and readmitted to the program.
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some youths still in the program during the process evaluation had been discharged), but little
difference in the dosage.
Follow-Up Interviews

To assess the long-term outcomes of program participation and sustainability of program
effects, follow-up telephone interviews with YFP and comparison group youths were scheduled
to occur annually up to three years after program discharge/date of the last post-test®. Phone
interviews were conducted with youths at these follow-up points to assess current academic
performance, interpersonal competence, family relationships, and delinquency/risky behavior as
well as perceptions of YFP program involvement (YFP youths only).

We created a process for conducting the interview that we expected, based on approaches
used by longitudinal studies, would maximize the likelihood that we would reach the youth.
Prior to calling the youth’s home we sent a letter to his or her parent/guardian. This letter served
as a general reminder that the call was coming to help increase the likelihood that the call would
be answered. We were concerned that when an unknown phone number showed up on a phone’s
caller id, it would reduce the likelihood that the call would be answered. The letter also served to
help let us know if the youth no longer resided at that address. If we received a letter returned
from the post office with no forwarding address then we knew that we would have to explore
other means of finding the youth if the only phone number available was a landline phone. We
made up to 13 attempts to conduct the follow-up interviews and varied the time of day and day
of the week that calls were made. We always left messages and a toll-free number for
respondents to use. In the evenings and on weekends, staff could make and receive calls on a

cell phone with a Utah area code.

% The last attempt for follow-up interviews occurred in mid-December 2010.
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Initially, we used phone numbers for home, work, friends, and relatives requested at the
time of consent, pre-test and post-test to try to locate youths. If these were unsuccessful, we
searched for new phone numbers by asking YFP staff or the last known school attended by the
youth for a new phone number, using the online white pages, and searching Intelius (an online
public records service). Table 29 below details the number of completed phone interviews
conducted with youths. “Percent eligible completed” reflects the percentage of cases eligible for
an interview that were actually completed. It should be noted that a call was not necessarily
attempted for all eligible cases. In some cases, such as when we did not have sufficient contact
information, we were not able to attempt a phone call. Of the 401 youths for whom we had pre-
and/or post-test data, there were 76 youths in the YFP group for whom no follow-up interview
was attempted either because they were still in the program at the time data collection ended or
they had not been out of the program long enough for us to do the interview. These 76 youths
were also ineligible for most analyses involving official court or school records during the

follow-up time periods.

Table 29. Number of Annual Follow-up Interviews Completed by Group

YFP Group Comparison Group
(% Eligible Completed) | (% Eligible Completed)
Year one 132 (40%) 103 (37%)
Year two 107 (31%) 147 (49%)
Year three 38 (30%) 51 (36%)

Official School Data

Given the program objective associated with improving school performance, we decided
to obtain official school records of attendance and grades prior to, during, and up to three years
following involvement in the program (or last post-test for the comparison group). This data

collection time was intended to mirror pre- and post-testing as well as follow-up data collection
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and help determine long-term outcomes and sustainability of effects. Depending on the date a
youth entered or was discharged from the program (or last post-test for the comparison group),
we designated either the reporting period preceding the program admit date or the reporting
period during which a youth was admitted as the pre-program period, and the reporting period
following program discharge or the reporting period during which the youth was discharged as
the post-program reporting period. School records for up to three years following the post-
program reporting period were collected to serve as one, two, and three year follow-ups.

At least some official school data were available for 39% of the YFP group and 73% of
the comparison group. There are many reasons that account for why data are missing in such a
large proportion of cases. After discussion with the Utah State Office of Education, we learned
that in Utah individual-level data are only available from school districts and, in some instances,
only from the school that the youth attends. We contacted school principals or their designees
several times to request data. The process was time-consuming and not always fruitful. Reasons
for delays or refusals included: resource problems, a requirement to obtain additional consent to
receive data, and the need to go through a process similar to a university’s institutional review
board in order to obtain permission for data. We worked with each school district and/or school
to try to meet their needs in order to obtain the data. We received data from eleven school
districts and two private/charter schools. Sometimes individual schools, rather than the school
districts themselves, provided us with data. Two school districts refused to give us data and one
other district and two private/charter schools were not responsive to data requests (i.e., did not
provide us with data). In some cases, even when school districts agreed to give us data, we only
received data from some of the schools in the district. Though lack of cooperation was the

primary reason why data were missing, there was another significant reason. We were unable to
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collect school district data from 54 cases in the 2005 cohort because we lacked the youth’s name
and therefore we could not secure parental consent to do so0*’.

Data from schools and school districts came in multiple forms including data files with
well-defined spreadsheets and faxed copies of paper records. Once we received the data we tried
to organize it in such a way as to permit comparison over time and across youths. This proved
difficult for several reasons. School reporting periods (e.g., semester, trimester, quarter),
methods for calculating daily absences (e.g., unexcused absence for all classes on one day versus
missed seven classes in a week is equivalent to a missed day), and approaches for calculating
grade point averages (GPA) varied by schools and, sometimes, the grade in school. This made
comparison across youths difficult, and we were therefore not able to make very precise
assessments of differences. School data collection was further complicated in instances when
youths switched school districts. In a few instances we were unable to calculate changes in
absences from one time period to another due to variations in reporting periods and the various
schools attended by youths.

Official Court Data

Since the program targets at-risk youths, we collected data on YFP and comparison
youths’ involvement with the juvenile court system prior to, during, and up to a maximum of
three years following their involvement in the program/study. The Utah Administrative Office
of the Courts (UAOC) provided information to JRSA on each incident which came to the
attention of the court including the incident date, charges, intake decision, and conviction. In
order to get these data, JRSA completed a formal request and provided UAOC with information

on the parental consent received. Once permission was received we sent a list with identifying

%7 For youths in this group, we were also missing official court and other data.
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information to the court for all the youths for whom we sought data. UAOC used the
information provided to try to match identifying information (e.g., name, date of birth, county of
residence) to youths with court records. UAOC then sent a data file to JRSA with the court
history of youths for whom they found a match. These data, along with data on self-reported
delinquency collected at the pre-test, post-test, and follow-up interviews, provided information
on youths’ involvement in delinquent activities. Data on court involvement (either the presence
or absence of data) are available for 89% of youths in the study: 98% of the comparison group
and 82% of the YFP group. When we either did not have permission or were unable to do a
search due to insufficient identifying information, we classified these data as missing.

Results

Preliminary Analyses

Sample Description

Prior to examining change on the youth version of the BERS-2 subscales from pre-test to
post-tests at approximately 8 and 20 months following the pre-test, the YFP and comparison
groups were examined for comparability. There were significant differences on a number of
socio-demographic and risk factors at the pre-test, with YFP youth more likely to be non-white,
younger, living with only one parent, and having one or more self-reported school suspensions in
the six months prior to the pre-test (see Tables 30 and 31). Table 32 shows the means and
standard deviations of the two groups on pre-test scores on the BERS-2 subscales. For each
subscale, YFP youths had lower average scores and showed greater variability in their scores
than youth in the comparison group. Given that the program targets youths who are at-risk and

we were not able to randomly assign youths to the YFP and comparison groups, these differences
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are not unexpected.® It is important to note that scores were so high on the Career Strength
subscale that a substantial proportion of cases in the YFP (34%) and comparison (44%) groups

received the highest score possible. Given this, there is no room for improvement for many

youths on this subscale.

Table 30. Socio-Demographic Characteristics by Group

Average age | Modal grade
Male | White** | (years)** in school
Comparison N 152 253 320 320
Percent | 46.8% 79.1% 10.8 5t
YFP N 212 237 405 346
Percent | 50.6% | 64.4% 10.5 5"
**p<.01
Table 31. Risk Factors by Group
Has history of Lives with Have self-reported | Have self-reported
court both school skipped school
involvement parents** suspensions* (prior 6 months)
(official record) (prior 6 months)
Comparison N 9 226 14 17
Percent 2.8% 70.4% 4% 5%
YFP N 11 193 22 20
Percent 3.1% 54.4% 9% 8%
**p<.01, *p<.05

% We considered doing random assignment, but it was rejected for two reasons: 1) the number of youth entering the
program was too small given the amount of time we could allot for recruitment and 2) we were told that no changes
should be made to the process whereby youths are placed in the program.
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Table 32. Mean Youth Pretest BERS-2 Subscale Scores by Group

—_ X _— *
© 4 g © 4 *
é f.C_, > é § = S g § % 5 3<:_:
= o = 1) froe} o =
Group E P E E & L% <&H h
Comparison Mean 34.33 23.11 28.02 21.73 14.05 13.12
SD 7.38 4.94 481 441 4.06 2.46
N 321 321 320 321 321 318
YFP Mean 29.94 20.27 23.47 17.82 13.36 12.40
SD 8.77 5.86 6.88 5.59 4.42 2.85
N 345 346 345 345 348 238
Maximum 45 30 33 27 21 15
Possible Score
**n<.01, *p<.05

Matching

In order to address lack of comparability between the groups and to meet the original
intent of matching YFP and comparison group members when examining outcomes, we
attempted three types of propensity score matching (PSM): 1) using one-to-one matching, 2)
using one-to-multiple matching, and 3) with stratification (Dehejia and Wahba, 2002; Luellen et
al., 2005; Love, 2004). PSM is a useful tool to address sample selection bias because it easily
allows for the use of multiple measures on which to match. Based on these multiple measures
one propensity score, the predicted probability that an individual received the treatment, is
developed for each member in the study and used to create the matches.

We tested a number of one-to-one and one-to-multiple matching models using pre-test
scores on the BERS-2 subscales and socio-demographic factors. Given the differences in
propensity scores between the groups as well as the size of the comparison group in relation to

the YFP group, we were unable to create a sufficient number of one-to-one or one-to-multiple
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matches to permit analyses using this approach. We then attempted one other PSM approach:
PSM with stratification. In this approach, cases are grouped into distinct strata (five is the
recommended number) according to their propensity scores and outcomes are examined across
the groups (Love, 2004). When we attempted PSM with stratification into five strata, the groups
were not similar enough following stratification to account for differences between the YFP and
comparison groups. As a result, we decided not to proceed with matching YFP to comparison
group youths and decided to account for differences between the YFP and comparison groups
using analysis of covariance (ANCOVA). ANCOVA is a generally accepted technique to use to
assess between-group differences while accounting for pre-test scores (Wright, 2006).
BERS-2

We conducted ANCOVA analyses using scores at post-test times one and two as the
dependent variables, group (YFP or comparison) as the independent variable, and pre-test scores
as the covariate®.

Post-Test Time 1

There was a significant, positive change on the post-test time one affective strength
measure for the YFP group. That is, there is evidence that, regardless of their level of affective
strength when they started the program, YFP youths have a greater ability to accept affection and
express feelings after being in the program for approximately eight months when compared to
comparison youths (see Table 33).

Table 33. Youth Post-test Time 1 Affective Strength

Group Mean N
Comparison 14.33 288
YFP 14.63 230
p<.05

¥ The comparison group only completed post-tests at post-test times one and two.
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There was also a significant change on the post-test time one career strength score, but in
the opposite direction from what might be expected. Overall, comparison group youths
experienced increased career strength demonstrating an improved interest in and aptitude for
career and vocational development, while YFP youths had lower career strength at post-test time
one (see Table 34). As noted previously, we do not put much stock in scores on this subscale,

given the ages of the youths in the study.

Table 34. Youth Post-test Time 1 Career Strength

Group Mean N
Comparison 13.15 284
YFP 12.24 160
p<.05

There were no other significant between-group differences at post-test time one when
examining the YFP and comparison groups as a whole.

Post-Test Time One: Received at Least Two-Thirds of Program

The analyses conducted above were replicated for only those YFP youths who received at
least two-thirds of the services (mentoring, FNO, and 4-H) they should have received according
to program requirements given the amount of time they were involved in the program (n= 76).
When YFP youths receiving at least two-thirds of expected services were examined, the
previously-observed significant difference on affective strength was larger, but failed to achieve
statistical significance due to the smaller sample size (mean difference =.705, p= 14).

Post-Test Time 2

At post-test time two, the only significant difference between the two groups was on
family involvement. Youths in the comparison group had significantly higher family
involvement than the youths in the YFP group (see Table 35).
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Table 35. Youth Post-test Time 2 Family Involvement

Group Mean N
Comparison 23.94 131
YFP 21.73 107
p<.05

Finally, we used t-tests on gain scores to examine group differences on outcomes. Use of
gain scores (t-tests) has been criticized on the grounds of reliability when they are used in
situations to measure change because the procedure does not account for pretest scores.
Nevertheless, gain scores are helpful for answering the question of whether changes that occur
are greater on average for the program group or comparison group (Wright, 2006).

Post-Test Times One and Two: YFP vs. Comparison Group

Table 36 shows that, as would be expected, comparison youths’ scores remained
relatively stable from pre-test to Time 1 post-test. Comparison group change scores were
somewhat larger when measured from pre-test to Time 2 post-test, but were still relatively
modest, with the exception of school functioning.

Review of the gain scores showed that mean scores improved significantly for YFP
youths for all BERS-2 scales, except Career Strength, at approximately 8 and 20 months (post-
test time one and time two, respectively) of participation (see Tables 36 and 37). The largest
gains were on interpersonal strength and intrapersonal strength. Changes from pre-test to post-
test time one were smaller when youths who were only in the program long enough to have taken

the first (time one) post-test are examined (see Table 38).
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Table 36. BERS-2 Pre-Test to Post-Test 1 Change
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YFP Group Comparison Grou
BERS-2 Scale Mean [Std. Dev.| DF | Sig. [Mean [Std. Dev. | DF | Sig.
Interpersonal strength 3.03] 10.04] 231} .000] -.014 6.89] 287 .973
Family Involvement 1.84  6.71] 232 .000] .14 4.97 287] .627
Intrapersonal Strength | 3.94]  7.68 231] .000] -.21 4.76] 286| .458
School Functioning 123  6.17] 231 .003] .37 4.19 287 .137
Affective Strength 1.26) 503 234 .000] .10 3.79 287| .664
Career Strength -.30 3.7 161 .310] -.04 2.50, 283] .776
Table 37. BERS-2 Pre-Test to Post-Test 2 Change
YFP Group Comparison Group
BERS-2 Scale Mean |Std. Dev. | DF | Sig. | Mean |Std. Dev.| DF | Sig.
Interpersonal strength 4.05 10.31f 106 .000[ -.90 7.21) 130 .155
Family Involvement 1.94 7.55 106[ .009| .53 4.69 130[ .195
Intrapersonal Strength 4.95 8.13| 106 .000[ .01 4.68 130[ .985
School Functioning 2.62 6.44] 106 .000[ -1.24 459 130 .003
Affective Strength 1.51 5.57] 107 .006 .30 3.91] 130 .386
Career Strength 61 3.75 65 .193 -.27 2.831 128 .279
Table 38. BERS-2 Pre-Test to Post-Test 1 Change,
Only Post-Test 1 Available

BERS-2 Scale Mean | Std.Dev. |DF | Sig.

Interpersonal strength 1.89 10.18 127 .038

Family Involvement 1.05 6.52 128 .068

Intrapersonal Strength 2.52 7.53 127 .000

School Functioning .55 5.94 127 293

Affective Strength 74 4.77 129 .080

Career Strength -1.06 3.80 99 .006

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.

103



YFP/4-H Mentoring Evaluation

If only those YFP youths with both a post-test one and post-test two (average length of
stay in program was 29.7 months) are compared to the YFP youths with only a post-test one *°
(average length of stay in program was 14.2 months), it is clear that youths with post-tests one
and two have greater average change on the BERS-2 scales at post-test time one than those that
only have post-test time one. That is, youths with longer average length of stay had greater
improvements on all the BERS-2 scales within approximately eight months of program
involvement than youths with a shorter average length of stay (see Figure 8). On one subscale,
Career Strength, short attenders had decreased average scores from pre- to post-test one.
However, those longer attenders only had additional significant improvement at post-test time
two on one BERS-2 subscale — School Functioning. This raises questions about whether it is

desirable to keep youths in the program as long as possible.

“% The numbers for post-test time one to post-test time two change because, even if a form is submitted, a youth may
have skipped questions resulting in an inability to calculate a score on a subscale.
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Figure 8. YFP Youth BERS-2 Improvement at Post-Test Time One and Two

Last Post-Test for YFP Youths

When the last post-test prior to discharge (this could have occurred at post-test time one,
two, or three) is examined for YFP youths, changes are similar to those seen from pre-test to year
one. There are some differences in the average improvement from the pre-test to the last post-
test, but in no instance is the average difference greater than the change seen from the pre-test to
the year one post-test (see Table 39). This again raises the issue of the optimum length of stay in
the program. Given the substantial number of YFP youths with high scores on Career Strength
at the pre-test, little weight should be given to the gain scores indicating negative change on the

pre-test.
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Table 39. YFP Youth Change From Pre-Test to Last Post-Test

BERS-2 Scale Mean [Std. Dev. | DF | Sig.

Interpersonal strength 2.40 10.35( 229 .001
Family Involvement 1.16 6.82[ 230 .011
Intrapersonal Strength 3.37 8.0 229 .000
School Functioning 1.33 6.19] 229 .001
Affective Strength .88 5.34[ 2321 .013
Career Strength -.52 3.89] 162| .093

Sub-group Differences for the YFP Group

We examined the relationship between youths’ BERS-2 pre-test scores and various
background characteristics as well as factors related to program involvement and found many
significant correlations (see Table 40 below). With the exception of Career Strength, youths

with higher pre-test scores on the BERS-2 scales were less involved in the program, both in

terms of overall time in the program and program dosage, and were more likely to be discharged

from the program because they stopped attending. Non-whites had lower scores on Family

Involvement. Girls had higher Interpersonal Strength, School Functioning and Affective

Strength.
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Table 40. Relationship between YFP Youths’ Pre-Test BERS-2 Scores
and Background and Program Involvement Characteristics

+ S
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BERS-2 Scale 288|8s |SLt |S§SE|3E |5 |ES
AERleax |d< |xEE |>8 |0 <
Youth pretest | Pearson 1807 | -124"| -.012 -001 | -.037 | .118" -
Interpersonal | Correlation 247"
strength Sig. (2-tailed) 002 .032 .829 991 497 | .028 .000
N 298 301 340 262 338 344 271
Youth pretest | Pearson 1867 | -1957 | -.014 129" | -072| .083 -
family Correlation 234"
involvement Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .001 .793 .037 185 | 126 .000
N 299 302 341 263 339 | 345 272
Youth pretest | Pearson 206" | -.143" .040 066 | -.045| .089 -
Intrapersonal | Correlation 356"
Strength Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .013 461 .289 404 | .099 .000
N 298 301 340 262 338 344 271
Youth pretest | Pearson 140" | -.160" .000 038 | -.206" | .134" | -.143"
school Correlation
functioning Sig. (2-tailed) .015 .006 .998 542 .000 | .013 .018
N 298 301 340 262 338 344 271
Youth pretest | Pearson 1737 | -118"| -.008 -003 | -.104 | 137" -
affective Correlation 166"
strength Sig. (2-tailed) .003 .040 877 .965 .054 | .011 .006
N 301 303 342 263 341 347 274
Youth pretest | Pearson 103 -.035 -.099 .010 -012 | .054 | -.039
career strength | Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) 148 .593 129 .882 .861 | .409 .590
N 198 233 235 231 234 238 198
**p < 01.
*p < .05.

ANCOVAs showed significant changes (p < .05) from pre-test to post-test time one for
several youth background and program involvement characteristics (see Tables 41 through 44).
By post-test time one:

e females in the YFP group had significantly higher affective strength and intrapersonal
strength;
e whites had higher interpersonal strength and school functioning;
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youths ages 12 to 17 at admit, the oldest youths, had lower school functioning; and
youths who would ultimately be discharged from the program within a year had the

lowest scores on interpersonal strength, family involvement, intrapersonal strength,

school functioning, and career strength.

Table 41. YFP Youth Significant BERS-2 Changes
by Gender (Posttest 1 Means)

Affective Strength Intrapersonal Strength
Std.

Gender Mean Deviation N Mean | Std. Deviation N
Male 13.94 4.62 119 | 26.43 5.03 118
Female 15.36 4.06 111 | 27.98 4.40 110
Total 14.63 441 230 | 27.17 4.79 228

Table 42. YFP Youth Significant BERS-2 Changes

by Race/Ethnicity (Posttest 1 Means)
Interpersonal Strength School Functioning
Std. Std.

Race Mean Deviation N Mean Deviation N
White 33.63 7.77 123 19.92 5.42 123
Non-white 31.35 8.97 59 18.56 6.17 59
Total 32.90 8.22 182 19.48 5.69 182

Table 43. YFP Youth School Functioning Changes

by Age at Admission (Posttest 1 Means)

Std.

Age Mean Deviation N

5 through 11 19.92 5.22 176

12 through 17 17.00 6.02 52

Total 19.26 5.54 228

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
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Table 44.

YFP Youth Significant BERS-2 Changes by Time in Program (Posttest 1 Means)

Interpersonal Family Intrapersonal School Career
Strength Involvement Strength Functioning Strength

Time in Std. Std. Std. Std. Std.
Program Mean| Dev. | N [ Mean | Dev.| N |Mean|Dev.| N | Mean | Dev.| N |Mean| Dev. | N
up tol year |30.50| 9.15 | 56 | 20.80 | 5.90 | 56 |25.80| 5.06 | 56 | 17.68 | 6.25 | 56 | 10.94| 3.98] 51
greater than |34.29| 7.39 | 87 | 22.70 | 495 | 88 |27.41| 496 | 87 | 19.80 | 5.01 | 87 | 12.50| 3.24| 59
1lyearto?2
years
greater than [32.50| 7.03 | 40 | 22.45| 441 | 40 |27.32| 4.03 | 40 | 19.10 | 5.50 | 40 | 13.42| 2.46| 19
2 years
Total 32.74| 8.02 |183| 22.07 | 5.19 | 184 | 26.90 | 4.84 | 183 | 19.00 | 5.57 | 183 | 12.02| 3.56|129

In terms of average changes (i.e. gain scores, where the pre-test score is subtracted from

the post-test score) from pre-test to post-test one and post-test one to post-test two, there were a

number of differences in gender, race/ethnicity, age, and living arrangements changes for the

YFP group when compared to overall average changes for the YFP group (See Table 45). At

post-test one, girls had larger positive changes on intrapersonal strength and affective strength

than boys; there were no significant changes on any BERS-2 subscales for non-whites; youths

living with both parents had larger improvements on family involvement and intrapersonal

strength than youths not living with both parents; and the only significant improvements for

youths ages 12 or older was a increase in intrapersonal strength which was less of an

improvement for the YFP group as a whole.

In order to assess whether the YFP program may have had differential impacts on

subgroups of youth as indicated by the variables discussed above (e.g., boys vs. girls), we re-ran

the ANCOVASs for the BERS-2 subscales from pre-test to first post-test looking for significant

interactions between the variable(s) of interest (e.g., gender) and whether the youth was in YFP

or the comparison group. The group-gender interaction approached statistical significance for the

intrapersonal strength scale (F = 5.07, p =.06). When controlling for pretest differences, YFP

girls scored higher on intrapersonal strength than comparison girls, while there was no difference
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between boys in the two groups. When differences by race (white vs. non-white) were examined,
there was a statistically significant difference on the Family Involvement subscale (F = 5.29, p <
.05). Non-white YFP participants scored significantly higher on the post-test than comparison
group youth, while for whites there was no difference in scores on Family Involvement. With
regard to whether the youth lived with both parents, the group interaction for Affective Strength
barely failed to reach statistical significance (F = 3.83, p = .051). YFP youth who lived with both
parents had significantly higher post-test scores than comparison youth, while for youth who did
not live with both parents there was no difference in subscale scores. Finally, the differential
effect of age (at time of admission or pretest) on group differences was examined for the BERS-2
subscales. Differences on three of the subscales — School Functioning, Affective Strength, and
Career Strength — were statistically significant (F = 6.56, F = 5.32, and F = 5.95, respectively, all
p <.05). In all cases, when controlling for pretest scores, younger YFP participants scoring
higher on the posttest than older ones, a difference not observed in the comparison group. In
addition, differences on the Family Involvement scale approached statistical significance (F =
3.39, p = .07), with younger YFP participants again scoring higher on the subscale than older
ones, a difference not observed in the comparison group.

Between year one and year two, there were few significant changes in the average scores
on the BERS-2 scales by various background and program involvement characteristics. Older
youths (ages 12-17) had increased School Functioning (m = 4.24, n = 17) and youths who were
discharged because they stopped attending the program had decreased Affective Strength (m =

1.92,n=13).

110

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



Table 45. Change on BERS-2 for YFP Group by Selected Variables

g o % g c g L o c
8| 5=z| 58| 58| &8¢8| &8
gh| L3 g6| 25| <65 | 96

£ - = L
Male Mean 2.91*%* | 1.96** | 3.45** | 1.41** .81 51
SD 9.10 6.58 7.04 5.92 4.83 3.63
N 119 120 119 119 120 79
Female Mean 3.16%* | 1.72** | 4.46** 1.05 | 1.74** A
SD 11.01 6.86 8.29 6.44 5.21 3.78
N 113 113 113 113 115 83
Lives with both Mean 3.68*%* | 2.52** | 4,79*%* | 1.564** | 1.71** 57
parents SD 9.70 6.57 7.30 6.31 5.11 3.64
N 130 130 130 130 130 84
Does not live with Mean 1.99 .85 | 2.75** 74 .59 .08
both parents SD 10.25 6.71 8.0 5.91 4.83 3.73
N 101 102 101 101 103 77
White Mean 2.57** 1.31* | 2.57** | 1.42** 70* .05
SD 9.55 5.99 7.16 5.97 451 3.62
N 123 124 123 123 124 103
Non-white Mean -.64 -1.26 1.07 -.67 .02 .96
SD 9.05 5.54 5.58 5.41 4.87 3.81
N 61 61 61 61 61 55
Ages5upto 12 Mean 3.27** | 2.13** | 4.13**| 1.68** | 1.33** .02
SD 10.08 6.99 7.92 6.28 5.17 3.67
N 180 181 180 180 183 125
Ages 12 through 17 Mean 2.21 83| 3.29** -.29 1.04 | -1.35*
SD 9.95 5.55 6.79 5.56 4,53 3.65
N 52 52 52 52 52 36
Not discharged b/c Mean 3.43*%* | 2.33** | 4,32** 1.22* | 1.44** -41
stopped attending SD 9.83 6.84 8.12 6.61 5.19 3.82
N 148 148 148 148 149 93
Discharged b/c Mean 1.55 56 | 3.09** 1.23 .94 -.95
stopped attending SD 11.53 6.94 7.33 6.04 4.98 3.58
N 47 48 47 47 49 38
Did not receive at Mean 1.65* A5 | 2.52%* 21 .64 .093
least 2/3 of program SD 8.9 5.47 6.34 5.21 4.53 3.60
N 141 142 141 141 144 118
Received at least 2/3 | Mean 4.05%* | 2.92%* | 4,92** | 2,73** 1.61* -.84
of program SD 11.45 7.80 8.77 7.18 5.66 3.95
N 77 77 77 77 77 44

**n<.01, *p<.05
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Predicting Change on the BERS-2 Subscales for the YFP Group

We developed a series of linear regression models to identify predictors of change for
each of the BERS-2 youth subscale scores (raw scores) from pre-test to post-test time one (see
Tables 46-51). We used a variety of youth background and program involvement variables as
predictors. All of the predictor variables were entered into the models at the same time. These
variables do not do a very good job of explaining the variation in change in scores on any of the
BERS-2 subscales — that is, the R? values are quite low for each of the models. Nevertheless,
race/ethnicity is a significant predictor of change for several of the subscales. Being non-white
was associated with decreased scores for interpersonal strength, family involvement, school
functioning, and career strength. In fact, the only significant predictor of change for
interpersonal strength was race. For family involvement, race and age were significant
predictors. Being non-white and older (ages 12-17) was associated with decreased scores on
family involvement. For school functioning, being female and non-white was associated with
decreased scores. None of the variables entered in the model were significant predictors of

change for affective strength or intrapersonal strength.

Table 46. Predictors of Change on Interpersonal Strength For YFP Group

Unstandardized Standardized

Coefficients Coefficients t Sig.
Model B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 19.286 6.036 3.195 | .002
Gender -1.617 1.505 -.088 -1.074 | .285
Living arrangements -1.483 1.515 -.080 -979 | .329
Race/ethnicity -3.556 1.659 -177 -2.143 | .034
Was 2/3 of program received? -.562 1.622 -.029 -346 | .730
Age at admit -.825 453 -.149 -1.823 | .070
Was youth discharged b/c
stopped attending? -2.160 1.729 -.104 -1.249 | 214
R*=.085
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Table 47. Predictors of Change on Family Involvement For YFP Group

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
(Constant) 11.809 3.717 3.177 | .002
Gender -.402 .927 -.035 -434 | .665
Living arrangements -.978 934 -.085 -1.047 | .297
Race/ethnicity -2.587 1.023 -.206 -2.528 | .013
Was 2/3 of program received? .366 999 .030 366 | 715
Age at admit -.603 279 -.175 -2.157 | .033
Was youth discharged b/c -1.335 1.060 -.103 -1.259 | .210
stopped attending?
R*=.098
Table 48. Predictors of Change on Intrapersonal Strength For YFP Group
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients t Sig.
Model B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 12.384 4.287 2.889 | .004
Gender -.314 1.069 -.024 -293 | .770
Living arrangements -1.846 1.076 -.143 -1.716 | .088
Race/ethnicity -1.916 1.178 -.136 -1.626 | .106
Was 2/3 of program received? 137 1.152 .054 639 | .524
Age at admit -.526 322 -.135 -1.636 | .104
Was youth discharged b/c -211 1.228 -.014 -171 | .864
stopped attending?
R =.064
Table 49. Predictors of Change on School Functioning For YFP Group
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients t Sig.
Model B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 12.877 3.895 3.306 | .001
Gender -2.763 971 -.227 -2.844 | .005
Living Arrangements -.385 977 -.032 -394 | .694
Race/Ethnicity -2.618 1.070 -.197 -2.446 | .016
Was 2/3 of program received 971 1.047 .075 927 | .355
Age at admit -.444 .292 -.121 -1.520 | .131
Was youth discharged b/c .326 1.116 .024 292 | 771
stopped attending
R’=.128
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Table 50. Predictors of Change on Affective Strength For YFP Group

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients t Sig.
Model B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 5.833 3.075 1.897 .060

Gender -.467 .766 -.051 -.609 543

Living Arrangements -.710 172 -.077 -.919 .360

Race/Ethnicity -1.130 .846 -.113 -1.335 184

Was 2/3 of program received .206 827 021 .249 .804

Age at admit -.230 231 -.084 -.997 321

Was youth discharged b/c -.141 877 -.014 -.160 873

stopped attending
R*=.032
Table 51. Predictors of Change on Career Strength For YFP Group
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients t Sig.
Model B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 3.256 2.713 1.200 232

Gender 722 .666 .095 1.085 .280

Living Arrangements 535 .663 071 .807 421

Race/Ethnicity -1.550 725 -.191 -2.137 .035

Was 2/3 of program received -.337 734 -.041 -.460 .647

Age at admit -.329 201 -.144 -1.640 104

Was youth discharged b/c stopped -.816 740 -.098 -1.102 273
attending
R*=.069

Parent Scores for YFP Group

Comparison Between Youth and Parent Scores for YFP Group

Though significant for each subscale, correlations between comparable youth and parent

subscale scores at the pretest for the YFP group are weak to moderate (.253 to .363; see Table

52). These are lower than the youth-parent correlations identified for the normative sample used

to develop the scale (.5 to .63) (Synhorst, Buckley, Reid, Epstein, & Ryser, 2005).
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Table 52. Correlations for BERS-2 Subscale Scores for YFP Youths and Parents

- o o ) 4 o ..'C_,
0 @ 7] = 0 © | 72] o> | 72] 0 o
£5g |Ex2 |B55| 855 Egg|Es
a5 e D-'Eg a5 e n_g_g agc|af
fll = € 85 EZL | Eco |ELS| E -
Sy |[SL3 | 85h | 895 | es<Hh | 88
Subscale Fc g = | &= F u |5 S 8
Youth Pretest Pearson 3297 334" 336" 225" 3387 | 2607
Interpersonal Correlation
Strength Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 258 259 258 258 259 180
Youth Pretest Pearson 2727 329" 290" 2397 3207 | 2647
Family Correlation
Involvement Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 258 259 258 258 259 180
Youth Pretest Pearson 249”7 287" 294" 1977 3207 | .229™
Intrapersonal Correlation
Strength Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .001 .000 .002
N 258 259 258 258 259 180
Youth Pretest Pearson 2717 255" 2777 316 3237 1917
School Correlation
Functioning Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .010
N 258 259 258 258 259 180
Youth Pretest Pearson 287" 278" 285" 225" 363" 189"
Affective Strength | Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 011
N 259 260 259 259 260 181
Youth Pretest Pearson 261" 225" 264" 161" 2187 | 253"
Career Strength Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .002 .000 .030 .003 .001
N 182 181 182 182 181 178

**p< 001
*p<.05

When mean pre-test scores for youths and parents are compared for cases in which

youths and parents submitted pretests, some mean scores are higher and others lower, with the

greatest differences occurring for interpersonal strength and career strength (See Table 53).

Given the analyses conducted on other populations, it is not surprising to find that, though they

are significantly correlated, youth pre-test scores on the BERS-2 differ from parent pre-test

scores on the BERS-2 (Epstein, 2004; Synhorst et al., 2005).
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Table 53. BERS-2 Pretest Subscale Scores for YFP Youths and Parents

Interpersonal Family Intrapersonal School Affective Career

Subscale Strength Involvement Strength Functioning | Strength Strength
Youth | Mean 29.901 20.23 23.23 17.72 13.46 12.37
N 272 272 272 272 273 186
Std. Dev. 8.61 5.96 7.00 5.57 4.29 2.81
Parent | Mean 27.45 21.64 22.78 16.29 14.71 9.80
N 269 270 269 269 270 184
Std. Dev. 8.97 5.37 6.32 6.29 4.02 3.79

Gain Scores

Review of gain scores on the parent version of the BERS-2 scales from pre-test to post-

test time one and pre-test to post-test time two did not reveal any significant changes. That is,

there is no evidence of youth improvement on the BERS-2 scales from the parent perspective.

Mentor Relationship Quality

The Youth-Mentor Relationship Questionnaire (YMR) was administered at each post-test

for youths in the YFP group only. Looking at the YMR scores preceding discharge, on average

youths scored highest on the Not Unhappy subscale and lowest on the Helped to Cope subscale

(see Table 54 below). Using information provided by the scale’s authors, a score of ‘1’ would be

considered an unsuccessful relationship and a score of ‘4’ would be considered a successful

relationship. This suggests that, on average, youths rated their relationships as more rather than

less successful, but the greatest success was achieved in the absences of negative emotions about

the relationship (Not Unhappy), while the least success was achieved with how the mentors

helped youth cope with problems (Helped to Cope).
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Table 54. Youth-Mentor Relationship Scale Scores on Last Youth Post-Test

Not Helped Not Trust not
dissatisfied to cope unhappy broken
Number of cases 202 201 204 184
Mean 3.57 2.95 3.61 3.22
Std. Deviation .62 1.07 .62 .55

We examined a variety of factors which we thought, based on previous research, might
be related to youths’ scores on the YRM: being discharged from the program because the youth
stopped attending the program, whether the youth received at least two-thirds of expected
program activities (including mentoring), living arrangements at the start of the program
(whether they were living with both parents or not), race/ethnicity (white v. non-white), the
length of time they were involved in the program if discharged by the end of data collection,
gender, and their age at admittance to the program. We also looked at the relationship between
changes on the youths” BERS-2 category scores from pre-test to the last post-test with the YRM
score at the last post-test.

There was a positive relationship between gender and the Helped to Cope scale indicating
that females were more likely to report that mentors helped them with their problems (see Table
55). There was a negative relationship between race/ethnicity and the Not Unhappy scale
indicating that non-whites were more likely to report negative feelings about their mentors.
Based on the findings of previous research it is surprising that neither of the measures of
program involvement, length of time or dosage, were correlated with scores on the YRM
subscales. However it is possible that a more thorough examination (e.g., the number of the
mentors the youth had during the program, the length of time the youth was involved in the
program during which he/she was not matched with a mentor) of the mentor relationship would

have yielded a significant relationship.
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Table 55. Correlation Between YRM Subscales and Youth Characteristics

Not Helped Not Trust not
dissatisfied to cope unhappy broken

Discharged Pearson -.054 .043 -.089 -.116
b/c stopped Correlation
attending? Sig. (2- 502 .588 .261 .169

tailed)

N 159 158 162 143
Received 2/3 | Pearson .047 .051 .071 .046
or more of Correlation
program Sig. (2- 512 475 314 .534

tailed)

N 200 199 202 182
Living Pearson -.038 .004 -.094 .090
arrangements | Correlation

Sig. (2- .608 .954 202 251

tailed)

N 184 183 186 166
Race/ Pearson -.098 .084 -.149 -.067
ethnicity Correlation

Sig. (2- 189 .263 .045 .395

tailed)

N 181 180 182 163
Time in Pearson -.026 105 125 .007
program Correlation

Sig. (2- 742 .188 111 933

tailed)

N 160 159 163 144
Gender Pearson -.065 205" 024 -.037

Correlation

Sig. (2- .358 .003 .730 .619

tailed)

N 202 201 204 184
Youth's age at | Pearson -.084 -.011 -.110 .053
admission Correlation

Sig. (2- 237 876 117 476

tailed)

N 202 201 204 184
**p<.001
*p< .05

Positive changes (from pre-test to last post-test) on some of the BERS-2 scales were
correlated with YRM scale scores (see Table 56). Increases on School Functioning were related

to satisfaction with the mentor relationship and perceptions of the mentor as reliable and
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trustworthy. Increases in the youth’s ability to accept affection from and express feelings toward

others (Affective Strength) were related to satisfaction with the mentoring relationship.

Table 56. Correlation Between YRM Subscales and BERS-2 Subscale Change Scores

Not Helped to Not Trust not
dissatisfied cope unhappy broken

Change in Pearson 110 -.093 .010 .078
interpersonal Correlation
strength Sig. (2-tailed) 142 213 .893 .325

N 181 180 183 163
Change in family Pearson 139 -.057 .037 21
involvement Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .062 444 616 121

N 182 181 184 164
Change in Pearson .060 -.049 .034 .035
intrapersonal Correlation
strength Sig. (2-tailed) 424 512 .649 .660

N 181 180 183 163
Change in school Pearson 174" -.060 112 162"
functioning Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .019 425 133 .039

N 181 180 183 163
Change in affective | Pearson 173" -.031 124 .086
strength Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .019 .681 .094 271

N 183 182 185 165
Change in career Pearson -.003 -.079 .091 -.005
strength Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed) .969 333 264 .952

N 152 152 154 138

*p = .05 (2-tailed).
** p=.01 (2-tailed).

Perceptions of Program

When youths were asked at post-tests one and two about how much they thought the

program helped them, an overwhelming majority (90% and 94%, respectively) indicated that the

program helped them “somewhat” or “very much” (see Table 57). At both post-tests one and
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two, youths reported that mentor activities were the part of the program that helped them the

most (47% and 53% respectively) (see Table 58).

Table 57. Youth Perceptions of How Much
Program has Helped Them

Posttest 1 Posttest 2
Very much 58.6 63.3
Somewhat 31.3 30.3
Not very much 5.6 5.5
Not at all 4.5 9
Total 198 109

Table 58. Youth Perceptions of Which
Part of Program Helped Most

Posttest 1 Posttest 2
Activities with my mentor 47.0 52.8
4-H activities 23.2 23.1
Family Night Out activities 12.6 12.0
Grandmentor activities 2.0 9
Something else 15.2 11.1
Total 198 108

School Performance

Official Absences

As noted previously, issues with the quality of the data obtained from schools made
precise assessments of differences between YFP and comparison youth difficult. Given the
limitations of the data, the approach we felt most comfortable with was to assess whether the
number of days absent increased, decreased, or remained the same for youths with multiple

absences in the time period preceding program/study involvement.
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In the reporting period prior to program involvement (or study involvement for
comparison youths), 22% of YFP youths and 36% of comparison youths had no school absences.
Table 59 shows the change in the number of official school days absent for youths with two or
more school absences from the reporting period prior to program involvement to the reporting
period at discharge or at the last post-test date for both the YFP and comparison groups.
Comparable proportions of youths in the YFP and comparison groups had decreased absences
during this time, though YFP youths were more likely to have an increase in absences. We are

unable to explain why the latter occurred.

Table 59. Change in Official School Days Absent

Comparison YFP Total

Decrease 21 19 40
44.7% 45.2% 44.9%
No change 20 8 28
42.6% 19.0% 31.5%
Increase 6 15 21
12.8% 35.7% 23.6%
Total 47 42 89
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

p<.05

Self-Reported Unexcused Absences

To address concerns regarding the small available sample size and definitional issues
regarding absences that exist when using the official school records of absences, we examined
youth self-report data on school absences using similar timeframes. On the pre-tests, post-tests,
and follow-up interviews youths were asked to report the number of days within the last six
months they had skipped school. At pre-test, approximately 8% of the YFP (n=15) and

comparison group (n=23) reported having skipped school in the 6 months prior to the pre-test.
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Given these very low numbers, we did not examine changes in school skipping patterns using

self-report data.

Grade Point Average

There was greater volatility over time in the GPAs of youths in the YFP group than for
those in the comparison group. More youths in the YFP group had significantly greater
differences in their GPA during the reporting period before program involvement (or at the start
of program involvement) when compared to the reporting period at discharge (or last post-test
for comparison group) than youths in the comparison group. Similarly, a greater percentage of
youths in the YFP group had significantly greater differences in their GPA during the first
reporting period after program discharge and the second reporting period after discharge than

youths in the comparison group (See Tables 60 through 62).

Table 60. Change in GPA From
Pre-Program to Discharge/Last Post-Test Period

Comparison| YFP Total
Decrease Count 17 13 30
Percent 14.9% 35.1% 19.9%
No change Count 40 1 4]
Percent 35.1% 2.7% 27.2%
Increase Count 57 23 80
Percent 50.0% 62.2% 53.0%

p< .01

Table 61. Change in GPA from First In-Program
to Discharge/Post-Test Reporting Period

Comparison| YFP Total
Decrease Count 14 18 32
Percent 12.2% 42.9% 20.4%
No change Count 44 3 47
Percent 38.3% 7.1% 29.9%
Increase Count 57 21 78
Percent 49.6% 50.0%| 49.7%

p< .01
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Table 62. Change in GPA from First to Second
Post-Discharge Reporting Period

Comparison YFP Total

Decrease Count 54 22 76
Percent 39.4% 50.0% 42.0%
No change Count 39 4 43
Percent 28.5% 9.1% 23.8%
Increase Count 44 18 62
Percent 32.1% 40.9% 34.3%

p<.05

Though there are few youths with available data, most YFP group youths whose GPA
was higher in the reporting period at discharge than the reporting period at program start had a

lower GPA in the first reporting period after their discharge (72%%) (see Table 63).

Table 63. Post-Discharge Change in GPA Compared to In-Program Change in GPA
Decrease No change Increase
start to start to start to
discharge discharge discharge Total
Decrease after Count 2 0 13 15
discharge Percent 18.2% .0% 72.2% 48.4%
No change after Count 2 0 1 3
discharge Percent 18.2% .0% 5.6% 9.7%
Increase after Count 7 2 4 13
discharge Percent 63.6% 100.0% 22.2% 41.9%
p< .05
Delinquency

As stated earlier, few youths began participation in the study with a history of court
involvement. Court involvement was defined as having charge(s) referred to court for a new
delinquent or status offense. Both charges that did and did not proceed to the next stage in court
processing are considered court involvement.

Only 3% of youths had a history of court involvement at any time before the study began

(2.8% for the comparison group and 3.1% for the YFP group). There were no racial/ethnic
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differences in the proportion of youths with a history of court involvement pre-study, but males
were more likely than females to have a pre-study history of court involvement (4.6% and 1.8%,
respectively). These gender variations did not continue in the follow—up time periods.

During the time YFP youths were in the program, a significantly greater proportion
(6.2%) had charges brought to court than comparison group youth (2.2%; ° = 6.66, p=.01). For
these YFP youths, the average time to the first new offense while in the program was 13.4
months (median was 9.2 months)*!. For comparison youths, the average time to a new “in-
program*?” offense was slightly longer at 13.7 months (n=7) with a median time of 11.9 months.
YFP youths were more likely than comparison youths to have court involvement for a new
offense in both the first and second year following discharge (last post-test for comparison
group; see Tables 64 and 65). There were no significant differences in court involvement by the

third year following discharge, but year three data are not available for a large proportion of

cases in both groups (see Table 66).

Table 64. Court Involvement in First Year
After Discharge/Last Post-Test

Court Involvement | Comparison YFP Total
No Count 309 248 557
Percent 96.9% 92.2% 94.7%
Yes Count 10 21 31
Percent 3.1% 7.8% 5.3%
Total Count 319 269 588
Percent 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
p<.05

1 Youths who were discharged are included in this analysis for the time they were involved in the program. Since
there is variation in the amount of time youths attended the program, there is variation in the amount of time “at
risk” for within program delinquency.

%2 For comparison youths in-program time is defined as the time from the completion of the pre-test to the last post-
test.
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Table 65. Court Involvement in Second Year
After Discharge/Last Post-Test

Court Involvement | Comparison YFP Total
No Count 302 189 491
Percent 95.0% 90.4% 93.2%
Yes Count 16 20 36
Percent 5.0% 9.6% 6.8%
Total Count 318 209 527
Percent 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
p< .05
Table 66. Court Involvement in Third Year
After Discharge/Last Post-Test
Court Involvement Comparison YFP Total
No Count 131 99 230
Percent 91.0% 86.8% 89.1%
Yes Count 13 15 28
Percent 9.0% 13.2% 10.9%
Total Count 144 114 258
Percent 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
p=.290

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.

court involvement than white YFP youths (see Table 67).

In the first year following discharge non-white YFP youths were more likely to have
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Table 67. Court Involvement in First Year
After Discharge/Last Post-Test by Race

Court Involvement White Non-white Total
Comparison No Count 244 64 308
Percent 97.2% 95.5% 96.9%
Yes Count 7 3 10
Percent 2.8% 4.5% 3.1%
Total Count 251 67 318
Percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
YFP* No Count 135 59 194
Percent 94.4% 85.5% 91.5%
Yes Count 8 10 18
Percent 5.6% 14.5% 8.5%
Total Count 143 69 212
Percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Total No Count 379 123 502
Percent 96.2% 90.4% 94.7%
Yes Count 15 13 28
Percent 3.8% 9.6% 5.3%
Total Count 394 136 530
Percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
*p< .05

YFP youths who did not receive at least two-thirds of expected services were
significantly more likely to have court involvement in the third year following discharge (see
Table 68). Given the small number of cases here and the findings in follow up years one and

two, however, this finding should be interpreted with caution.

Table 68. Court Involvement in Third Year
After Discharge by Services Received

2/3 or
Less than 2/3 more
Court Involvement services services Total
No Count 37 59 96
Percent 75.5% 95.2% 86.5%
Yes Count 12 3 15
Percent 24.5% 4.8% 13.5%
Total Count 49 62 111
Percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
p<.01
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Though at years one and two following discharge youths not living with both parents
were more likely to have court involvement, there were no significant differences in this
outcome when variation by membership in the YFP or comparison group was examined.
However, by the third year of follow-up YFP youths not living with both parents were more
likely that comparison group youths not living with both parents to have court involvement

during that year (see Table 69).

Table 69. Court Involvement in Third Year
After Discharge by Living Arrangements

Lives
with
both Other living
Court Involvement parents arrangement Total
Comparison No Count 90 41 131
Percent 92.8% 87.2% 91.0%
Yes Count 7 6 13
Percent 7.2% 12.8% 9.0%
Total Count 97 47 144
Percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
YFP* No Count 50 42 92
Percent 94.3% 77.8% 86.0%
Yes Count 3 12 15
Percent 5.7% 22.2% 14.0%
Total Count 53 54 107
Percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Total* No Count 140 83 223
Percent 93.3% 82.2% 88.8%
Yes Count 10 18 28
Percent 6.7% 17.8% 11.2%
Total Count 150 101 251
Percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
*p< .05

Follow Up Phone Interviews
As described earlier, we conducted follow-up telephone interviews annually for YFP and
comparison group youths up to three years following either their discharge from the program

(YFP youths) or the completion of their final post-test (comparison youths). Here we examine
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youths’ perspectives regarding the impact of the program; current status with family
relationships, school, delinquency/risky behavior, and mentoring; and the duration of program
effects. Due to the small number of year three follow-up interviews, we focus on year one and
year two follow up interviews.

It should be noted that there was a significant amount of attrition from the initial sample
when data were collected for the follow-up telephone interviews. When collecting follow-up
data, it is often the case that the youth who are more likely to be found and participate are those
who are less risky, higher functioning, or did better in the program than those for whom data
could not be collected. To determine the representativeness of the subsample of YFP and
comparison youth for whom follow-up interviews were available, we compared the youths who
had a follow-up interview at year one with the entire sample of youths who were pre-tested. On
most of the BERS-2 subscales, both the YFP and comparison group follow-up youths had higher
(i.e., better) average pre-test scores when compared to the entire sample. There were two
exceptions for the YFP group: on the School Functioning and Career Strength scales, the YFP
follow-up youths’ pre-test scores were similar to those of the entire sample. For the comparison
group, follow-up youths had slightly lower career strength pretest scores than the entire sample.

There were a few differences between the entire sample and the follow-up samples in
terms of background characteristics. A somewhat greater proportion of the follow-up YFP group
was male (50%) than the entire YFP sample, and a substantially greater proportion was white
(79% versus 64%). Both the YFP and comparison group follow-up youths were more likely to
live with both parents (68% and 76%, respectively). There were no notable differences in age at

follow-up for either the YFP or comparison groups.
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In terms of indicators of delinquency or negative behavior, both the YFP and comparison
group youths interviewed at follow-up were less likely than the entire sample to have begun the
study with a court record (2.4% and 1.9% respectively). Finally, the follow-up YFP group was
less likely than the entire YFP group to have started the study with self-reported school
suspensions (6%) or having skipped school (3.6%) in the last six months. The follow-up
comparison group was just as likely to have skipped school, but less likely to have been
suspended in the six months preceding their involvement in the study than the entire comparison
group sample.

In summary, the follow-up samples of YFP and comparison group youths were different
from the overall sample in several ways. In general, as expected, the subsamples that comprised
the follow-up groups showed fewer “risk factors” than the overall study samples. Therefore, the
results presented should be interpreted with caution, since they may reflect a positive sample
selection bias.

Year One

Interviews began with a series of questions regarding mentoring relationships. When
asked if youths had stayed in contact with their mentor since they left the program, a small
proportion of youths reported that they never had a mentor from the 4-H Mentoring YFP
program (6 youths or 5%), although records indicate that four of these youths were matched with
at least one mentor. Almost three-fourths (73%) of youths reported that they had not kept in
contact with their mentor since they left the program. Most youths were “okay” with their
contact (or lack thereof) with their mentor (88%), though 64% missed having a mentor.

The vast majority of YFP youths, 92%, had not gotten involved with another mentor in

the year since they left the 4-H Mentoring YFP program. A similar, though slightly smaller,
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percentage (83%) of comparison youths had not been involved in a mentoring program in the
year preceding the interview. Of the comparison group youths who became involved in
mentoring programs, none became involved in 4-H Mentoring/YFP. So, though some youths
became involved with mentors since discharge (or the year since the last post-test), the potential
role that another mentoring program may have had on one year post-program effects appears
limited.

When asked how much the 4-H Mentoring/YFP program helped them, 91% of YFP
youths indicated that it helped them somewhat or very much (See Table 70). Activities with the
mentor (60%) and FNOs (21%) were activities that YFP youths reported helped them the most

(See Table 71).

Table 70. How Much the Program
Helped (Year 1 Follow-up)

Count Percent
Very much 61 46.6%
Somewhat 58 44.3%
Not very much 8 6.1%
Not at all 4 3.0%
Total 131 100.0%

Table 71. Part of the Program
that Helped the Most (Year 1 Follow-up)

Count Percent
Activities with my mentor 79 60.3%
FNO 28 21.7%
4H activities 15 11.5%
Something else 3 2.3%
Nothing 6 4.6%
Total 131 100.0%

When specifically asked about any changes the youths noticed in their family

relationships in the year following involvement in YFP, 74% reported some sort of improvement
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with their family. The most common improvement noted was “get along better [with family]”
(21%). Though most responses reflected positive improvements in family relationships, 5% of
youths indicated that family relationships had gotten worse in the year since they left the

program (see Table 72).

Table 72. Changes in Family Relationship (Year 1 Follow-up)

Count Percent
No changes 28 21.5%
Get along better 27 20.8%
More family time/activities together 16 12.3%
Helped- nothing specific mentioned 13 10%
Don’t know 12 9.2%
Talk more 12 9.2%
Closer 11 8.4%
Gotten worse 6 4.6%
Other improvement 11 8.4%
Mix of better and worse 1 I%
Total number of responses 138 100.0%
Total number of respondents 130

Year Two

Responses to interview questions regarding whether and how the program helped youths
at the year two follow-up were similar to those at year one (see Tables 73 through 75). Though a
little less frequently than at the year one follow-up, most youths reported that the program helped
them “somewhat” or “very much” (84%). Activities with the mentor (55%) remained the most
commonly selected response when youths were asked what program activity helped them the
most. Though a bit more than at the year one follow-up interview, “no change” (28%) was the
most frequently selected response when youths were asked about changes the program had on

family relationships.
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Table 73. How Much the Program
Helped (Year 2 Follow-up)

Count Percent
Very much 40 39.2
Somewhat 46 45.1
Not very much 11 10.8
Not at all 5 49
Total 100 100

Table 74. Part of the Program
that Helped the Most (Year 2 Follow-up)

Count Percent
Activities with my mentor 56 56
FNO 14 14
4-H activities 21 21
Something else 4 4
Nothing 6 6
Total 101 100

Table 75. Changes in Family Relationship (Year 2 Follow-up)

Frequency Percent
No changes 28 28.5
Get along better 20 20.4
Helped- nothing specific mentioned 13 12.2
Talk more 7 7.1
Closer 7 7.1
Other improvement 7 7.1
More family time/activities together 6 6.1
Gotten worse 6 6.1
Mix of better and worse 3 3.0
Don’t know 2 2.0
Total number of responses 99 100.0
Total number of respondents 96

Perhaps reflecting the increased time from discharge, of those YFP youths reporting they
had a mentor (99 or 93%), fewer youths reported staying in touch with their mentor (23%) or
missing their mentor (52%) at the year two follow-up. Most youths were okay (81%) with
whether they had stayed in touch with their mentor, a somewhat smaller percentage than at the
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year one follow-up. Just like at the year one follow-up, the vast majority of YFP youths (92%)
had not gotten involved with another mentor, but approximately 13% of youths in the
comparison group had gotten involved with a mentor between the year one and two follow-up
interviews. Of those in the comparison group, it is possible that one youth became involved in
the 4-H/YFP mentoring program, but the youth could not remember actually meeting with a
mentor.

YFP and Comparison Group Differences

In order to obtain greater detail regarding the impact of the program on school
performance, delinquent/risky behaviors, and family relationships, we asked some additional
questions and compared the responses of YFP and comparison group youths. Several of the
questions were drawn from the BERS-2 scale; higher scores reflect greater strengths. Similar to
the analyses we conducted looking at average differences on these questions for the BERS-2
scale, we examined average differences at the first follow-up interview for a number of items
(See Table 76). For a number of the self-reported delinquency behaviors*®, the number of youth
reporting that they engaged in such behaviors was too small (less than 2%) for these variables to
be included in the analysis.

There was significant variation on multiple school measures. At follow-up interview one,
YFP youths were more likely to have reported having lower grades and less likely to have
reported completing schoolwork on time than comparison group youths. On a scale of one to
five, where one is equivalent to “mostly As” and five is equivalent to “mostly Fs,” the average

grades for comparison youths were closest to “mostly As” and the average grades for YFP

*® These uncommon behaviors included: was drunk or high at school (past 6 months and past year), was arrested
(past 6 months and past year), sold illegal drugs (past 6 months and past year), took a weapon to school (past 6
months and past year), smoked a cigarette (past 6 months and past year), and drew graffiti (past 6 months and past
year).
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youths were closest to “mostly Bs.” In addition, YFP youths were less likely to report respecting

the rights of others, getting along well with parents and knowing what they do well. Finally,

YFP youths were more likely to report getting into physical fight(s). Together, YFP youths

appeared to have more school, family, and social issues in the first year after they left the

program than comparison group youths.

Table 76. Self-Reported Outcomes at Year 1 Follow-Up
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Comparison |Mean| 1.46] .13 .03 3.58 3.60] 3.48 3.42] 3.19 3.44 .16 05 .029 .07
N 103] 103} 103 103} 103 103 103 103 103 102 102] 102 102
Std. .64 790 .16 .49 b51 54 59 74 .61 94 33 .29 .29

Dev.
YFP Mean| 1790 .35 .08 3.44 336/ 3.31 298 3.21] 3.41 1.8 A2 .00] 1.43
N 130 123 132 130, 132 132 132} 131 131 131 131 131} 131
Std. .89 1.37] .27] .56 52 .64 .73 .75 .58 7.81 .78 .00 7.17

Dev.
Total Mean| 1.64 .25 .06/ 3.50 3.46| 3.38 3.17] 3.21] 3.42 73 .09 .01 .83
N 233 226 235 233 235 235 235 234 234 233 233 233 233
Std. 81 1.14 .23 .53 53 .60 .70, .74 .59 5.90 .62 .196 5.41

Dev.

*p<.05

When follow-up interview year one scores were accounted for, YFP youths had

significantly lower grades, skipped school more often, were less likely to do schoolwork on time,

got along worse with parents, and damaged or ruined something belonging to others on purpose

more often at follow-up year two than comparison youths (see Table 77).
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Table 77. Self-Reported Outcomes at Year 2 Follow-up

YFP Group Comparison Group

Outcome Std. Std.

Mean N Dev. | Mean N Dev. | Sig.
What kinds of grades did you get
last semester** 2 74| 87 13| 71| 58| .00
How many times did you skip
school in last semester, if at all 62 70 | 2.09 09| 73 60 037
Were you suspended from school
at all last semester 05 74| 23| 041 73| 19| .78
| respect the rights of
others(BERS-2) 3.6 73| .62 3.73 73 44 23
I get along well with my parents
(BERS-2) 3.38 75| 67| 378 73| 42| 001
| know what I do well (BERS-2) 3.61 75| 59 368| 73 49 659
I do my schoolwork on time
(BERS-2) 3.13 75| .77 3.56 73 .53 042
I let people know when I like them
(BERS-2) 3.21 75| 91| 338| 73| 65| .179
My future looks good (BERS-2) 3.48 74| 74 369| 73 46 | 056
Number of times took something
that did not belong to you 1.0 73 5.9 .054 73 .283 464
Number of times damaged or
ruined something that did not
belong to you on purpose (past
year) .16 73| .50 .055 73 .283 145
Number of times was drunk or
high at school (past year) .01 73| 12 00| .73 .00 322
Number of times got into a
physical fight (past year) .328 73| 1.14 .068 73 .304 167

When average changes (t-tests) from follow-up year one to follow-up year two were

examined a slightly different picture emerged (see Table 78). Comparison youths showed

significant improvements in average scores on almost all of the BERS-2 questions. For YFP

youths, there were significant changes on a few variables, including one area where the average

score worsened. YFP youths had significant average increases in the number of times they

* Again, lower scores correspond to higher grades here.
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skipped school, but improvement on “I know what I do well” and a decrease in the number of

physical fights.

Table 78. Changes in Self-Reported Outcomes from Year 1 to Year 2 Follow-up

YFP Group Comparison Group
Std. Sig. (2- Std. Sig. (2-

Outcome Mean Dev. N tagi]IeEj) Mean | Dev. N tagillegj)
What kinds of grades
did you get last
semester® 23 1.00| 74 .055 -.84 69 71 31
How many times did
you skip school in last
semester, if at all 48|  204| 70 54| -089| 107| 73 48
Were you suspended
from school at all last
semester -.07 .38 74 133 .00 .28 73 1.000
| respect the rights of
others (BERS-2) 15 74| 73 086 | 179 51| 73 .004
I get along well with
my parents (BERS-2) 04 76| 75 650 91| 49| | oot
I know what | do well
(BERS-2) .36 .88 75 .001 21 .63 73 .004
I do my schoolwork on
time (BERS-2) 14 .83 75 132 .095 .53 73 127
I let people know when
I like them (BERS-2)

.013 1.01 75 .820 .16 .66 73 .039
My future looks good
(BERS-2) .09 85| 74 279 23 58 73 .001
Number of times took
something that did not
belong to you 43 5.57 73 51 -.03 45 73 .343
Number of times
damaged or ruined
something that did not
belong to you on
purpose (past year) -.01 1.07 73 91 -.013 .35 73 494
Number of times was
drunk or high at school
(past year) .01 A7 73 .32 -.04 .35 73 .320
Number of times got
into a physical fight
(past year) -2.05 9.28 73 .06 -.01 .20 73 741

> Again, lower scores correspond to higher grades here.
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Together, YFP youths have more school, family, and social issues at in the first year after
they left the program than comparison group youths. Though there were a couple of
improvements in average scores between year one and two follow-up for YFP youths, by the

year two interview, YFP youths were worse off on several measures than the comparison youths.
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PROGRAM COSTS

Overview

In order to assess how much it costs to serve a typical YFP youth, we collected program
expenditure data for the program fiscal year covering July 1, 2008 to June 30, 2009 (FY 2009)
from the state program office and conducted interviews with site staff. There is no presumptive
length of stay for youths at the program, but staff expectations for length of stay range from one
school year to when youths age out of the program at age 15. In outcome analyses tracking
youths served from 2005 to 2010, we identified that the average length of stay in the program
was about 17.5 months.

Program cost data included: program staff salaries and benefits, office rental space,
transportation to program activities, program activities, training, insurance, supplies and
equipment, background checks, and phones. Sites also received cash and in-kind donations. In-
kind donations varied from space for program activities (e.g., school cafeteria or community
pool), food, and event tickets. In-kind donations also included the costs of the state office to
support local program sites. Costs for some of these items were readily available from data
maintained regarding program expenditures, but other data, such as the value of in-kind
donations were obtained in discussions with program staff. The cost of volunteer time, such as
that provided by the mentors, was not included in program costs. The sources of funding varied
by site and included personal donations, federal funding, state funding, local funding, and
foundation awards.

We worked with the Utah Board of Juvenile Justice to identify similar programs to 4-
H/YFP and obtain expenditure data, but were unable to obtain sufficient information to conduct a

cross-program cost analysis.
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Actual Site Costs

Sixteen sites served 342 youths from July 1, 2008 to June 30, 2009. Three of the 16 sites

were in operation for only part of the fiscal year. One of the three sites in operation for less than

one year did not serve any youths — this site stopped serving youths on the last day of the

previous fiscal year. Based on data received from the program sites, the 342 youths received

93,146 days of service during FY 20009.

Total expenditures for all sites during FY 2009 amounted to $624,215. The largest source

of program funding was the federal government (approximately half of the funding), followed by

the state, various counties, various cities, and other, non-specified sources. There was substantial

variation by site in terms of the expenditures as well as the number of youths served and service

provision days. We were able to break expenditure data down to the county level. For counties

with multiple sites, we simply divided the total expenditures for the county by the number of

sites in the county. The table below provides information regarding expenditures by site.

Table 79. Program Costs from July 2008 to June 2009
Value of In-
Non- Kind and Number | Cost for
Donation Cash Number | of service day of
Funds Donations Total of youths | provision | service
County Expended | Expended | Expenditures | served days per youth
Cache $7,526 $22,650 $30,176 10 3376 $8.94
Carbon $36,105 $37,562 $73,667 21 7147 $10.31
Davis $4,214 $6,800 $11,014 3 138 $79.81
Iron (3 sites) $87,835 $70,150 $157,985 89 24098 $6.55
Juab $1,500 $5,100 $6,600 0 0 N/A
Rich $13,346 $15,372 $28,718 12 2968 $9.67
Tooele $3,851 $20,400 $24,251 9 2591 $9.36
Utah (7 sites) | $277,610 $14,200 $291,810 198 52828 $5.52
Total $431,987 $192,234 $624,215 342 93146 $6.70
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There was substantial variation by site in terms of the cost per day to serve a youth.
Some of these costs are fixed (e.g., office space), regardless of the number of youths served. The
fixed costs account, to a certain extent, for why the costs per day were so high in Davis County
and why funds were expended in Juab County even though no youths were served. We also
suspect that this contributed to why counties with multiple sites, Utah and Iron, had lower per
day costs when compared to other sites.

We calculated a cost per day of $6.70 based on the total expenditures and total number of
youths served by all the sites. Given this cost per day in FY 2009, if a youth stayed for 12
months, it cost $1,825 to serve the youth.

Though we were not able to do the desired cost comparisons to other similar programs in
Utah, we can look at recent cost analyses of other mentoring programs to provide some context
for the YFP costs. In a cost analysis of Big Brothers Big Sisters mentoring programs conducted
in 2004-2005 (Herrera et al., 2007), costs were around $1,000 for a year of services. To put this
cost in context, a 1999 study by Fountain and Arbreton (1999) found that an average mentoring
program spent $1,114 per youth per year, but the range was wide, from $12 to $1,900 per youth
with a median of $685 annually per youth. These data were derived from a variety of mentoring
programs for school-age children included in a mentoring study by Public/Private Ventures.
Together, this indicates that the 4-H/YFP mentoring program costs are in range with what similar

programs cost.
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Findings

Using a quasi-experimental design, this study addressed whether the 4-H Mentoring/YFP
program increased youths’ interpersonal competence, improved youths’ academic performance,
strengthened family relationships, and prevented delinquency. Further, we consider whether the
program was implemented with a reasonable degree of fidelity, assess the degree to which the
program can be used by other states and localities; identify the individual and programmatic
factors, if any, associated with success in the YFP program; and determine the costs of the YFP
program.

Indicators of interpersonal competence, academic performance, family relationships, and
delinquency were measured at the start of, during, and after program involvement using
validated scales from the perspective of the youth and parents, official school and court records,
and youth self-reports of behavior and perceptions of the program. There is evidence that after
eight months, youths who attended the program had higher Affective Strength than comparison
youths. Though there were improvements in average scores on many measures of behavioral
and emotional strength for the YFP group from the pre-test to the first post-test, there was no
notable difference between the YFP and comparison groups on any other measures of behavioral
and emotional strengths from the BERS-2 scale (Family Involvement, Interpersonal Strength,
Intrapersonal Strength, School Functioning, or Career Strength) within approximately 8 (first
post-test) or 20 months (second post-test) of program involvement.

Our findings did not provide any evidence that youths in the YFP group had substantially
higher school grades or fewer school absences during the program or after two years of having

left the program when compared to the comparison group. Since neither official records of
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school performance nor scores on the School Functioning scale showed significant differences
between the treatment and comparison group, we conclude that there is no evidence to suggest
that the program improved academic performance.

With regard to strengthening family relationships, there is no evidence that this occurred.
There was no significant difference in Family Involvement scores between the treatment and
comparison groups. Finally, the lack of change seen for the YFP youths’ BERS-2 subscale scores
was confirmed by parents’ ratings of their youth on the parents’ version of the instrument.

When we examined individual and program level factors associated with change on the
BERS-2 scales we found that some individual-level factors were associated with change from
pre-test to post-test time one for the YFP youths. Non-whites were likely to have lower scores
on many of the BERS-2 scales at post-test one, older youths had lower Family Involvement
scores at post-test one, and females had lower School Functioning scores at post-test time one.
Program dosage and program discharge because the youth stopped attending were not associated
with decreased scores on the BERS-2 scales.

There is no evidence that the 4-H Mentoring/YFP program had an effect on delinquency.
Though the proportion of youths who offended was small, YFP youths were more likely to
offend while in the program, and one and two years following the program, than comparison
youths.

With regard to long-term effects, we found that YFP youth continued to view the
program in positive terms after leaving the program. These youth reported that they had
benefitted from the program and their relationships with their mentors. However, YFP youth
were more likely to have legal charges brought against them up to two years after program

involvement, and self-reported more negative school, family and social issues than comparison
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youth after program completion (although the latter are due more to increased scores for the
comparison group youth that were not observed for the YFP group youth).

While the summary of findings presented above is certainly not positive, the picture may
not be as bleak as indicated. Our study showed many positive findings regarding the program.
The program appears to have successfully targeted higher risk and/or need youth, as indicated by
their lower initial scores, when compared with those of the comparison group youth, on all
components of the BERS-2. Mentor and mentee meetings appeared to take place on a regular
basis, and many 4-H activities were offered in most sites. Over half of YFP youth felt that the
program had helped them *“very much” and the vast majority felt the program had helped them at
least somewhat. Almost half of YFP youth named “activities with my mentor” as being the part
of the program that helped them the most. Moreover, these positive feelings were reported
several years after youth were no longer involved in the program.

There is also some evidence that the program may have been more effective for some
youths than others. Age was the single variable most closely associated with this effect, with
younger YFP youth reporting greater change on four of six BERS-2 subscales than younger
youth, a finding that was not apparent for the comparison group youth. Race, gender, and
whether the youth lived with both parents each affected posttest scores on one of the BERS-2
subscales, although not all of these differences reached statistical significance.

As in any evaluation, there is always the possibility that the study design and the
measures used were simply not adequate for detecting statistically significant differences
between the YFP and comparison groups (a detailed discussion of caveats related to these issues
is provided following this section). In fact, examining change scores for the YFP youth from

pretest to the first posttest shows that, on average, scores improved on all BERS-2 subscales, and
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for several subscales they continued to improve from the first to the second posttest. This is a
positive finding that suggests that the YFP program may in fact have had an overall positive
impact the youth it served. Moreover, as would be expected, comparable scores for the
comparison group did not change appreciably, lending credibility to the reliability of the
measures used. It may be that with a larger sample size or a more comparable comparison group,
the study would have found more evidence for the efficacy of the YFP program.

Despite some positive findings, as noted above, we are forced to conclude that the YFP
program in general did not produce the desired outcomes. There are several possible
explanations (other than methodological ones) for why we failed to observe more positive
outcomes. One of the most likely explanations is suggested by the findings of the process
evaluation: that not enough youth received enough program services.

There are a number of discrepancies between the Program Guide and what actually
occurred at program sites, and this may have had an effect on the ability of the program to
accomplish its stated objectives. Youths in the program received, on average, just over half of
the required interventions, and less than 20% of the YFP group received at least two-thirds of the
required program services. Further, there were concerns about a number of program
management issues, such as the consistency of mentor training and the availability of data to
document the dosage of program activities. For a program with many sites, these discrepancies
are not unusual, and some variations in program implementation are often necessary to
accommaodate the different needs of local communities. Moreover, it is difficult to say whether
the Program Guide should be considered a summary of best practices, and therefore that strict
adherence to programmatic guidelines is necessary for desired outcomes to be achieved. It is

beyond the scope of this evaluation to judge the degree to which the Program Guide represents
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empirically-based best practices in mentoring. But, the program staff should make this
assessment and adjust the guide to better reflect what is actually happening in programs and,
where specific guidelines are considered critical, to “enforce” these more aggressively.

If in fact a lack of sufficient program “dosage” is a valid explanation for the lack of
positive outcomes for the YFP program, then we might expect to find more positive outcomes in
youth who received more “dosage” than those who did not. This was not in fact the case here:
youth who received at least two-thirds of the required program were no more likely to have had
significantly positive outcomes than those who did not. It may be, however, that our measure of
dosage was too crude to detect the necessary differences between these groups. In addition, the
proportion of youth who received sufficient dosage, as we conceptualized it, may have been too
small for significant differences to be seen.

There does seem to be a subset of youth for whom the program had very little positive
effect. Those youth who tended to be higher functioning prior to their participation in YFP, as
measured by their pre-test scores on the BERS-2 subscales, seemed to participate less in program
activities and were more likely to be discharged early from the program. Those youth who were
discharged early were less likely to have shown positive changes on the BERS-2 subscales over
the course of the first eight months of the program. This suggests that lower risk/needs youth
who enter the program are less likely to attend and therefore to benefit from program activities.
This being the case, the program might want to bolster its screening process to screen out these
relatively high functioning youth.

To the extent to which program interventions caused changes, these were likely due to
participation in 4-H activities and mentor meetings, since these were the interventions youths

were most likely to receive. Though there was wide variation by site and youths, on average a
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youth met with their mentor once every few weeks, attended a 4-H activity every few weeks, and
went to a Family Night Out every few months. Many sites offered a greater number of 4-H
activities than youths were required to attend, and this was reflected in the finding that youths
participated in so many 4-H activities.

The YFP program seemed to have no specified length of time. Although we were initially
led to believe that the presumptive length of the program was around eight or nine months (i.e.,
one school year), it was common for youths to be in the program for longer than a year. In fact,
the program staff and administrators we spoke with indicated that they would like to keep the
youths involved until they age out of the program (at age 15). This appeared in fact to be
happening: few youths appeared to have ever graduated from the program.

While there may be nothing inherently wrong with keeping youth involved in the
program for long periods of time, our assessment suggests that most of the change that YFP
youths experienced occurred during the first year or so of the program. While some improvement
was noted on some of the BERS-2 scales from the pre-test to the second post-test, around 20
months later, this improvement was slight when compared with the initial gains. It may be
possible, therefore, to develop a supplemental, less resource-intensive program to which youth
can transition after their first year in the program. This might consist, for example, of fewer
mentoring sessions and more 4-H activities, which might allow the YFP program to serve a
greater number of youth while still keeping youth involved with the program for long periods of
time. Further research could explore what the optimal time period is for obtaining desired
outcomes, and what combination of services is most likely to produce those outcomes.

Matches between youths and mentors lasted, on average, just under 10 months; little

mentoring occurred over the summer months. Some previous research suggests that positive
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benefits accrue to youth only when relationships last for 12 months or longer (Grossman and
Rhodes, 2002). Clearly, factors other than the length of the relationship (for example, the quality
of the relationship) may be just as, if not more, important predictors of outcomes. Nevertheless,
the YFP program may want to consider ways to increase the length of the youth-mentor
relationship, or at least to ensure that youth have activities to attend over the summer that keep
them engaged in the program.

We did not find a relationship between youths’ perceptions of their mentoring
relationship and the dosage of program activities, but their perceptions of mentors both during
and after the program suggested that relationships were rather successful and the part of the
program that helped youths the most. There was, however, a relationship between race and
gender and perceptions of mentor relationship quality. Non-white youths were more likely to
report negative feelings about their mentors and girls were more likely to say that mentors helped
them cope with their problems.

While the literature generally does not find that race is an important factor affecting
outcomes in mentoring programs, this does not mean that race and ethnicity do not influence
mentor-mentee relationships (Liang & West, 2007). It appears that in this study non-white youth
did not see their mentors as positively as white youth. Our results also showed that non-white
youth scored lower than white youth on two BERS-2 subscales (Interpersonal Strength and
School Functioning) at the time of the first post-test, even after taking pre-test differences into
account. On the other hand, the program seems to have been successful in increasing family
involvement for non-white, but not white, youth. These findings suggest that the program should

look more carefully at its minority youth. Another possible explanation for these observed
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differences is the concentration of minority (Hispanic) youth in one or two sites, which might
suggest that the observed differences are a function of the site rather than race per se.

The finding that girls were more likely to say that mentors helped them cope with their
problems is consistent with literature that shows that in general girls report more positive
feelings about their mentoring relationships than boys (see, for example, Bellamy, Sale, Wang,
Springer, & Rath, 2006). Our findings also suggest that girls were more responsive to the YFP
program than boys, at least on the domains of Affective Strength and Intrapersonal Strength.
Although there are few studies that directly examine gender differences, the recent meta-analysis
by Dubois et al. (2011) suggests that programs that serve greater proportions of females
demonstrate weaker outcome effects. As the authors note, however, their analysis does not
involve a direct comparison of outcomes between boys and girls. It may be that our analysis
failed to control adequately for gender differences on the pretest, at least for Affective Strength,
since girls started out the program with higher scores on this dimension than boys.

At post-tests one and two, when the youths were still involved in or just leaving the
program, the overwhelming majority of YFP youths reported that the program was helpful to
them, and saw the relationships with their mentors as the most helpful part of the program.
Youths’ satisfaction with the program and their relationships with their mentors is certainly a
positive indicator for the program, but it seems clear that these positive assessments did not
translate into improvements on the majority of the outcomes measured. We did find that
satisfaction with the mentoring relationship was related to several outcomes, including increases
in School Functioning and Affective Strength. The literature suggests that satisfaction with the
mentoring relationship depends on a number of factors related to the mentor, the mentee, and the

nature of the relationship (Deutsch & Spencer, 2009). While we did not collect the data to
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examine in detail the nature of the mentor-mentee relationship, it may be that closer monitoring
of the relationship on the part of program staff, along with intervention in cases where the
relationship may be floundering, might produce more positive youth outcomes.

Our findings with regard to delinquency do not paint a positive picture for the YFP
program. While a slightly larger proportion of YFP youth were involved in the court system prior
to entering the program, a significantly greater proportion of YFP youth became involved with
the court during their time in the program than did comparison youth over the comparable time
period. This discrepancy grew even larger at the one-year follow-up period, and maintained this
higher level so that by the time of the two year follow-up period, almost one in every 10 YFP
youth had court involvement, compared with 1 in every 20 comparison group members.

The literature on delinquency outcomes for mentored youth is mixed. In their large scale
study of the Department of Education’s mentoring initiative, Bernstein and his colleagues found
no significant impacts on delinquent behaviors (Bernstein et al., 2009). However, a 2008
systematic review of studies of 39 mentoring programs did find positive and relatively large
effects on delinquency (Tolan et al., 2008). These discrepancies are likely due to differences in
the initial riskiness of the youth studied and to varying definitions of delinquency, as well as
programmatic effects. While the YFP youth in our study were roughly as likely as the
comparison youth to be involved with the court prior to beginning mentoring, they clearly were
higher risk and greater need, as indicated by a number of factors, including lower initial scores
on all of the BERS-2 subscales. This may account for the observed differences over time
between the two groups. Nevertheless, it is clear that YFP program participation did nothing to
lower the likelihood of some of the mentees becoming involved with the juvenile justice system.

Again, our data did not allow us to examine in detail which youth were more likely to become
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court-involved. It may be that those who participated least in the program were those who were
more likely to become involved with the juvenile justice system.

One of the goals of the current study was to attempt to track YFP participants after they
left the program, specifically, for up to three years after being discharged. Although a great deal
of effort was expended in the process, we were only able to track about two-fifths of YFP
participants for one year following program participation and about one-third for two years
following participation (with too few tracked for three years to be able to include in most of the
analyses). Nevertheless, our follow-up analyses, like the court involvement analyses discussed
above, are not positive. At follow-up interview one, YFP youths were more likely to have lower
grades and less likely to do schoolwork on time than comparison group youths. In addition, YFP
youths were less likely to report respecting the rights of others, getting along well with parents
and knowing what they do well. Finally, YFP youths were more likely to report getting into
physical fight(s). Together, YFP youths appear to have more school, family, and social issues in
the first year after they left the program than comparison group youths. When follow-up
interview year one scores were accounted for, YFP youths had significantly lower grades,
skipped school more often, were less likely to do schoolwork on time, got along worse with
parents, and damaged or ruined something belonging to others on purpose more often at follow-
up year two than comparison youths.

It is perhaps not surprising that we found no positive longer-term effects of the program,
since positive short-term effects were generally not seen either. Again, it is possible that the
seemingly low “dosage level” of program services received was too small to have a positive

effect in either the short or long term.
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As noted previously, however, the youth contacted for follow-up reported positive
feelings about the program and their mentoring relationships. Further, when youths were directly
asked whether they noticed any changes in their family relationship in the year following
program involvement (and subsequent year for follow-up year two), most noted some sort of
improvement. While we obviously cannot attribute this latter finding to program participation, it
offers the possibility that at least some youth who participated in the YFP program perceived
positive long-lasting effects.

With regard to costs we found that on average, if a youth stayed in the program for 12
months, it cost $1,825 to serve the youth. Though we were not able to do all the desired cost
comparisons to other similar programs in Utah, we can look at recent cost analyses of other
mentoring programs to provide some context. In a cost analysis of Big Brothers Big Sisters
mentoring programs conducted in 2004-2005 (Herrera et al., 2007), costs were around $1,000 for
a year of services. An older, but broader study by Fountain and Arbreton (1999) found that an
average mentoring program spent $1,114 per youth per year, but the range was wide, from $12 to
$1,900 per youth with a median of $685 annually per youth. These data were derived from a
variety of mentoring programs for school-age children included in a mentoring study by
Public/Private Ventures. Together, this indicates that the 4-H/YFP mentoring program costs are
in range with what similar programs cost.

Finally, we should note that our findings are in general agreement with the previous study
of YFP conducted by Bach Harrison, but differ from the analysis conducted by Higginbotham
and his colleagues. We would argue that both of these efforts were necessarily limited in scope
and methods by the lack of available resources. The analysis of data collected by YFP prior to

the implementation of the present evaluation (Higginbotham et al., 2007) suffered from the use
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of a weak method, the “retrospective pretest.” This approach, which asks youth to rate
themselves as they were at some point in the past, and then rate themselves as they are now,
suffers from a number of limitations, including imperfect recall and bias to make themselves
(and perhaps the program) look better. In addition, the data analyzed were not collected for all
YFP sites in the state, and this also may have introduced a positive bias into the results.

The obvious limitation of the Bach Harrison effort was the small sample size.
Nevertheless, many of their findings are similar to our own, particularly with regard to the
process component of our study (Bach Harrison, 2005). Many of the issues identified by Bach
Harrison in the years prior to our study were still in effect when we began data collection in
2006.

Limitations

As with any evaluation, the current effort is subject to a number of limitations that
suggest caution in interpreting the findings. These limitations relate to three main areas: research
design, sample size and attrition, and data quality.

Research Design

The evaluation employed a quasi-experimental design with a comparison group. The
nature of the design itself permits only tentative statements about whether the program caused
changes, since youths were not randomly assigned to the program and comparison groups.
Although we had initially proposed a randomized controlled trial to N1J, this would have
involved changing the YFP admissions process, and the proposal reviewers did not like this idea.

The use of a comparison group that is not randomly assigned always raises issues about
the comparability of the two groups. Having non-comparable groups introduces the potential for

biased results, since the YFP youth might be more or less “risky” or “needy” than the
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comparison youth. In our proposal to N1J, we had planned to select comparison group youth who
were matched to the YFP youth on a number of characteristics. However, we underestimated the
difficulty of obtaining permission from schools to allow us access to students, which we thought
would be the best source of obtaining comparison group youth who were the same age as the
youth that the YFP program targeted. In the end, we were forced to include comparison youth
wherever we could find them, and were unable to match on variables other than age and grade
level. As noted in the methodology section, we attempted to retrospectively apply propensity
score matching, a method that could have been used to develop a comparable comparison group.
Unfortunately, we were not able to use this method to help identify a subset of comparison youth
who were a better match for the YFP group.

When we examined characteristics of the two groups and pretest scores on the BERS-2
subscales, we found that in fact the two were not comparable on a number of measures.
Generally speaking, the YFP group was in fact riskier and needier than the comparison group
youth. This issue is particularly important when one considers that the YFP group’s subscale
scores did indeed improve from pretest to the first posttest. However, it is precisely because of
the threats to internal validity inherent in the pre-post design that the addition of the comparison
group becomes important. While the non-comparability of the two groups is a problem for the
current evaluation, the result of this issue is usually the opposite of the one we found. That is,
beginning with a group that scores lower on the BERS-2 subscales, for example, suggests that
they will have more room to improve than the comparison group that starts out scoring higher.
This, of course, was not found to be the case in the present evaluation. One could argue the
opposite as well, that the higher risk and need youth recruited by the program made it more

difficult for the program to demonstrate positive effects. It is possible that if the two groups had
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started out equivalent, we would have found that the YFP group would have looked better than
the comparison group on the outcomes measured.
Sample Size and Attrition

In its evaluability assessment of YFP, NIJ noted that the program served 600-800 youth
per year. During the 2003-2004 and 2004-2005 academic years, 686 and 672 youth, respectively,
participated in the program (Higginbotham et al., 2007). In our original proposal to NIJ, we
determined that we would need 382 youth for both the YFP and comparison groups by the end of
the follow-up period, and estimated that this would require initial sample sizes of 550 in each of
the two groups. Given the number of youths served in the previous two years, we did not see a
problem in obtaining this number.

For a variety of reasons, we were not able to include as many youth as we would have
liked in the study. This was largely due to the reduced number of youth served by the YFP
program during the time we conducted our data collection. The program experienced some cuts
in funding, some sites closed down, and as a result, fewer youths were served by the program
during our data collection period than the 600-800 youths that had been served in previous years.
As it became obvious to us that the sample size was not going to be as large as we had hoped, we
implemented a variety of approaches to increase the numbers, including lengthening the planned
data collection period and adding the prior year’s (2005) YFP cohort to our own data collection
(which we had not planned to do). Nevertheless, it is possible that our sample sizes may simply
have been too small for us to detect significant differences between the YFP and comparison
groups.

Our findings argue against sample size being a key factor in failing to find significant

differences. For example, at the time of the first posttest, YFP youth scored lower on every
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BERS-2 subscale than comparison youth with the exception of Affective Strength, on which
scores were about the same. If effect sizes had been small but in the correct direction (i.e., YFP
youth scoring higher than comparison youth), then small sample size may have been issue. Of
course, this does not address the fact that the YFP group started out with much lower scores on
these scales than comparison youth which, as discussed earlier, suggests that group
comparability was a more important factor in assessing the results than sample size per se.

The attrition rates for the follow-up interviews were higher than we had anticipated. As
discussed earlier, we did all that we could to locate these youth for follow-up interviews. In the
end, however, we lost about 60% of the YFP youth at the first follow-up interview, and 75% at
the second follow-up interview. It is usually the youth who did better in the program, or who
were at a higher level of functioning to begin with, who are easier to locate at follow-up. The
attrition thus results in a biased sample, and that was in fact shown to be the case here (although
the comparison group youths’ attrition also resulted in positive bias). Again, however, the bias
resulting from selective attrition should have resulted in overestimating the positive effects of the
program, and this was clearly not the case in our analyses.

The small sample size issue has implications for our evaluation other than those
discussed above. For example, there were a large number of YFP sites included in the study, but
each site served a relatively small number of youths over the course of the study (the average
number served per site was 15). As a result, we were only able to conduct a limited number of
analyses looking at site-specific variations. Therefore, we cannot say much regarding the effects
of factors that were site-specific, such as the use of grand mentors, on outcomes. When possible,

we used results from the process evaluation to help explain both how well the program
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implementation matched the program plan and offered insight into why objectives were or were
not met.
Data Quality

Part of the reason that NIJ selected the YFP program for evaluation was the availability
of data, particularly for the process evaluation component of the assessment. As we noted in the
process evaluation section of the report, we encountered a number of issues with the “dosage”
data being maintained by the program. The quality of these data may have directly impacted our
conclusions from this part of the study, since we based our assessment of service delivery on
these records. As noted previously, it is possible that more YFP youth attended more mentor
meetings, 4-H activities, and FNOs than were recorded in the log data we received from the site
coordinators. If this was the case, our hypothesis that the lack of positive outcomes may have
been due to the low program dosage received by YFP youth would be contradicted.

As noted previously, the school data that we collected were difficult to work with and
extremely problematic. Despite our best efforts to obtain and clean the data, we had so little
confidence in them that we forced to conduct only very limited analyses using unexcused
absences and grade point average. It may have been that with better school data we would have
seen more positive outcomes for YFP youth.

Finally, we would note that we collected limited information from mentors and detailed
interview data from only a small group of YFP youth. Regarding the latter, it was our intent to
interview youth only to obtain general impressions and serve as a general check on information
we were obtaining from site coordinators. As part of the pre-post testing process, we collected a
great deal of information from YFP youth, particularly as it relates to the quality of their

relationships with their mentors.
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With regard to mentor data, we initially had only planned to interview a few mentors over
the phone, for the same reasons noted above for the youth interviews. As we proceeded along
with the study, however, we realized that since we had email addresses for mentors, we could
create and implement two online surveys and collect information on a larger sample for
relatively little cost. In the end, we were able to obtain data from 85 mentors, which were
substantially more than we initially had planned, but only a small percentage of the total number
of mentors involved in the program.

The youth interview data and the mentor data were used primarily in the process
evaluation. However, we would emphasize again that these results should be interpreted with
caution, since the come from small, non-representative samples of youth and mentors.

Implications and Recommendations

The 4-H Mentoring/YFP program design is similar to school- and community-based
mentoring programs that offer traditional one-on-one mentoring, but it adds the additional
interventions of 4-H activities and Family Nights Out. Given the design, results were expected
to be as good as, if not better than, those for traditional one-one-one mentoring programs like Big
Brothers/Big Sisters. The most recent meta-analysis of youth mentoring programs by Dubois
and colleagues (2011) concludes that, overall, mentoring programs have modest effects across
behavioral, social, emotional, and academic domains. Dubois et al. (2011) found that mentoring
programs were more effective when targeted youths had pre-existing difficulties or significant
environmental risk factors, there were greater proportions of male youths, there was a good fit
between the education or occupation backgrounds of the mentors and the program goals, mentors
were paired with youths with similar interests, and programs supported mentors serving in

teaching or advocacy roles with youths.
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The results from our study of 4-H Mentoring/YFP are in keeping with Dubois et al.’s
findings in that overall we found modest (if any) benefits from the program. The interpretation of
our findings rests in part on the relative strengths and weaknesses of our evaluation design. YFP
youth did improve on a number of outcomes from the time they began the program to eight
months into the program. By themselves these results are suggestive but not compelling, since
comparing pre-test and post-test scores alone can be misleading. When YFP youth posttest
scores were compared with those of the comparison group, few significant differences were
noted. However, the comparison group was not the result of random assignment, and was
demonstrably higher functioning that the YFP youth on a number of pre-program measures.

Given the methodological issues discussed above and the concerns associated with
program implementation that we identified in the process evaluation, it would be unwise for us to
make definitive statements about the program’s success or failure. At most, we can say there is
limited evidence of program success, but the program should consider further evaluation once
issues with program implementation have been addressed.

When looking just at the YFP youths, we saw that improvements in average group scores
on many of the measures of behavioral and emotional strengths typically occurred within the first
eight months or so of program participation. There was evidence of improvement in school
functioning in the second year of participation as well, particularly for older youths, but little
change on any of the other measures in the second year. Youths with lower scores on measures
of behavioral and emotional strengths when they started the program stayed in the program
longer than other youths. This suggests that the program should consider: a policy regarding
presumptive length of stay of one year, use of the BERS-2 scale or another tool to identify

youths at program start who could benefit the most from the program given their scores on the

158

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



tool, and periodic (at least annual) assessment of youths to determine which youths are eligible
for graduation from the program. In addition, it might be worthwhile to consider transitioning
youths away from mentoring relationships and into 4-H activities after one year, freeing up
precious mentoring resources for new youth.

Generalizability of Findings

Others implementing or evaluating this program or other mentoring programs with
additional program elements may look to this study to see what the value-added benefits are of
providing services in addition to one-on-one mentoring. Participation in 4-H programs in general
has been shown to produce positive outcomes (see, for example, Lerner & Lerner, 2011). Given
this, we might expect that participation in 4-H as well as mentoring would enhance outcomes.
The current study provided no evidence of more robust positive outcomes by providing services
in addition to mentoring, and it is unclear how much program design and/or implementation
issues likely contributed to these outcomes. Given the apparent challenges with implementation,
further evaluation is needed to see what outcomes can be achieved with full implementation of

the program.
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APPENDIX A: DATA COLLECTION FORMS

Description of YFP/ 4-H Mentoring Site

Program Implementation Assessment for Site Coordinators
YFP Group Program Implementation Assessment for Youth
YFP Activity Observation Form

YFP Mentor Survey

YFP Youth Form 01 (YFP Group Youth Pre-Test)

YFP Youth Form 02 (YFP Group Youth Post-Test)

YFP Parent Form 01 (YFP Group Parent Pre-Test)

YFP Parent Form 02 (YFP Group Parent Post-Test)
Student Form (Comparison Group Pre- and Post-Test)
YFP Group Follow-Up Telephone Interview Form

Comparison Group Follow-Up Telephone Interview Form
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APPENDIX B: SITE-SPECIFIC INFORMATION

Table B1. Counts of YPF Youths

Table B2. YFP Activities During the School Year by Site

Table B3. YFP Activities During the Summer

Table B4. Average Number of In-Person Meetings with Mentor Per Month
Table B5. Mentor Training

Table B6. Site Type and Use of High School Mentors

Table B7. Youth Characteristics/Issues

Table B8. Reasons for Referral

Table B9. Screen-Out Factors

Table B10. Mentor Characteristics

Table B11. Match Criteria by Site
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Table B1. Counts of YPF Youths

Frequency | Percent+
Cache — Community 24 5%
Cache — Latino 18 4%
Carbon 15 3%
Davis 12 3%
Iron — Community 27 6%
Iron - CYFAR 47 10%
Iron — After School 25 6%
Juab 27 6%
Millard 24 5%
Rich 27 6%
Salt Lake 1 2%
Sevier 10 2%
Tooele 21 5%
Utah — Nebo 13 3%
Utah — Park 16 4%
Utah — Larsen* 0 0%
Utah — Timpanogos 13 3%
Utah — Sharon 2 4%
Utah — Farrer 3 1%
Utah — Spring Creek 28 6%
Utah — Westmore 37 8%
Utah — Aspen 39 9%
Utah — Franklin 11 2%
Utah — Oak Canyon+ 0 0%
Utah — Orem Jr. High 2 .04%
Utah — Centennial+ 0 0%
Washington 8 1%
Total 450 100%
*The Utah-Park and Utah-Larsen sites combined
early in the 2006 school year. So, though it
technically existed, no youths were actually served
at the Utah- Larsen site.
+ All the youths served at this site were transferred
to other sites when the site closed.
+May not add to 100% due to rounding.
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Table B2. YFP Activities During the School Year

Mentor Face-to-

Face Contact 4-H activities FNO
Weekly TVV://:Ska Weekly M?rfth Monthly | Quarterly | Monthly

Cache — Community* v v v
Cache — Latino* v v v
Carbon v v v
Davis v v v
Iron — Community v v v
Iron - CYFAR 4 v v
Iron — After School 4

Juab v v v
Millard* 4 4 v
Rich 4 v v
Sevier v v v
Tooele v v v
Utah — Nebo 4 v v
Utah — Park 4 v v
Utah — Larsen 4 v v
Utah — Timpanogos v v v
Utah — Sharon 4 v v
Utah — Farrer v v
Utah —Spring Creek v v
Utah — Westmore 4 v v
Utah — Aspen v v v
Utah — Franklin 4 v v
Utah — Oak Canyon v v v
Utah — Orem Jr. High v v v
Utah — Centennial 4 v v
Washington v v v

*Poor or missing data from this site.
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Table B3. YFP Activities During the Summer

In-Person Mentor

4-H Activities

FNO

Weekly

1X
Month

No set
schedule

Weekly

1X 1X
Month | Quarter

No set
schedule

1X
Month

1X
Quarter

Cache —
Community*

v

Cache -
Latino*

v

Carbon

Davis

Iron —
Community

Iron -CYFAR

Iron —After
School

Juab

Millard*

AN

Rich

ASANENERN

Sevier

Tooele

Utah — Nebo

Utah —Park

Utah —Larsen

ANANENEN

Utah -
Timpanogos

Utah — Sharon

ANEENEENENEN

AR S A NANANANAN
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Table B4. Average Number of In-Person Meetings with Mentor Per Month

Site

Average Number of In-
person Meetings with Mentor
per Month- School Year

Average Number of In-person
Meetings with Mentor per
Month - Summer

Cache —Community* .63 missing
Cache —Latino* .89 missing
Carbon .85 21
Davis 2.0 .28
Iron —Community 2.1 14
Iron -CYFAR 3.2 .01
Iron —After School* 16 5
Juab .76 .06
Millard .50 .01
Rich 5.3 A7
Sevier 1.1 15
Tooele 49 .16
Utah — Nebo 1.3 27
Utah — Timpanogos 49 A1
Utah — Park 75 10
Utah —Sharon 2.2 .68
Utah — Farrer .88 15
Utah — Westmore* 81 .26
Utah — Aspen .55 .20
Utah — Franklin .92 .28
Utah — Orem Jr. High No data No data
Utah —Spring Creek* .39 !
Washington 1.1 .05

*Poor or missing data from this site.
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Table B5. Mentor Training

Mentor
Training

Site

Cache — Community*
Cache — Latino*
Carbon

Davis

Iron — Community
Iron — CYFAR

Iron — After School
Juab

Millard*

Rich

Sevier

Tooele

Utah — Nebo

Utah — Park

Utah — Larsen

Utah — Timpanogos
Utah — Sharon

Utah — Farrer

Utah — Spring Creek
Utah — Westmore
Utah — Aspen

Utah — Franklin
Utah — Oak Canyon
Utah — Orem Jr. High
Utah — Centennial
Washington
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Table B6. Site Type and Use of High School Mentors

> D Lo |SE>
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Site 22|22 25 |E8¢2
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Cache — Community v

Cache — Latino v

Carbon v v

Davis v v

Iron — Community v

Iron - CYFAR v

Iron — After School v v

Juab v v

Millard v v

Rich v v

Sevier v v

Tooele v v

Utah — Nebo v

Utah — Park v

Utah — Larsen v

Utah — Timpanogos v

Utah — Sharon v

Utah — Farrer v v

Utah — Spring Creek v v

Utah — Westmore v

Utah — Aspen v

Utah — Franklin v

Utah — Oak Canyon v

Utah — Orem Jr. High v

Utah — Centennial v

Washington v
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been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



Table B7. Youth Characteristics/Issues
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Cache — Latino* | v v | v v |[v| Vv v | v v
Carbon v v v | v | Vv v v | v
Davis v v v v | v | Vv v v | v v v
Iron— v ivivivI iviv|iv ]|y v | v v
Community
Iron - CYFAR v v
Iron — After viviv]ivivivivIiviv]|iv]v] v v
School*
Juab v v v |V v v v v v
Millard* v
Rich v v |V v | v| vV v v v
Sevier v v v | v | vV v v | v
Tooele v v v | v v
Utah — Nebo v | v v v | v
Utah — Park v | v v v | v
Utah — Larsen v v v v | v
Utah - v v v | v
Timpanogos
Utah — Sharon v v | vV vV v | v | vV v v v v v v
Utah — Farrer v v | v v v | v
Utah — Spring v v | v v s |y
Creek
Utah — viviv|ivIiv]ivv|v v | v
Westmore
Utah—Aspen v v v v v |V v v v v v v v
Utah — Franklin v V| v v v | v
Utah — Oak v v v |V v v v v v
Canyon
Utah — Orem Jr. v v v v | vV | Vv v v v v
High
Utah — v v v v |V | VvV v v v v v
Centennial
Washington v v | vV vV v | v | vV v v v v v v

*Poor or missing data from this site.
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Table B8. Reasons for Referral
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Cache -
Community*
Cache —Latino*
Carbon 4 11 12 11 11 2 13 9 0| 13
Davis 8 11 8 8 8 0 12 12 12| 12
Iron — 4 9 22 24 19 0 8 11 0| 27
Community
Iron -CYFAR 7 14 20 13 31 0 4 8 1| 37
Iron —After 6 8 14 6 16 0 11 10 0o 17
School*
Juab 15 22 25 18 22 8 19 11 1| 27
Millard 16 13 14 15 12 0 14 12 0| 18
Rich 1 2 3 2 3 0 3 1 0 3
Sevier 4 9 11 11 10 1 11 12 5| 17
Tooele 6 7 9 8 7 0 5 5 0| 11
Utah — Nebo 5 6 6 6 6 1 5 2 5| 13
Utah - 4 7 7 8 7 1 5 4 1] 11
Timpanogos
Utah — Park 2 2 2 2 2 0 1 2 0 2
Utah —Sharon 4 11 12 11 11 2 13 9 0| 13
Utah —Farrer
Utah - 5 3 11 7 13 0 2 4 3| 22
Westmore*
Utah —Aspen 6 17 14 8 8 2 9 9 5| 28
Utah —Franklin 13 22 22 20 12 7 27 23 1| 36
Utah — Orem
Jr. High*
Washington 7 7 8 8 7 1 6 8 0 8
Total number 113 170 208 175 194 23 155 143 341302
of cases
Percent of 37.4% | 56.3% | 68.9% | 57.9% | 64.2% | 7.6% |51.3% | 47.4% | 11.3%
Cases

*Poor or missing data from this site.
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Table B9. Screen-Out Factors
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Cache — Community* v v | v v
Cache — Latino* v v v v
Carbon v v
Davis v v v v v v
Iron — Community 4 v
Iron - CYFAR v
Iron — After School*
Juab v v v v v v
Millard* v v
Rich v v v
Sevier v v v v v v
Tooele v v v
Utah — Nebo v v v v v v
Utah — Park v v v v v v
Utah — Larsen v v v v v v
Utah — Timpanogos v
Utah — Sharon v v v v
Utah — Farrer v
Utah — Spring Creek v
Utah — Westmore v v v v
Utah — Aspen v v v v
Utah — Franklin v
Utah — Oak Canyon v v | v 4 v
Utah — Orem Jr. High v v v
Utah — Centennial v v v
Washington 4 v v v
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Table B10. Mentor Characteristics
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Types
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Cache — Community™ v

Cache — Latino v

Carbon v v

Davis v v v v v

Iron — Community v

Iron - CYFAR v

Iron — After School v v

Juab v v v v

Millard* v

Rich v v

Sevier v v v v

Tooele v v v v

Utah — Nebo v v

Utah — Park v v

Utah — Larsen v v

Utah — Timpanogos v

Utah — Sharon v v

Utah — Farrer v v

Utah — Spring Creek v | v

Utah — Westmore v

Utah — Aspen v v

Utah — Franklin v

Utah — Oak Canyon v

Utah — Orem Jr. High v v

Utah — Centennial v v v

Washington 4 v
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Table B11. Match Criteria

Site

Gender

Race

Foreign Language

Religion

Personality

Request by Youth

Request by
Mentor
Geographic
Location of Youth
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