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ABSTRACT

This process evaluation examines the Youth Philanthropy Initiative (YPI)
program in Tulsa, Oklahoma and whether the implementation of this experience is
meeting the basic psychological and/or developmental needs of youth. YPI is an
outside-of-school organization for teenage development. The lenses through which this
evaluation was performed are self-determination theory and the Search Institute’s 40
Developmental Assets framework. These lenses are complementary, as self-
determination theory could provide a psychological rationale through which the 40
Developmental Assets are explained.

YPI aims to develop youth into self-aware philanthropists, leaders, and agents
for social change. Participation in this program lasts three calendar years. As such,
rather than a longitudinal analysis, this evaluation examines the extent to which the four
educational elements of YPI—self-awareness, philanthropy, leadership, and
community-building—may be achieved. Though existing literature confirms the
effectiveness of some youth development programs, no such outcome-driven data exists
to place YPI within the spectrum of its peer programs. Results of this process evaluation
shed some light on whether YPI should continue its operation, where to make
improvements, and how the YPI program may be distinguished from other outside-of-

school youth development programs.



CHAPTER ONE
Introduction

Afterschool programming continues to be in high demand in the United States;
recent estimates suggest that nearly 10 million children and youth participate in
afterschool programs each year (Yohalem, Pittman, & Edwards, 2010). Despite these
figures, few positive youth development afterschool programs can claim evidence of
their effectiveness and even fewer have studied the processes by which they carry out
their mission. With its goal of producing the next generation of philanthropically-
minded leaders for change, the Youth Philanthropy Initiative in Tulsa (YPI) is no
different.

Teen voluntarism benefits teens as well as the greater community. Research
shows that youth who volunteer are more likely to have stronger social ties, feel
connected to their communities, perform better in school, and are less likely to engage
in risky behavior (Corporation for National and Community Service, 2005). High
school students who participate in community service increase their awareness of social
issues, have a better sense of their personal values and overall identity, and gain positive
leadership skills as their confidence in making a difference is bolstered (Checkoway,
2009; Cipolle, 2010). For teens that plan to enroll in an institution of higher education,
their volunteer hours could assist in their transition over the next four years. McGovern
and Curley (2010) predict that community engagement in the college setting will
become increasingly formalized which means not only an increased expectation that
teens report community service experience on their college admission applications, but

also a likelihood that “colleges and universities will change their general education



requirements and begin to include some form of civic engagement exercises—service
and/or service-learning will increasingly be required for graduation” (p. 343-344).

Community involvement for youth has been shown to increase political
knowledge, enhance participatory skills, alter youth’s attitudes, produce pathways to
address key social issues, and revitalize communities and the organizations and
individuals within them (Niemi et. al, 2000; London et. al, 2003). When youth become
involved with philanthropy, they can “create ladders of responsibility and support that
draw youth into progressively higher levels of organizational and community
leadership, laying the foundation for indigenous community leadership” (London et. al,
2003, p. 35).

Youth community engagement experiences can have a long and lasting personal
and community effect. Two-thirds of adults who currently volunteer began community
service activities as youths, and regardless of income, adult Americans who volunteered
at a young age donate to and volunteer more hours at not-for-profit organizations than
those who did not (Troppe & Michel, 2002). Acts of community service have lasting
effects on youth; for one, they positively influence a college students’ desire to attend
graduate school (Astin et. al, 1999). They also create patterns of civic engagement and
involvement that persist into adulthood (Troppe & Michel, 2002). “Civic engagement,”
a form of community service, is “a process in which people take collective action to
address issues of public concern,” such as raising awareness on issues of social justice
or communicating with political figures (Checkoway, 2009, p. 41-42). Civic

engagement is a practice of citizenship, the concept of which is closely tied to “service-



learning,” which “offers students an opportunity to practice their roles in the
community” (Falk, 2013, p. 4).

Service-learning, defined as “curriculum-based community service that has
clearly stated learning objectives; addresses real community needs in a sustained
manner over a period of time; and assists students in drawing lessons from the service
through regularly scheduled, organized reflection or critical analysis” (Kirby, 2011, p.
6) has begun to take root in schools. The Corporation for National and Community
Service found that the portion of public schools that make community service available
has grown from 64% in 1999 to 68% in 2008 (Kirby, 2011). Bauer, Kniffin, and Priest
(2015) have observed gains in support and adoption of service-learning on college
campuses, especially in first-year experience programs. Chambers and Gopaul (2010)
posit that theoretical and practical academic preparation in the field of social justice-
centered engagement is “the most appropriate way of preparing future educators and
scholars (and other professionals) with skills, knowledge, and sensitivities to engage
communities in addressing social (justice) issues” (p. 66). In fact, the authors believe
that “scholarship that is void of a conscious social justice intent may be scholarship, but
it is not engaged scholarship” (p. 55). Service-learning produces multiple positive
outcomes, such as academic performance, self-efficacy, self-rated leadership ability,
intent to continue practicing service after college, and especially increased choice of a
career in a service field (Astin et. al, 2000).

Despite educational stakeholders’ desire for increased community engagement,
the number schools which meet the criteria for service-learning has declined from 32%

in 1999 to 24% in 2008 (Kirby, 2011). While the interest for service-learning has



increased, its implementation has decreased. Perhaps this is because, as Howard (1998)
puts it, “academic service learning is not for the meek” (p. 28). A relatively new
concept in education, service-learning “creates a host of stimulating pedagogical
challenges that are obviated in traditional pedagogy” due it its very nature being
counternormative (Howard, 1998, p. 22-23). For example, giving students the
responsibility of determining which data are important—rather than the relevant
knowledge being filtered by the teacher—is contrary to traditional pedagogical
principles (Howard, 1998, p. 22-23). Service learning is also very difficult to
implement; it “must be carefully designed” if instructors are to see positive effects
(Bauer et. al, 2015, p. 92). Classroom instructors who attempt to integrate service and
learning “can expect initial resistance from students, periodic self-doubt about their own
teaching accomplishments, and colleagues’ looking askance upon this methodology” (p.
28). There is a gap in the intent and implementation of service-learning.

The larger problem is that, despite increasing evidence of the benefits of service
learning, teens across the country are volunteering at a declining rate. According to the
Center for Information and Research on Civic Learning and Engagement (CIRCLE),
28% of American teenagers aged 16-18 currently participate in some type of volunteer
activity, a percentage which is down from its peak of 33% in 2005 (Kirby et. al, 2011,
p. 6). CIRCLE researchers (2011) analyzed the results from 2002 through 2009 of the
Current Population Survey, a product in joint partnership between the US Bureau of
Labor Statistics and the US Census Bureau and found that changing policy objectives
and funding have led to a reduction in the availability of service and community

engagement during school (Kirby et. al, 2011, p. 1).



Because service learning is not widely implemented, certain character traits and
development assets of adolescents have been neglected in the school setting. Mannes,
Roehlkepartain, and Benson (2005) argue that the average youth reports having only 19
of the 40 Developmental Assets which the Search Institute deems necessary to thrive (p.
237). In fact, just 8% are considered “asset rich,” having 31 to 40 of the developmental
assets; “thus, most young people in the United States surveyed by Search Institute do
not have more than half of the developmental assets in their lives” (Mannes et. al, 2005,
p. 238). The unfortunate implication is that both human development and community
building are suffering as a result of the underdevelopment of these skills (Mannes et. al,
2005). Recent studies of college-aged youth point to troubling developments in modern
character traits, for example, an increase in narcissism and individualism and a decrease
in dispositional empathy (Konrath et. al, 2010; Twenge & Foster, 2008; Twenge et. al,
2008; Twenge et. al, 2010). At a time when youth and communities seemingly need
more experiences for general development, including the development of community
service engagement and personal character, opportunities within school are diminishing.
This could be due to education policy’s focus on academic achievement and test scores,
compounded by large-scale budget cuts in education in states like Oklahoma.

Yet to achieve the benefits of service-oriented experiences, students may not
require a direct connection to education policy or the traditional high school setting.
Larson (2000) posits that the concept of “initiative” is not often found in the settings in
which youth are most present, such as the classroom. This concept — initiative —
significantly contributes to students’ development of “leadership, altruism, and civic

engagement” (Larson, 2000). Instead, sports and other extra-curricular activities are



more fertile ground for cultivating this type of character. In schooling, students may
experience moderate levels of concentration, but low levels of intrinsic motivation. In
contrast, structured voluntary activities such as sports, arts, hobbies, and other
extracurricular organizations produce psychological states of high intrinsic motivation
as well as concentration (Larson, 2000). This evidence makes a case for community-
based learning experiences for youth.

The stagnant or declining use of service-based learning experiences for youth in
school is a reason why initiatives like the YPI occupy a critical space in the youth
development arena. YPI promotes access to experiences that orient youth to serve and
engage in their community. Yet as important as initiatives like YPI seem to be in
closing the gap in youth development, there is much we still do not know about these
experiences and opportunities.

Problem of Practice

More research can be performed to better understand the elements which could
make extracurricular youth development programs effective. Programs like YPI “would
benefit from assessment of key process variables theoretically linked to positive
intervention effects” (Lakin & Mahoney, 2005, p. 515). Although YPI has recently
reached its ten-year anniversary, the program has not undergone a complete evaluation
regarding its implementation, much less its effectiveness. Despite past researchers’
attempts to draw conclusions about the logic and efficacy of this program, none had
been comprehensive or definitive as they were designed only to reach immediate
conclusions about specific aspects of the program.

As such, this process evaluation of YPI provides insight into the mechanisms at
work in this unique youth development program. In doing so, it seeks to describe how

6



the program engages youth and whether it supports their developmental needs. Since “a
large number of youth community service programs continue to be conducted under the
assumption that service activity is beneficial in and of itself, regardless of the process
by which it is undertaken” (Lakin & Mahoney, 2005, p. 515), this evaluation benefits
knowledge on youth development in two ways. First, this evaluation describes
structures and processes used to connect with youth and to engage them in community-
based work. Second, it seeks to explain the social and psychological mechanisms
behind YPI, a program that aims to increase altruism in the teenage demographic. As
applied research, it uses the lenses of self-determination theory and the Search
Institute’s 40 Developmental Assets to determine whether processes and activities of
YPI are conducive to support psychological and developmental needs.

Purpose and Significance of the Process Evaluation

A process evaluation aims to understand the decisions behind the program (Yin,
2009). Evaluating the process by using one case study “investigates the contemporary
phenomenon in depth and within its real-life context, especially when the boundaries
between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident” (Yin, 2009, p. 18). This
evaluation provides a comprehensive understanding of the process by which YPI is
implemented. Results provide an understanding of the components of the curriculum,
evidence regarding the fidelity to the curriculum during delivery, and the identification
of psychological and developmental elements which students experience in the
program. Effective strategies and challenges will be discussed. As described in the HM
Treasury’s Magenta Book (2011), a process evaluation might indicate which elements
of a program structure appear to be more influential and how resources might be most
efficiently employed. Understanding the mechanisms at work and whether the YPI

7



model is supportive of participants’ psychological and developmental needs is a start to
understanding whether the overall program is an effective method for youth
development. As such, the evaluation also builds the foundation for a subsequent
effectiveness evaluation.

Two general questions guided the process evaluation:

1) How are the components of the YPI program being implemented in practice?

2) Does the experience provide support for students’ psychological and/or

developmental needs?

The first evaluation question examines program elements, including the recruitment,
selection, and retention of students; the delivery of the curriculum; and its overall
sustainability. The second question aims to understand whether the experience of YPI is
supportive of its participants’ needs whether psychologically as established by self-
determination theory, and/or developmentally in accordance to the Search Institute’s 40
Developmental Assets framework.

Description of the Program

More than a decade ago, an international philanthropist based in Tulsa thought
that “young people were not given a voice in our community,” so she “wanted them to
feel that they were part of the community and that they’re worth being heard.” This
would cause youth to believe in themselves and their own self-worth, which she felt to
be “vitally important.” Because she wanted youth to learn certain leadership skills and
to, in giving back to the community, understand “the feeling of making someone’s life
better” she became the founder and funder of YPI.

YPI is the product of a partnership between the Charles and Lynn Schusterman
Family Foundation and The University of Oklahoma-Tulsa. The program aims to

8



develop incoming high school freshmen and sophomores from various schools in the
Tulsa, Oklahoma metro area into more self-aware, philanthropic leaders for social
change. The vehicle for this transformation is centered upon the concept of social
entrepreneurship and the action of being engaged in the creation and execution of a
social campaign, or franchise. Cohorts of approximately 25 students are tasked with
researching, identifying, and addressing an issue that negatively influences teenagers in
their community. In creating the social franchise, the students are provided with various
human, physical, and monetary resources—notably, a $30,000 budget.

This is a main distinguishing factor that separates YPI from other programs of
its kind. Whereas other youth philanthropy groups’ main course of action is to re-grant
funds to existing non-profit entities, YPI cohorts create their own philanthropic project.
Rather than view philanthropy as simply a redistribution of wealth, YPI students create
a campaign—what the program calls a “social franchise”—that is designed to initiate
pro-social change. Social entrepreneurship occurs when the concept of philanthropy is
combined with business methods in order to find new solutions to an existing social
problem (Cipolle, 2010). This concept builds upon community service or experiential
philanthropy. Rather than perform community service for a short duration of time,
sporadically, feeling disconnected from the non-profit’s mission, and/or as dictated by
community service hour requirements, YPI students spend several hours per week for
three years on their project, are the ones who define its mission, and perform the work
voluntarily.

The social franchise project is the focus of the community-building facet of the

program and is discussed at length at each meeting. Aside from this component,



students are exposed along the way to a curriculum which includes adult-conducted
lessons on self-awareness, philanthropy, and leadership. Guest speakers and special
topical lessons may also be included in a monthly meeting agenda. Over the course of
three academic years, participants attend monthly day-long meetings to absorb the
curriculum and weekly hour-long meetings to make further progress on the project.
Special events include a kickoff dinner; retreats at the beginning of each year; an annual
project showcase in which students present their projects to their peers, families, and
prospective students; and a farewell or graduation dinner. The program is gradually
student-led; in the second and third years of each cohort, the meetings are facilitated by
two student leaders who attend additional weekly meetings with the two adult advisors.

Checkoway, Pothujuchi and Finn (1995) define the process of programs like
YPI to be “social action,” as it involves student groups that are focused on issues
affecting youth and young adult. Examples within YPI include as adolescent depression
(Cohort 1), teen obesity (Cohort 5), and socially integrating students with special needs
and students in the general education population (Cohort 7). Upon graduation of the
program as juniors and seniors, the students are expected to have transitioned their
social action project into a “permanent home,” such as at a non-profit agency, to ensure
the project’s continuation.
Limitations

Limitations to the evaluation are expanded upon in Chapter 4. They include the
possibility for self-report bias, which could be problematic in skewing the data to be
exaggerated based on various contextual factors at the time of survey. While some
inferences could be made about the results between the three cohorts, which represent
three different points in the program (years one, two, and three), this study is not

10



longitudinal. Because this is a process evaluation, program effectiveness cannot be
determined. Most regrettably, the survey instrument could have been more rigorous and
clear. In hindsight, the phrasing of certain questions in the survey and interviews limited
the ability for the evaluator to make more definitive claims about the program. Finally,
the findings should not be generalized to apply to other youth development programs.

Organization of This Dissertation

The remaining portion of this dissertation is organized as follows.

Chapter Two provides a review of the existing scholarly literature. In it,
takeaways from existing programs for the development of youth in philanthropy and
leadership are identified. Additionally, the greater field of youth development is
surveyed, including existing process evaluations on this topic.

Chapter Three discusses the conceptual framework for this process evaluation,
including the two lenses of self-determination theory for psychological needs and The
Search Institute’s 40 Developmental Assets for youth to address developmental needs.

Chapter Four presents the methods for the study. The Saunders et al. (2005)
framework for program process evaluation is presented as a guiding structure for the
evaluation measurement plan. The sources, reduction, and analysis methods for data are
identified and limitations are considered.

Chapter Five presents the results of the process evaluation. First, evidence on
program implementation is laid out to address the recruitment, selection, and retention
process for YPI. Then, the curricular delivery is presented, which includes the
program’s components and consistency, reach, and facilitators and barriers. Then, the
program’s sustainability is examined, including its process for evaluation, staff training,
and financial considerations. Second, evidence on student needs is presented, beginning

11



with student psychological needs and followed by student developmental needs. The
third section outlines stakeholder assumptions, expectations, and satisfaction.
Stakeholders include student participants, current and former staff, and the program’s
founder whose family foundation also funds the program.

Chapter Six discusses the aforementioned findings, highlighting findings with
regard to student composition, psychological and developmental needs support, and
program sustainability. Recommendations are made for each topic. A common thread
for these recommendations is that more effort should be made to bolster the program in
each of the three areas: increased student diversity, increased support for student needs,
and increased structures in place to encourage the overall sustainability of YPI. The
chapter ends with final conclusions and implications for future research.

Also included are sections for selected references and appendices, which include

the data collected and a document that was created to organize the data for reduction.
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CHAPTER TWO
Review of Literature

Introduction

The Interagency Working Group on Y outh Programs (IWGYP), which
represents 18 federal agencies that support programs and services focusing on youth,
defines “positive youth development” as:

an intentional, pro-social approach that engages youth within their communities,

schools, organizations, peer groups, and families in a manner that is productive

and constructive; recognizes, utilizes, and enhances youths' strengths; and
promotes positive outcomes for young people by providing opportunities,

fostering positive relationships, and furnishing the support needed to build on
their leadership strengths (IWGYP, 2014).

The YPI program’s focus centers on positive youth development in philanthropy
and in leadership, the concepts of which are not mutually-exclusive. In fact, a scan of
the literature on both types of program revealed that many youth philanthropy programs
attempt to teach leadership. For example, in a 1991 speech by then W.K. Kellogg
chairman Dr. Russ Mawby, one of the rationales for the foundation to promote youth
philanthropy was because “it will give them the opportunity to ask, to serve, and
through serving, to lead” (Council of Michigan Foundations, 2016). Likewise, many
youth leadership programs are pro-social in nature and/or in desired outcomes. Large,
national youth-serving organizations such as Boy Scouts and Girl Scouts, Big Brothers /
Big Sisters, and Junior Achievement commonly “hold a commitment to promoting
prosocial values and building a variety of life skills (such as leadership, problem
solving, and decision making)” (Quinn, 1999).

The structure of the YPI’s curriculum is a youth leadership development model

with philanthropy, self-awareness, and community-building being the vehicle for such
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development. Because YPI has a model that corresponds more directly with those in
youth leadership development, this literature review will focus on youth leadership
development rather than youth philanthropy. While there is some overlap—some
programs purport to teach both concepts, there is a distinct difference in the
predominant ways in which philanthropy is taught as compared with leadership. As
such, this section includes information regarding the existing scholarly literature on the
landscape of both types of programs. The chapter begins with taking stock of the field
of youth in philanthropy, then shifts to a discussion of common characteristics of
programs that focus on youth leadership, and concludes with evidence on the effects of
positive youth development programs in general.

Youth in Philanthropy: Taking Stock of the Field

Since the 1980s, the United States has experienced a heightened attention to
youth in community service (Falk & Nissan, 2007). After President Bill Clinton signed
The National and Community Service Trust Act into law in 1993 — creating the
Corporation for National and Community Service along with its AmeriCorps and Learn
and Serve America programs — concepts of youth and philanthropy infiltrated three
sectors: policy, business, and research (Falk & Nissan, 2007).

There are numerous reasons for and iterations of a youth philanthropy program.
For example, Morton and Bergbauer (2015) state that a worthy end goal of a service-
learning and civic engagement program would be to build more resilient communities.
Richards-Schuster (2012) highlights the following core concepts for youth participation
in philanthropy: their voice brings a worthy perspective on youth needs and, as such,
their contribution informs program decision-making and benefits the community at
large. Bringle and Steinberg (2010) consider a goal to be to graduate more civically-
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minded and civically-active college students. Just as there are various intended
outcomes, many models exist within the world of youth philanthropy.

Worldwide, Bokoff and Dillon (2014) found more than 110 youth philanthropy
programs housed within nonprofit organizations; youth philanthropy groups within
approximately 200 foundations; and 55 programs housed at universities, with the United
States housing the clear majority of all youth in philanthropy programs. They note that,
between “youth organizations, schools, religious congregations, foundations, and online
communities,” there is “no one-size-fits-all model” (p. 7). Still, “most programs
promote empowering youth as critical thinkers, team players, and decision makers who
can be active leaders in their communities” (p. 7).

Of all the models of youth development, one is predominant. Y outh grant-
making organizations such as YouthBank International, the state of Michigan’s
numerous Youth Advisory Councils, and the Dekko Foundation’s “phish” program are
ones which engage youth in the process of redistributing funds to existing not-for profit
organizations or social campaigns. YouthBank now has 216 programs in 23 countries
(YouthBank International, 2016). Across the state of Michigan, community foundations
maintain 86 or more Youth Advisory Councils (Council of Michigan Foundations,
2016). The phish program connects young grant-makers from high school through
college in four states (The Dekko Foundation, 2016).

While some youth grant-making organizations promote youth involvement from
a diverse array of backgrounds, many are comprised of younger members of family
foundations, such as those who are involved with the Resource Generation or the Youth

Philanthropy Connect networks. The latter network holds an annual conference to
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facilitate exchanges between various organizations involved in youth philanthropy, of
which YPI in Tulsa has been a part. Thanks to “passionate stakeholders, strong
infrastructure, and positive culture,” youth philanthropy is experiencing momentum that
is sustainable (Bokoff & Dillon, 2014, p. 9). There is a shift toward philanthropy that
has begun to take place in higher education. Stoecker, Beckman, and Min (2010) note
that, while colleges have supported students’ involvement in local community issues for
the past 25 years, community engagement is now shifting focus to project-based
service-learning. This method “provides greater assurance that the community
engagement will efficiently produce something of value to the organization and its
community” (p. 183).

Scholarly literature provides numerous examples of the connection between
community service experience and the development of leadership skills, with much
research performed in a university setting. In a longitudinal study of more than 20,000
college undergraduates, Astin, Vogelgesang, Ikeda, and Yee (2000) found that
participation in community service had positive effects on leadership (including
leadership activities, self-rated leadership ability, and interpersonal skills). In a national
study of 55 diverse college campuses, the National Clearinghouse for Leadership
Programs found that community service experience prior to college had a positive
influence on leadership capacity building in college students, especially regarding
collaboration and citizenship (Dugan & Komives, 2007). When examining the
relationship between service and leadership in nearly 10,000 college seniors, Skendall
(2012) found there to be a positive correlation: students who participated in both

general community service and short-term, high-impact immersion programs such as
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Alternative Spring Break scored significantly higher in socially responsible leadership
outcomes.

Youth Leadership Development: Deficiencies and Common Characteristics

Leadership development and education research have existed for nearly a
century, yet “all those who have studied and researched [these fields] realize that we
still know very little about the subject” (Brungardt, 1997, p. 91). Three related
deficiencies emerged from the literature on youth leadership development. First, there
lacks a single, agreed-upon definition for leadership. Second, the methods for teaching
leadership vary widely. Finally, most youth leadership development programs do not
have a guiding framework or theory. Despite these facts, there are several common
characteristics for the development of youth leadership. They include a main style of
type of leadership; a team setting; an experiential component; collaboration with adults;
and an emphasis on the transition to adulthood.

More than 25 years ago, Bensimon, Neumann, and Birnbaum (1989) noted that
while advice regarding leadership is abundant, such advice is often confusing. For one,
“observers often use different conceptual orientations to guide their understandings of
leadership and organizational behavior” (p. 20). “Leadership” is a vague term;
Matthews (2004) grappled with various definitions, deciding that “no single definition
Is adequate across contexts” (p. 78). Kezar, Carducci, and Contreras-McGavin (2006)
lament that “various theories provide additional lenses, but there continues to be no
agreed-upon definition of leadership” (2006, p. 11).

This variance is noted because it helps to show the wide variety of leadership
concepts and skills that youth leadership development programs intend to teach.
Zimmerman-Oster and Burkhardt’s (1999) findings pointed to a myriad of activities
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(inputs)—such as summer programs and mentors—and observed improvements
(outputs)—such as commitment to volunteerism and self-esteem—that could
collectively point toward leadership development, yet it is difficult to pinpoint which
variable or combination thereof was the main indicator of program effectiveness. There
exist many assessment tools and theories with which to help frame what constitutes
“leadership.” Therefore, the challenge is to funnel the numerous definitions and tools
available in attempt to focus one’s research on the true variables at play.

Literature on youth leadership programs clusters around the college age group,
which helps to tighten the working definition of leadership. In a review of the state of
leadership in higher education, Kezar et. al (2006) explain that, due to policymakers’
calls to integrate technology, community needs, and budget constrictions, “pleas for
leadership have become frequent and repeated” (p. 1). For these programs, a definition
of leadership is more readily accessed since the programs are created within the context
of a college campus and its corresponding values. Some authors highlight the
importance of leadership development programs by referencing the mission statements
of various institutions of higher education across the country (Dugan, 2006;
Zimmerman-Oster, 1999). As Morphew and Hartley (2006) note, these statements help
to guide decision making, such as whether to adopt or terminate a program, based on
whether the program’s purpose is in alignment with the institution’s values. For
example, citing Astin (1985, 1991), Zimmerman-Oster (1999) emphasizes the
importance of “good citizenship” as an intended outcome for some college graduates (p.

51). Still, an effective leader may be a “good citizen” in one context, whereas in
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another, citizenship may not be a defining characteristic of youth leadership
development.

Across various youth leadership development programs, the means by which
leadership skills can be learned is quite loosely structured. “Apparently, the concept of
youth leadership is broad enough to include both brief, nondisclosive, group-building
games as well as ongoing religious outreach based on disclosure of a deeply held faith;
youth leadership occurs through both active listening and through joining the school
band; adolescents lead both through becoming class president and by hanging out at the
mall” (Klau, 2006, p. 59). Consequently, it should be noted that in attempt to begin to
create a typology of leadership akin to Tulsa’s YPI, the methods of the leadership
program — and its corresponding mission and values — can be a significant factor in the
focal points of the youth leadership program in question. Brungardt (1997) points to the
need for future research which transitions from “merely explaining what is happening to
proposing models for intervention” (p. 91).

The variance in methods for teaching leadership points to a greater issue, which
is a lack of direction. Most youth leadership development programs are not guided by
an overarching theory of how to develop youth and why to do so in a particular manner.
For programs that are focused on youth influencing their communities in a positive
fashion, there is an underlying assumption that this type of program does no harm; yet,
there is a risk in implementing any program without a logic model in place. Inan
evaluation scan of 55 leadership development programs, Russon and Reinelt (2004)
selected programs whose processes focused on positive social change, used multiple

and innovative approaches, convened over three months or more, provided a collective
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or cohort experience, targeted non-traditional leaders, and built individuals,
organizations, and/or communities. One key finding is that there are not many
leadership development programs that have an explicitly-stated theory of change—and
further, that there can sometimes be disconnects between the program’s activities and
the intended outcomes (Russon and Reinelt, 2004). The youth could be working toward
positive change, yet the metrics for this change, and more importantly, the type of
change in the youths’ development, are not articulated.

Nevertheless, despite the deficiencies which emerged in the existing literature
on positive youth leadership development programs—a difficulty in articulating a clear
definition of “leadership” as it relates to the youth program, a significant lack of
theories of logic prior to or in conjunction with implementation of the program, and
perhaps therefore, a wide array of opinions on methods for teaching leadership—a
review of the existing literature does reveal a loose typology of processes to develop
youth leadership.

A change in leadership scholarship has occurred in recent years due to the
changing context in which leadership takes place as well as the introduction of new
ideas about leadership and leadership development (Kezar et. al, 2006). Furthermore,
youth leadership is distinct from adult leadership. Whereas adult leadership theory
takes into account the individual leader, such as traits, behaviors, skills, and abilities,
“youth leadership seems to be primarily situational (i.e. responding to challenges posed
by particular situations), rather than positional or product-based” (Matthews, 2004, p.
94-95, citing Roach et al., 1999). In this sense, youth leadership subscribes to Heifetz’s

(1999) model of adaptive leadership because it places value on those who do not have
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positions of authority. It also encourages the challenging of current roles, which allows

for the protection of all voices involved (Heifetz & Laurie, 1997). Thus, leadership is an

act, given the moment’s situational variables. This style of leadership falls into a

combination of “behavioral” and “contingency” leadership as described in Kezar et. al’s

(2006) table in Figure 1 below of Bensimon, Neumann, and Birnbaum’s (1989) report

on leadership. In the behavioral framework, leadership can be learned. Behaviors are

examined, and students are taught specific skills which are relative to the situation the

leader is in. In the contingency framework, these situational variables are the focus, for

it is in these social scenarios that a leader may emerge (rather than already hold a

position of authority) due to that person’s judgment and action.
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Figure 1. Six Leadership Theories Reviewed in Making Sense of Administrative Leadership (Kezar et al.,
2006)

The environment in which the behavioral and situational type of leadership
functions in many youth development programs is within a team. Teamwork is itself “a
skill that is highly valued in the world of work for individuals in the helping professions
and other fields” (Falk, 2012, p. 2). Kezar, Carducci, and Contreras-McGavin (2006)
note that team models such as this evolved from the critical paradigm of leadership and
feminist studies of women leaders and views leadership as inherently a team process
which is collective, collaborative, and “focused on relationships and networks” (p. 63).
In studying team-oriented leadership among fifteen institutions of higher education,
Bensimon and Neumann (1993) found this model to be effective, with “many
advantages over solo leadership” such as creative problem-solving among diverse
perspectives, peer support, and increased accountability (p. 8-15). Research on the team
leadership model “suggests that teams will not be effective unless they have ample time
to build relationships and have significant dialogue before working on a task” (Kezar et.
al, 2006, p. 64). Therefore, in this model, members are “encouraged to try to understand
others’ behavior and become more aware of perception and multiple interpretations”

(Kezar et. al, 2006, p. 64).
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Another common factor for existing youth leadership development programs is
its pro-social focus. Nation-wide examples of positive youth development programs
include San Francisco’s “Youth Leadership Institute,” which concentrates on
development of non-traditional leaders (e.g. people of color, youth from low-income
families), Chicago’s “Mikva Challenge,” which focuses on political engagement, and
Boston’s “Urbano Project,” which fosters the collaboration for teen artists and
professional artists to create social change (YLI, 2015; Mikva Challenge, 2015; Urbano
Project, 2013). As was mentioned above regarding youth philanthropy programs, there
Is much overlap between the two program focuses.

Experiential activity is also a distinguishing factor for youth leadership
development. One of the most researched youth development programs is 4-H, the
largest youth development organization in the nation which has an historical focus on
youth in local agriculture (4-H, 2016a, 2016b). Much of the research in youth
leadership development seems to be based upon evaluation subjects involved with 4-H
programs across the country. Participation can be described as “youth in governance,”
which MacNeil and McClean (2006) characterize as different from “youth leadership
development” in this way: “There is a significant difference between learning about
leadership and learning leadership. Learning leadership happens experientially, through
involvement in opportunities to practice the skills, experiment with approaches, and try
on the roles” (p. 99). In other words, a youth-in-governance approach focuses on
creating opportunities for youth to practice leadership. Interestingly, the article was
written as the result of a youth-adult partnership: at the time of their article’s

publication, MacNeil was the statewide director of the University of California’s 4-H
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Youth Development Program, and McClean was a college undergraduate who had
served on the statewide 4-H Program Advisory Committee as a youth.

Partnering youth with adults helps to prepare youth for their later transition into
adulthood. The San Francisco Bay Area’s Youth Leadership Institute (YLI) has learned
much over the course of a dozen years of experience in building youth-adult
partnerships. Of particular interest is YLI’s commitment to infusing these partnerships
throughout its organizational levels and decision-making processes, especially in the
contexts of training and philanthropy (Libby et al., 2005). Benefits experienced in
training include more fully engaged participants and stronger content and delivery;
benefits for philanthropy include providing obvious areas of contribution for youth and
adults, building knowledge and understanding across the age span, and paving the way
for similar partnerships in other organizational settings (Libby et al., 2005). While
some youth development programs aim to strike a balance in power between youth and
adults, some lean heavily one way or another. Larson, Walker, and Pearce (2005)
navigate the boundary between youth programs that are either predominantly “adult-
driven” versus “youth-driven,” making the argument that neither is categorically better
than the other; rather, each approach can be better suited to various contexts. As such,
the balance to be struck lies in techniques for adults to keep the youth on track with
their work whilst youth maintained personal investment in their respective programs
(Larson et al., 2005). The researchers also found an overall benefit to youth-adult
partnerships: youth-driven programs led to a high degree of ownership and
empowerment for the youth, while adult-driven programs led to the ability for the adults

to devise learning experiences that facilitated the development of the youth’s specific
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talents, and both approaches led to a boost in youth’s self-confidence (Larson et al.,
2005).

A further benefit of youth-adult partnerships in particular is adequate
preparation for working in the “real world” upon graduation. This context will require
certain skills, such as communication, resilience, and adaptability. Youth development
programming in general is geared to help adolescents “prepare for productive
adulthood” (Quinn, 1999). It follows, then, that by building skill sets and exposing
adolescents to the adult world through partnerships, youth leadership development
programs strive to create for participants a smoother transition to adulthood.

Thus, these distinguishing elements combine to create a typology of youth
leadership development programs: their emphases depend largely on their context; the
type of leadership taught is situational; the method by which it is taught is experiential
and collaborative; their driving force is centered upon positive social change; they
operate on some level of partnership with adults; and graduates are better prepared for
adulthood.

Evidence on Positive Youth Development Programming

Myriad out-of-school activities and organizations comprise the youth
development sector; youth development programs vary in structure, focus, specific
demographic, funding, and more. The distinguishing factor is “their emphasis on
supporting the normal socialization and healthy development of young people” (Quinn
1999). Youth development programs may be categorized into the following groups:
national youth-serving organizations such as YMCA,; programs sponsored by public
agencies such as parks and recreation services; sports organizations such as the
American Youth Soccer Organization; broad-based private organizations such as church
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youth groups; and independent youth organizations such as a local non-profit to
promote girls in the arts (Quinn, 1999). Yet despite the numerous iterations of youth
development programming, evidence in the literature suggests some commonalities
regarding best practices, common pitfalls, and markers of success.

In scanning 25 effective positive youth development programs, Catalano,
Berglund, Ryan, Lonczak, and Hawkins (2004) determined that they all shared a
heightened level of replicability, such as a structured curriculum, an evaluation process,
and implementation fidelity, all of which led to quality control. Duration was also a
significant factor: 80 percent of those programs had durations of nine months or longer
(Catalano et al., 2004). Other best practices exist for adolescent development
programming. In the 1990s, the Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development’s (1994)
Task Force on Youth Development and Community Programs assessed the potential of
youth organizations to contribute to youth development. The task force determined that

community programs should address universal requirements of adolescents by:

tailoring activities to their needs and interests;

valuing and responding to their diverse backgrounds;

increasing access to underserved and especially low-income youth;
appealing to their desires to encourage consistent participation;
strengthening the diversity of their adult leadership;

offering them more opportunities to feel valued members of the community;
vigorously advocating for and with them;

providing stable and enthusiastic governance; and

networking with a wide range of community partners to encourage positive
youth development (Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development, 1994).

Echoing some of the task force’s recommendations, Jane Quinn (1999)
identified five implementation challenges for youth development program
administrators: increasing youth participation in general; expanding access to a diversity

of students, especially in low-income communities; increasing overall funding and
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solidifying funding streams; systematically evaluating program effectiveness; and
coordinating with other youth services more seamlessly. For youth philanthropy
programming, specifically, there is not only a call to increase global participation, but
also to improve access to existing resources and increase the awareness of others doing
similar service work since most programs operate locally and independently (Bokoff &
Dillon, 2014). Yet despite the operational challenges, the reward for youth development
programming can be substantial, for the experience has been shown to lead to various
community and participant gains.

From tangible community impact to personal development, youth philanthropy
programs can have a positive influence. First, there is the overall contribution that youth
grant-making programs have had across the globe. From 2001 to 2013, youth grant-
making programs have awarded nearly 900 grants in amounts ranging from $100 to $5
million to recipients in 42 states and 14 countries (Bokoff & Dillon, 2014). The few
youth philanthropy programs which do not focus on grant-making but instead employ
civic or social advocacy and/or action can also have a significant and measurable
impact, although no collective data on this exists to date. There is also a considerable
positive personal change that can happen to youth philanthropy program participants.
Youth who volunteer in general or participate in proposal writing or grant-making
specifically “often learn life skills like responsibility, problem solving, interpersonal
communication, and commitment” (Bokoff & Dillon, 2014, p. 9). As previously
mentioned, community service involvement as youth also has positive effects on future
self-efficacy (Astin et al., 2000), self-reported empathy (Lakin & Mahoney, 2006), and

overall life satisfaction (Martin, 2006).
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Youth leadership development programs are focused on personal
transformations such as this. In an examination of existing college student leadership
development programs, Zimmerman-Oster and Burkhardt (1999) assess the short- and
long-term outcomes of 31 such programs funded by the W.K. Kellogg Foundation
(WKFF) between 1990 and 1998. One of the few large, comprehensive studies of
leadership programs for college-aged students—approximately 58,000 students
participated across all programs—the study found, among other results, strong positive
individual outcomes such as increased sense of social/civic/political awareness (93%),
increased commitment to service and volunteerism (86%), and a higher sense of
personal and social responsibility (79%) (Zimmerman-Oster & Burkhardt, 1999).

Youth development programming can also lead to favorable institutional and
community outcomes. In the same study, the researchers found improvements in
institutional collaboration and networking (80%) and improved communication between
the community and institution (72%) (Zimmerman-Oster & Burkhardt, 1999).
Programming that is service-oriented can also play an important role in “sustaining
America’s voluntary spirit” because “seeds of helping planted in youth today will grow
into a lifelong journey of involvement and engagement” (Toppe & Michel, 2002, p. 12).
Outside of continued community volunteer work, this type of youth engagement can
translate to ongoing political and community development (Checkoway et al., 1995).
Benefits abound for engaging youth in developmental programming.

Yet there is a dearth of scholarly work which evaluates the processes of
developmental programs in the areas of philanthropy and leadership. At the time of

publication, approximately 35 process evaluations have been performed to assess
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implementation fidelity of existing youth or college-age programs around the globe. Of
those, the clear majority evaluate programs that are focused on intervention or
prevention of undesirable behaviors, such as an HIV prevention program for Yemeni
youth, an adolescent obesity program in Australia, and a sexual health intervention
program in Tanzania (Al-Iryani et al., 2010; Mathews et al., 2010; Wight et al., 2012).
Very few have a positive or developmental focus. Interestingly, two of the programs
have a positive focus specifically on entrepreneurship—one for girls in Lesotho of sub-
Saharan Africa that is a means for HIV/AIDS prevention and one for American Indian
youth to help prevent substance use and suicide (O’neill Berry et al., 2013; Tingey et
al., 2016). Of the outside-of-school youth program process evaluations, the author could
only find two positive youth development without a specific prevention or intervention
component. These are for girl-specific programs which focus on physical activity (Bean
et al., 2014; lachini et al., 2014). As such, more process evaluations of youth
development programs should be conducted to gain a better understanding of how
programs develop youth and whether some practices are more useful than others.

To conclude, there are numerous reasons why youth development programming
can be beneficial to participants and the community at large. By heeding lessons learned
and being proactive in avoiding common pitfalls, organizations will have a greater
chance of success in achieving these benefits. An examination of the processes
employed to achieve the aforementioned benefits would also be helpful for
organizations to understand whether their techniques are effective. In conducting a

process evaluation, the evaluator aims to understand the methods by which one youth
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philanthropy and leadership program carries out the development of youth’s orientation

toward philanthropy and conceptualization and skillset for leadership.
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CHAPTER THREE
Theoretical Framework

As the review of literature shows, there is a growing need for students to engage
in philanthropic and/or leadership programs, both of which are increasing in popularity.
However, there is relatively little evidence that delves into the specific processes or
mechanisms behind youth development programs. For this reason, it is necessary to
draw on existing theories of human development to explain how social conditions in
one’s environment interact with personal and psychological factors to affect how
individuals engage with their surroundings and put forth effort to grow as a person who
contributes to society. This evaluation research relies on self-determination theory and
the Search Institute’s Developmental Assets to describe the general type of experiences
and opportunities that are conducive for youth to thrive in their tasks and endeavors.

Youth and Self-Determination Theory

Self-determination theory, a theory of human motivation and personality,
assumes that “people are by nature active and engaged” so that, when they are in
nurturing social conditions, they will learn and develop (Deci & Ryan, 2016, p. 10-11;
Ryan & Deci, 2000). An individual with self-determination will experience a sense of
choice, or autonomy, when initiating and regulating her actions (Deci et al., 1989). As
such, a self-determined person is not influenced by external praise of punishment;
rather, the source of motivation comes from within, and the decisions which result are
one’s own (Deci & Ryan, 2016). It should be noted that the theory does not, however,
assume that extrinsic motivation is antagonistic to intrinsic motivation; it argues that
there are varying forms of extrinsic motivation which are ranked according to its
semblance to intrinsic motivation (Deci et al., 1991). For example, when the source of
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motivation is extrinsic yet the regulation of the decision-making still comes from one’s
self—called integrated regulation, there are many similarities to intrinsic motivation
(Deci et al., 1991). This is important to note because one cannot be intrinsically
motivated in every setting. For example, some students in high school “may not find fun
or interest in arduous math problems” (Niemiec & Ryan, 2009, p. 136).

Intrinsic motivation and even extrinsic motivation when autonomous self-
regulation is present can lead to psychological gains. Research on self-determination
has shown a link to “enhanced creativity (Amabile, 1983), conceptual learning
(Benware & Deci, 1984), self-esteem (Deci, Schwartz, Sheinman, & Ryan, 1981), and
general well-being (Langer & Rodin, 1976). In in a study of more than 200 “talented”
teenagers in the early 1990s, Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi, Kevin Rathunde, and Samuel
Whalen (1993) endeavored to understand what made some teens persevere in
developing their talent (a social construct) while other, similarly intellectually gifted
teens gave up. They found that the principal reason why the successful ones engaged in
the development of their talent was simply because they enjoyed it, even when faced
with difficulty—their motivation came from within.

Self-determination theory has been applied to the school setting, with a large
body of research showing the advantages of motivation that is autonomous rather than
controlled (Deci & Ryan, 2016). Additional research exists to understanding whether
this phenomenon may be applied to various other settings, such as the workplace (Deci
et al., 1989; Deci et al., 2001; Baard et al., 2004). Self-determination theory has been
shown to be relevant in traditional work settings because the meetings of its conditions

could have positive effects on employee trust, decision-making, and ability to regulate
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actions (Deci et al., 1989). Furthermore, gains might be more pronounced in a more
social setting, such as an extracurricular program. This is because social contexts
“catalyze both within- and between-person differences in motivation and personal
growth, resulting in people being more self-motivated, energized, and integrated in
some situations, domains, and cultures than in others” (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 68).

An important consideration for the presence of self-determination in any setting
is whether the environment is supportive of its conditions. This is because gains are
possible when the conditions for self-determination theory are supported (Deci & Ryan,
2000). In other words, humans’ natural propensity to learn and grow requires the
satisfaction of basic psychological needs (Vansteenkiste & Ryan, 2013).

The three conditions of psychological need satisfaction, according to self-
determination theory, are autonomy, competence, and relatedness. Each appear to be
essential for optimum growth and integration, social development, and personal well-
being (Ryan & Deci, 2000). They are also significantly correlated and universally
important to well-being across multiple life domains (Milyavskaya & Koestner, 2011).
Each is necessary; “individuals cannot thrive without satisfying all of them, any more
than people can thrive with water but not food” (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 75) and is
discussed below.

“Autonomy” refers to personal volition that can accompany any act, with volition
defined as “the organismic desire to self-organize experience and behavior and to have
activity be concordant with one’s integrated sense of self” (Deci & Ryan, 2000, p. 231).

It should be noted that research has discovered autonomy not to be merely selfish or
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individualistic; in fact, there is a stronger correlation between autonomy and
collectivistic attitudes (Ryan & Deci, 2000, citing Kim, Butzel, & Ryan, 1998).
Whereas autonomy is psychological, autonomy-support is social. Again, for each
of the three conditions of psychological need, the evaluator must determine whether it is
being supported. Thus, the lens with which to view an environment is not through
autonomy alone, but whether it is autonomy-supportive as deemed by the participant. In
an autonomy-supportive environment, a person will experience high satisfaction in
autonomy. An environment such as this will be more likely to lead to positive
development and optimal functioning. In schooling for example, approaches that are
autonomy supportive involve acknowledging students’ perspective, including their
needs and feelings; supporting students when they face obstacles and show initiative;
and providing students with choice (Deci & Ryan, 2016). Another example would be
when teachers explain in a meaningful way why a certain activity is useful (Niemiec &
Ryan, 2009). Teachers who support autonomy in the classroom (in contrast to
controlling it) were found to “catalyze in their students greater intrinsic motivation,
curiosity, and desire for challenge (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 70-71). In another study,
Roth, Assor, Niemiec, Ryan, and Deci (2009) discovered that when students had
autonomy-supportive parents—that is, parents that acknowledged their adolescents and
related to their perspectives—the students had a greater sense of choice, were better
equipped to regulate negative emotions rather than suppress them, and in the school
setting, the students’ learning came from their own interest, as opposed to worrying
about their grades. This is consistent with other findings that there is a positive link

between relatedness to parents and autonomy in teenagers (Ryan & Deci, 2000, citing
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Ryan & Lynch, 1989; Ryan et al., 1994). Finally, an example of an autonomy-
supportive work setting is one in which employees report high satisfaction with and
their own ability to give input at various opportunities (Deci et al., 1989).

“Competence” involves one’s sense of efficacy or one’s propensity to have an
effect on his environment (Deci & Ryan, 2000). More specifically, it is experienced
when succeeding at tasks which are optimally challenging and attaining desired
outcomes (Baard et al., 2004, citing Skinner, 1995; and White, 1959). An example of a
person experiencing competence would be the enjoyment of a challenge that is
presented at work (Deci et al., 2001).

Supports for competence, such as optimal challenges and positive performance
feedback, positively influence a student’s level of motivation (Deci et al., 1991). If one
were to praise a student for taking initiative with an educational activity, that praise
would be more likely to fuel the student’s competence and intrinsic motivation as
compared to praise just for completing what was required (Deci et al., 1991). As such, it
would follow that a competence-supportive environment would be one in which
positive feedback such as this example is the norm. This was found to be the case in
workplace settings in which self-determination was found to be higher than others (Deci
et al., 1989). Another example for an environment that is supportive of one’s sense of
competence is a teacher who encouraged students to set personal goals for mastery
versus performance (Deci & Ryan, 2016).

Finally, “relatedness,” another fundamental psychological need, refers to one’s
desire to feel close or connected to others—to love and care, and to be loved and cared

for” (Deci & Ryan, 2000). In some situations, relatedness is not as central to intrinsic
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motivation as autonomy and competence because it is possible to engage in intrinsically
motivated behaviors in isolation, such as when hiking or fishing (Deci & Ryan, 2009).
This suggests that relatedness provides more of a backdrop for intrinsic motivation,
serving as “a sense of security that makes the expression of this innate growth tendency
more likely and more robust” (Deci & Ryan, 2009, p. 235). In other words, self-
determination theory posits that intrinsic motivation is more likely to be enhanced when
there is a sense of security and relatedness (Ryan & Deci, 2000).

Relational-support occurs when an environment is conducive to such feelings of
emotional security. One way to encourage higher relatedness satisfaction is for an
environment to promote these feelings. (Deci & Ryan, 2016). In a school setting, this
can be accomplished by making a child feel welcome and cared for, whether it’s from a
friendly smile or expressed concern when a student faces challenges in school-related
tasks (Deci & Ryan, 2016, p. 22). A student’s level of motivation is also influenced by
peer supports for relatedness, such as peer acceptance (Deci et al., 1991). In an office
setting, having trust in one’s supervisor would cause an employee to report higher
satisfaction in the workplace’s relational-support (Deci et al., 1989).

The basic psychological needs element of self-determination theory establishes a
framework to study the experiences of youth in the YPI program. Effectively engaging
youth in leadership development and philanthropic initiatives involves participant
learning and growth, and self-determination theory might further aid in the
understanding of the root causes for the positive gains which youth in leadership
development programs experience. For students to reap the developmental benefits

from being involved with an organization such as YPI, it is imperative that they not
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merely join a program, but also engage themselves psychologically in its activities
(Dawes and Larson, 2011, p. 259). In studying how youth become psychologically
engaged, Dawes and Larson (2011) surveyed several youth from each of 10 diverse and
high-quality after-school student programs to theorize the change process for the ones
who experienced increased engagement. The students attributed the change to making
personal meaning in their activities, and this change process has many similarities to
theories of flow, interest, and self-determination.

Environments that foster self-determination are more likely to enhance human
development. Again, the three constructs of autonomy, competence, and relatedness do
not stand alone; they need to be examined in an environmental context. Supports for
these constructs “will facilitate intrinsic motivation and integrated internalization only
to the extent that they are accompanied by autonomy-supportive rather than controlling
interpersonal contexts” (Deci et al., 1991, p. 333). So, in accordance to self-
determination theory, whether individuals are students, patients, athletes, or employees,
if their social contexts are responsive to basic psychological needs, they provide an
appropriate foundation for positive development. Further, research on the conditions
which foster positive outcomes can have consequences for the design of positive social
environments that enhance participants’ development and well-being. (Ryan & Deci,
2000).

The YPI experience is designed as a positive, experiential youth development
opportunity. As such, the environment should facilitate participants’ intrinsic
motivation and autonomous decision-making by being supportive of their psychological

needs. Therefore, self-determination theory is an applicable lens for understanding the
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process of the YPI program. In this study, the evaluator sought to understand whether
the program is supportive of students’ autonomy, competence, and relatedness as
determined by the rating of their satisfaction in each of the three categories. For
example, to measure autonomy, do students consider their voice to be important in
informing their work in YPI? For competence, are participants receiving regular,
positive feedback on their performance? And for relatedness, do they feel cared for
while at YPI? Staff were also asked to provide their perspective on the presence of these
basic psychological needs.

Youth and Developmental Assets

The Search Institute’s (2007) 40 Developmental Assets framework, much like
self-determination theory, identifies essential social resources in the lives of youth. First
identified by Peter L. Benson in 1990, they are social and psychological strengths that
enhance adolescent well-being (Lerner, 2003). Along with his Search Institute
colleagues, Benson found that having more assets will lead to a young person having
greater chances for positive, healthy development (Lerner, 2003). Specifically, the
greater the assets, the lesser the likelihood he or she will engage in risky behavior, and
the greater the likelihood he or she will be successful in school, be persistent in the face
of adversity, take care of their own health, be financially responsible, and assume
leadership positions (Mannes et al., 2005). Mannes et al. (2005) note that the
Developmental Asset framework is “grounded in the scientific literature on prevention,
resilience, youth development, and protective factors and is conceptually aligned with a
number of recent syntheses of research on adolescent development” (p. 235).

The 40 Developmental Assets for youth aged 12-18 are categorized under the
following headings: Support, Empowerment, Boundaries and Expectations,
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Constructive Use of Time, Commitment to Learning, Positive Values, Social

Competencies, and Positive Identity (Search Institute, 2007). Figure 2 below is a

recreated chart of the 40 developmental assets and their headings as portrayed by

Mannes et al. (2005). In it, the aforementioned categories are presented along with the

assets which correspond. The two macro categories are presented as assets that are

externally developed across various contexts and individual qualities that are internally

developed, with 20 assets in each category.

External Assets

Support
1. Family support
2. Positive family communication
3. Other adult relationships
4. Caring neighborhood
5. Caring school climate

6. Parent involvement in schooling

J

Empowerment
7. Community values youth
8. Youth as resources
9. Service to others
10. Safety

~

Boundaries and Expectations
11. Family boundaries
12. School boundaries
13. Neighborhood boundaries
14. Adult role models
15. Positive peer influence
16. High expectations

J
~

J

-

Constructive Use of Time
17. Creative activities
18. Youth programs
19. Religious community
20. Time at home

~

Internal Assets

Commitment to Learning
21. Achievement motivation
22. School engagement
23. Homework
24. Bonding to school
25. Reading for pleasure

Positive Values
26. Caring
27. Equality and social justice
28. Integrity
29. Honesty
30. Responsibility
31. Restraint

Social Competencies
32. Planning and decisionmaking
33. Interpersonal competence
34. Cultural competence
35. Resistance skills

36. Peaceful conflict resolution

J

-

Positive Identity
37. Personal power
38. Self-esteem
39. Sense of purpose
40. Positive view of personal future

J

Figure 2. The Search Institute's 40 Developmental Assets. (recreated from Mannes et al., 2005)
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The lens of developmental assets is applicable across socio-economic contexts.
Increases in assets, as opposed to simply comparing youth who began with a certain
number of assets, have also been examined with positive results. For example, in a
1998-2001 study, Scales et al. (2006) discovered that not only was it true that having a
greater number of reported assets in the 71-9" grades correlated to a higher grade point
average in the 10t"-12t" grades, but also that increases in developmental assets were
significantly associated with increases in grades (Scales et al., 2006). In another study,
Scales (1999) found that the more vulnerable youth are, the more they seem to benefit
from the protective influence of developmental assets. This helps to provide an
argument for youth developmental programs in areas of diversity in which youth may
not all begin with a similar number of assets (Atkiss et al., 2011).

The purpose of developmental assets is to identify the experiences, relationships,
skills, and values that are known to enhance positive outcomes for young people
(Mannes et al., 2005). Some youth programs, such as the YMCA and the Great KIDS
make Great Communities initiative in Fort Wayne, Indiana have therefore begun to
adopt a curricular focus on the asset-building approach. While YPI does not claim to
encompass all 40 of the assets which foster positive youth development, its design
complements the assets framework and seeks to nurture many of them through a large-
scale community engagement experience.

Positive youth development programs such as YPI are an example of the Search
Institute’s (2007) model for asset-based community capacity building. It outlines three
main strategies for effective community-based initiatives which together “have the

potential to increase the accumulation of developmental assets in young people’s lives”:
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1) Cultivate Community Readiness, Energy, and Commitment, 2) Create an Operational
Infrastructure, and 3) Build Community Capacity (Mannes et. al, p. 244-247). The
results of these strategies would be not only to reduce high-risk behaviors, but also
increase participants’ thriving.

The positive psychology movement places emphasis on thriving for participants
from various demographic categories (Seligman, 2011). Mirroring the development of
positive psychology as a departure from a field whose traditional focus is pathology, the
focus of developmental assets is not only on those who are at a high risk for negative
outcomes, but on all youth (Scales, 1999). Positive psychology could provide an
overarching explanation for the mediating conditions at play within the context of YPI,
for it encompasses self-determination theory as well as elements of the 40
Developmental Assets. Presently, practitioners and policymakers are calling “for
expanding programs beyond a single-problem-behavior focus and for considering
program effects on a range of positive and problem behaviors™ (Catalano et. al, 2004, p.
101). Catalano et. al (2004) describe positive youth development as approaches that
seek to achieve one or more of the following: 1) Promotes bonding, 2) Fosters
resilience, 3) Promotes social competence, 4) Promotes emotional competence, 5)
Promotes cognitive competence, 6) Promotes behavioral competence, 7) Promotes
moral competence, 8) Fosters self-determination, 9) Fosters spirituality, 10) Fosters
self-efficacy, 11) Fosters clear and positive identity, 12) Fosters belief in the future, 13)
Provides recognition for positive behavior, 14) Provides opportunities for prosocial

involvement, and 15) Fosters prosocial norms (p. 101-102). YPI does not purport to
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encompass all of these constructs for positive youth development, but the argument
could be made for most of these, with some more emphasized than others.

Despite the fact that existing youth development programs employ a wide range
of strategies, Catalano et al. (2004) found that common themes for success involve the
following:

methods to strengthen social, emotional, behavioral, cognitive, and moral

competencies; build self-efficacy; shape messages from family and community

about clear standards for youth behavior; increase healthy bonding with adults,
peers, and younger children; expand opportunities and recognition for youth;
provide structure and consistency in program delivery; and intervene with youth

for at least nine months or longer (p.117).

Because YPI incorporates all the aforementioned themes and more, its processes are
evaluated to gain an understanding of how and to what degree. For example, by
collaborating with others in their cohort, are YPI participants strengthening their
interpersonal competencies and experiencing a positive peer influence? In creating a
philanthropy-based project, are they building self-efficacy and learning about planning
and decision-making? Through collaborating with the coaches, are students bonding
with other adults in a healthy way?

Conclusion

In summary, self-determination theory, with its elements of autonomy,
competence, and relatedness, explains that humans are more likely to initiate and
regulate their decisions and actions when they are in nurturing environments. When

environments for youth are supportive of the theory’s three basic psychological needs,

42



they are more conducive to the participants’ growth and well-being. Similarly, the
Search Institute’s 40 Developmental Assets framework describes ways in which an
environment can be supportive of adolescent development and health. The greater the
number of assets that an environment fosters, the higher the likelihood of participant
thriving.

As such, in answering the second evaluation question, Does the experience
provide support for students’ psychological and/or developmental needs, the evaluator
will assess the results of quantitative and qualitative data that point to the presence of
student satisfaction for autonomy, relatedness, and competence in the YPI context to
determine whether the YPI environment is supportive of participants’ basic
psychological needs. Additionally, the evaluator will address the presence of
developmental assets to assess whether YPI is an asset-rich environment. The logic
follows that if YPI is lacking in support for participant’s basic psychological needs
and/or applicable developmental assets, it is likely that the program is not especially
conducive to its participants’ growth or thriving. On the other hand, if the program does
show significant support in these areas, it could be considered a positive institution that

is conducive to youth learning and well-being.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Methods and Study Design

Introduction

This evaluation examined the implementation and delivery of the YPI

curriculum. As such, the following two questions comprised the core of the process

evaluation:
1) How are the components of the YPI program being implemented in
practice?
2) Does the experience provide support for students’ psychological and/or

developmental needs?

The first question addressed the particular experience that YPI students have,
while the second question examined the quality of the experience. The lenses by which
the quality is examined were self-determination theory and the Search Institute’s 40
Developmental Assets.

Process Evaluation Model

The guiding framework of the process evaluation was based on the work of
Saunders, Evans, and Joshi (2005). In accordance with the framework, six steps were
followed: 1) Describe the Program, 2) Describe complete and acceptable delivery of the
program, 3) Develop a list of potential process evaluation questions, 4) Determine the
methods for evaluation, 5) Consider program resources, characteristics, and context, and
6) Finalize the process evaluation plan.

In developing a list of the process evaluation’s sub-questions, Saunders, Evans,
and Joshi (2005) encourage the following to be considered: 1) “Fidelity” or the quality
of implementation, 2) “Dose delivered” or the amount of program delivered by
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implementers, 3) “Dose received” or the extent to which participants receive and use
program resources, 4) “Reach” or total participation, 5) “Recruitment” or the
procedures that influence participant involvement, and 6) “Context” or the
environmental conditions which may affect the implementation or outcomes of the
program.

Fidelity, Dose delivered, Reach, and Recruitment relate to the first evaluation
question: How are the components of the YPI program being implemented in practice?
To collect data on these elements, the following adapted Saunders et al. (2005)

questions were asked:

o Is YPI implemented consistently across all cohorts? (Fidelity)

o To what extent is the entirety of the curriculum implemented? (Dose
delivered)

o Was the curriculum delivered to at least 90% of participants? (Reach)

o What procedures are employed to recruit YPI participants?

(Recruitment)
Dose received and Context relate to the second evaluation question: Does the
experience provide support for students’ psychological and/or developmental needs?

To collect data on these elements, the following sub-questions were asked:

o Were the stakeholders satisfied with the curriculum? (Dose received)

. What are the barriers and facilitators to implementing the curriculum?
(Context)

. Does the experience provide support for students’ psychological and/or

developmental needs? (Context)
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The evaluator included additional questions beyond the Saunders et al. (2005)
framework to allow for an even more robust understanding of the process of YPI.
These supplemental questions are based on the recommendations of research performed
on the nation’s largest youth development program, 4-H. MacNeil and McClean (2006)
offer the following “lessons learned”: 1) Organizations must understand and address the
various assumptions of stakeholders; 2) Expectations for staff, volunteers, and youth
must be clearly articulated; 3) The allocation of resources must be ongoing; 4) The
importance of training cannot be overemphasized; and 5) Organizations should have
plans in place for monitoring and evaluating the program. Thus, as a complement to the
aforementioned Saunders et. al (2005) framework, the process evaluation of YPI was
also be conducted with the 4-H lessons in mind.

Reconfiguring the above lessons into evaluation questions show the following
alignment with the Saunders et al. (2005) elements of process evaluation:

. What are the stakeholders’ assumptions about the program? (Context)

o What are the expectations for staff? (Fidelity)

o What are the expectations for youth? (Recruitment)

o Is there an ongoing allocation of resources? (Fidelity)

o What are the elements of training? (Fidelity)

o Does YPI monitor and evaluate the program? (Context)

In summation, the table below indicates how these evaluation categories and

questions were addressed:
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Table 1. Evaluation Plan for Question 1: How are the components of the YPI program being implemented in

practice?
Specific Tools / Timing of Data
Element Evaluation Data Sources Data Analysis /
- Procedures . .
Question Collection Synthesis
What are the YPI Program
- . Document
expectations for Curriculum L
S analysis;
youth? (qualitative); .
: Narrative
Documents; Documentation of description
Recruitment What ’ students’ Once P
YPI staff . of
procedures are expectations .
e expectations
employed to (qual.); individual
X ; . and
recruit YPI staff interviews
- procedures
participants? (qual.)
Was the Three times
. . . Records of
curriculum Documentation of | (encompassing number of
Reach delivered to at Documents attendance the month’s g
o students in
least 90% of (quantitative) attendance
S o attendance
participants? opportunities)
Individual staff
To what extent :\r)lt:er;;;ewngqtgsl.); Document
Dose is the entirety of | YPI staff; (qual )'gYPI Once analysis;
Delivered the curriculum Documents guat.), Narrative
- Program
implemented? . assessment
Curriculum
(qual.)
Is there an
ongoing
allocation of
resources?
Grant reports
Is YPI (qual.);
implemented Year One
consistently curriculum Document
- across all YPI staff; overview (qual.); analysis;
Fidelity cohorts? Documents Individual staff Once Narrative
interviews (qual.); assessment
What are the Staff job
elements of staff descriptions
training? (qual.)
What are the

expectations for
staff?
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Table 2. Evaluation Plan for Question 2: Does the experience provide support for students' psychological and/or

developmental needs?
Specmc_ Tools/ Timing of Data Analysis
Element Evaluation Data Sources Data .
- Procedures . / Synthesis
Question Collection
What are the
barriers and
facilitators to
conricdtam? Themes
' Individual staff identified
What are the gnd fo_under . throggh_
, Staff & interviews (qual.); qualitative
stakeholders . -
Context . founder; YPI Program Once analysis;
assumptions .
Documents Curriculum Document
about the ) L
rogram? (qual.); Grant analys!s,
P ' reports (qual.) Narrative
Does YPI assessment
monitor and
evaluate the
program?
Survey
Are the students’ instrument
psychological scoring;
and/or Percentage
developmental Student surveys reporting;
Dose needs being YPI students; | (quant.); Themes and
. supported? staff & individual staff Once word
Received
founder and founder frequency
Were the interviews (qual.) identified via
stakeholders qualitative
satisfied with the analysis;
curriculum? Narrative
assessment

Data Source and Measures

Data addressing the evaluation questions came from multiple sources.

Documents included program information from YPI’s website, as well as materials such

as the program manual, attendance rosters, and meeting agendas. These documents were

utilized to understand the program’s process. Surveys were administered to current

student participants to measure basic psychological needs and youth developmental

assets, as well as overall satisfaction with the program. Interviews were conducted with

current and former program staff and the program founder and funder to understand the
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program processes as well as gauge whether supports were in place for student’s self-
determination and developmental assets. The collection of these data are expanded upon
in the following section.

The evaluator conducted a more robust and intimate method of data collection
than previously administered for YPI, the results of which could complement existing
research on the program. In the past, most data collected on YPI has been through
surveys of student alumni—after completion of the program—as administered by third
party researchers. Yet the benefits to utilizing current program participants as data
sources are twofold: 1) there have been significant changes to the program curriculum
in subsequent cohorts, the effects of which have not had the opportunity to emerge in
previous studies, and 2) since YPI alumni have been contacted and interviewed
numerous times, certain biases may be present in this population.

Zeldin and Camino (1999) encourage the inclusion of all stakeholders, including
program staff. Until now, no evaluation of Youth Philanthropy had fully employed this
method. In previous evaluations of YPI, the program’s founder, creator, or staff
members have not been viewed as valuable sources of information for research. Thus,
the evaluator incorporated these sources of data in effort to triangulate findings, which
add another dimension to understanding the process of YPI.

Data Collection

The collection of data was administered in November and December of 2015.
The evaluator engaged in a more complete data collection process than previously
employed with respect to the qualitative-quantitative continuum (Newman & Benz,

1998). A mixed-methods approach to data collection—of both existing and future
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data—was used to address the evaluation questions. This approach is defined by
Creswell (2007) as one in which “both open-and closed-ended questions, both emerging
and predetermined approached, and both quantitative and qualitative data and analyses”
are utilized (p. 19). The mixed-methods approach to data collection is preferred
because the evaluator believes that collecting diverse types of data will provide a better
understanding of the processes at play (Creswell, 2007), as well as help to control for
bias.

The evaluation questions stated above were addressed by the following methods
according to the continuum:

Quantitative data

o Was the curriculum delivered to at least 90% of participants?
. Are the students’ psychological and/or developmental needs being
supported?

Qualitative data

o What are the barriers and facilitators to implementing the curriculum?
o Is there an ongoing allocation of resources?

o What are the elements of training?

o What are the expectations for staff?

o Is YPI implemented consistently across all cohorts?

o To what extent is the entirety of the curriculum implemented?

o What are the expectations for youth?

o What procedures are employed to recruit YPI participants?

o What are the stakeholders’ assumptions about the program?
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o Does YPI monitor and evaluate the program?

Both Quantitative and Qualitative data

o Were the stakeholders satisfied with the curriculum?

Below are the specific methods which were employed to collect the above data,
including which evaluation questions are addressed by each method:

Student Surveys. To measure supports for basic psychological needs and youth
developmental assets, the evaluator created and administered a quantitative online
survey (Appendix I).

The survey includes an adapted Basic Need Satisfaction at Work Scale (BNS-
W; Deci et al., 2001) to determine whether elements of self-determination theory are
being supported when students participate in YPI. The evaluator determined this scale
to be appropriate because YPI is a co-curricular activity which is more similar to a work
environment than a school environment. The BNS-W Scale contains 21 items evenly
distributed among the three psychological needs of autonomy, competence, and
relatedness. It is scored by a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (not at all true) to 7 (very
true), with a median point of 4 (somewhat true.) Students rated truthfulness of the 21
statements as they pertain to their involvement in YPI. This scale has been validated
(Deci et al., 2001). Cronbach’s alpha for reliability was reported to be .87 (Baard et al.,
2004). There is precedent for using the scale in educational contexts, such as the recent
Basic Needs Satisfaction at College Scale (Jenkins-Guarnieri et al., 2015).

The survey items include the following statements: “I feel like I am free to
decide for myself how to live my life,” “I really like the people I interact with,” and

“Often, I do not feel very competent.” The reliability for the subscale items have been
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reported using the following alpha (o) scores: autonomy (0= .72, a =.73), competence
(a=.73), and relatedness (a = .82, a.= .83) (Niemiec et al., 2009). A recent study by
Van den Broeck, Ferris, Chang, and Rossen (2016) further validated the scale, yet
recommended that future research on self-determination theory be performed to
separate each of the three psychological needs from a single, comprehensive scale.

When taken as a whole, the Basic Need Satisfaction at Work Scale is scored as
follows (Student Survey, Appendix 1):

Form three subscale scores by averaging item responses for each subscale after

reverse scoring the items that were worded in the negative direction.

Specifically, any item that has (R) after it in the code below should be reverse

scored by subtracting the person’s response from 8. The subscales are:

Autonomy: 1, 5(R), 8, 11(R), 13, 17, 20(R); Competence: 3(R), 4, 10, 12, 14(R),

19(R); Relatedness: 2, 6, 7(R), 9, 15, 16(R), 18(R), 21.

The student survey also includes a section which corresponds to the Search
Institute’s 40 Developmental Assets to determine whether they are being addressed as
part of the YPI program process. Each of the 40 assets was presented a checkboxes and
were listed under the question, Which of the following of the Search Institute’s 40
Developmental Assets do you think YPI touches on?(Select as many as you deem
appropriate). The survey also questioned the level of satisfaction the students receive
from the program. In all, this data collection method addressed the following questions:
Are the students’ psychological and/or developmental needs being supported? and Were

the stakeholders satisfied with the curriculum?
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To collect these data, the evaluator requested 30 minutes of uninterrupted time
for students to complete the anonymous online survey during their cohort’s respective
final monthly meeting of the year 2015 (November 30 for Cohort 8, December 4 for
Cohort 9, and December 7 for Cohort 7). Prior to the survey administration date,
students were asked to bring their laptops/tablets/other devices with them for the
monthly meeting. Then, on the date of survey administration, and with the Institutional
Review Board’s permission, the evaluator requested that the director of YPI read the
following statement while the evaluator is outside of the classroom:

Dear YPI Students,

|, I i1 soon allow for time to take an online survey designed by

Terrie Shipley, a doctoral candidate in the department of Educational

Administration, Curriculum, and Supervision at The University of Oklahoma —

Tulsa. This is for her dissertation work, which aims to evaluate the processes of

YPIL. You'll be given up to 30 minutes to complete it. Please answer honestly

and thoughtfully. You are not required to participate. This survey is

anonymous and confidential. Once you have finished, please place your survey

face-down in the basket at the back of the room. Then, you may work quietly or
step outside for a break.

A total of 56 student surveys were returned, with 20 out of 24 from Cohort 7
(high school seniors and juniors in the middle of their last year of YPI), 17 out of 25
from Cohort 8 (juniors and sophomores in their second year), and 19 out of 26 from
Cohort 9 (sophomores and freshmen in their first year). This represents a 83%, 68%,
and 73% response rate from each respective cohort, with a total response rate of 56 out
of 75, or 74.6%.

Program staff and founder/funder interviews. Additionally, one-time
interviews lasting approximately 45 minutes took place with each of the following: the
program founder and funder; the program designer and director, an alumna of YPI and

former staff member as Cohort 5 program co-facilitator, and a former staff member as
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Cohort 4 program co-facilitator. The questions asked explored the process of YPI as
well as attempted to understand whether there are underlying elements of self-
determination theory and/or the Search Institute’s 40 Developmental assets at work.
(Appendix I1.) The specific evaluation questions that were addressed are as follows: Is
there an ongoing allocation of resources?, What are the elements of training?, What
procedures are employed to recruit YPI participants?, Is YPI implemented consistently
across all cohorts?, To what extent is the entirety of the curriculum implemented?, Are
the students’ psychological and/or developmental needs being supported?, What are the
stakeholders’ assumptions about the program?, What are the barriers and facilitators
to implementing the curriculum?, Does YPI monitor and evaluate the program? and
Were the stakeholders satisfied with the curriculum?

While there was overlap with regard to the questions asked, these interviews
point to the unique role of each interviewee, as the founder and the program director
have been involved with the program since its inception, in different roles, and the two
former staff members have been involved in varying roles and durations. The three
interviews of former and current staff were similar to one another, yet the program
founder requested at the time of interview not to adhere to all of the standard interview
questions. The founder did not feel capable of speaking about the particularities of the
program such as the ways in which students are recruited and staff are trained but she
was comfortable with answering most of the other questions.

Documents. The specific evaluation questions addressed through document
collection and analysis include the following: What are the expectations of staff?, What

procedures are employed to recruit YPI participants?, Was the curriculum delivered to
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at least 90% of participants?, To what extent is the entirety of the curriculum
implemented? Is there an ongoing allocation of resources? What are the expectations
for youth? What are the stakeholders’ assumptions about the program? and Does YPI
monitor and evaluate the program? As such, the staff job description, a youth
expectations handout, and the YPI Program Curriculum were evaluated. Materials were
complete for each cohort with the exception of the students’ expectations of each other
for Cohort 7. In addition, for each cohort during the term studied, student attendance
rosters, contact sheets, December 2015 meeting notes, foundation grant reports, and
student-generated lists of staff and mutual expectations (created on the first day of YPI)
were also collected and analyzed. Finally, the YPI website (www.ypitulsa.org) was
reviewed.

In late November through mid-December 2015, the aforementioned documents
were collected, students from each cohort completed the optional survey, and former
and current staff, as well as the program founder, were interviewed. Though mostly
cross-sectional in design, the evaluator also examined documents dating from the
program’s inception in 2004 through the data collection period. The evaluator received
full participation from former and current staff and the program founder and funder, as
well as roughly three-quarters of the current student participants.

Data Reduction and Analysis

Various methods were employed to reduce the qualitative and quantitative
findings, mainly according to the frameworks of Taylor-Powell and Renner (2003) and
Yin (2009). To thematically reduce all qualitative data, the evaluator first gained a deep
understanding of the data via thorough review in which texts and results were “read and
re-read” and initial impressions were recorded, as suggested by Taylor-Powell and
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Renner (2003, p. 2). Second, the two evaluation questions were used as a lens for
review, with information organized into emergent categories and sub-categories and
then compiled into various arrays with representation of mean and outlier themes and
quotations, as encouraged by Taylor-Powell and Renner (2003) and Yin (2009, citing
Miles and Huberman, 1994). To initially reduce qualitative and quantitative data, the
evaluator created a document which outlined the two evaluation questions, including
their respective categorical elements in accordance with the Saunders et. al (2005)
framework, in order of their presentation in the Evaluation Plan (Tables 1 and 2). Each
categorical element’s (Recruitment, Reach, etc.) sub-question was then addressed,
identifying the various data sources that contributed to the answers. Patterns across all
data that emerged from the document were then identified to create reorganized
categories, or themes. In other words, themes became apparent after all of the
quantitative and qualitative data were organized into a single text file (Appendix I11).
Third, data were also interpreted using themes and connections with particular
regard to elements of self-determination theory and the 40 Developmental Assets. This
reliance on theoretical propositions is the first and foremost strategy for qualitative data
reduction (Yin, 2009). In reviewing the evidence on basic psychological needs and
youth developmental assets from the student surveys and staff interviews, the evaluator
determined whether these themes are present in the data and to what extent. Fourth,
some qualitative data from interviews are reported in narrative form to help build
explanation and further understanding (Yin, 2009). Fifth, tabulation of word frequency
was also utilized, as directed by Taylor-Powell and Renner (2003) and Y'in (2009, citing

Miles and Huberman, 1994), to understand students’ level of satisfaction with the
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program (Appendix I11). However, the final tabulation of word frequency was omitted
in favor of other methods for reporting the data.

For quantitative data, analysis consisted of scoring the student surveys to show
support for basic psychological needs and computing percentages for each of the
applicable developmental assets to determine whether it is significantly present at YPI.
Surveys that addressed self-determination theory as well as each of the 40
Developmental Assets were administered to all current YPI students and parents.
Results from the adapted Basic Needs at Work scale were calculated to show the
presence of the three elements of self-determination theory: autonomy, competence, and
relatedness. Directions for scoring the scale is included in Appendix I). For the data on
the 40 developmental assets, percentages are reported to show which and to what extent
the assets are present. For the very few (four) blank responses on the online student
surveys, the evaluator employed the practice of mean imputation in which an average of
the responses for that category were entered so that the blank response did not adversely
skew the overall results.

Evaluator Bias, Triangulation, and Reflexivity

Due to the evaluator’s intimate involvement with YPI, additional precautions
were taken to reduce evaluator bias toward the program. Participants were informed that
their participation in the data collection was optional. All interviews were recorded and
transcribed. The transcriptions of the interview audio recordings can be found in
Appendix Il. The interview audio files, student surveys, and all consent forms are
available for third-party review, to be procured upon request.

To help reduce evaluator bias as well as improve overall accuracy of the
evaluation, this process evaluation “[relies] on multiple sources of evidence, with data
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needing to converge in a triangulating fashion” (Yin, 2009, p. 18). This design attempts
to triangulate existing and new data, both quantitative and qualitative, thereby
minimizing certain confounding variables such as self-report bias. The practice of
triangulation can help to confirm facts as well as complement the strengths of each
method (Russon & Reinelt, 2004). For example, taken alone, self-reported data could be
fraught with bias, whereas data collected from other sources, and by other means, can
help to minimize the negative effects of an overreliance on single-source, self-reporting.
As such, the evaluator collected data from multiple sources with regard to the program’s
processes and evidence for the support of students’ basic psychological and
developmental needs.

In conducting this evaluation, the evaluator has come to terms with “working the
hyphen,” in “Self-Other” in which Michelle Fine (1994) suggests that “researchers
probe how we are in relation with the contexts we study and with our informants what
is, and is not, “happening between’ within the negotiated relations of whose story is
being told, why, to whom, with what interpretation, and whose story is being shadowed,
why, for whom, and with what consequence” (p. 72). As such, rather than conceal
“under a veil of neutrality or objectivity” (p. 73), the evaluator self-examined what
perspectives and/or biases may be present. During data collection, questions were
therefore asked of staff that assumed the evaluator did not have prior knowledge of the
program’s processes. During data reduction, evidence was arranged to reflect this
impartial perspective.

It should be noted that there are benefits to the evaluation being conducted by an

involved party. For example, since one goal of the process evaluation was to provide
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recommendations for improvement, there was a desire for inadequacies to be exposed in
order for the program to further improve upon its processes. Furthermore, the nature of
the existing relationships and breadth of knowledge of the program have aided in

facilitating understanding and building trust with evaluation participants.

Finally, the evaluator engaged in reflexivity, defined by Alvesson and Skodldberg
(2009) as research that involves careful interpretation and reflection of “one’s own
interpretations of empirical material (including its construction)” (p. 9). In other words,
it is the “interpretation of interpretation” (Alvesson & Skoldberg, 2009, p. 9). In an
example provided by Jones, Torres, and Arminio (2006), a White, female researcher
failed to understand how her identity had the potential to influence her research
decisions and outcomes in examining a STEM program that was comprised of 99%
White females. To use a similar example of reflexivity in conducting this evaluation,
the evaluator analyzed her identity as a bi-racial and middle-class woman. This practice
of reflexivity and heightened sense of self-awareness was beneficial to the evaluation in
adding an extra level of scrutiny throughout the process, including data collection and
recommendations. For example, special care was taken when discussing and framing
YPI’s student composition with regard to ethnicity, socio-economic status, and gender,
among other elements of diversity. The evaluator’s biracial experience initially assigned
a disproportionate value to the fact that bi- and multiracial students comprise a
relatively large percentage of YPI students, whereas the deficiency of single-race
students from underrepresented race categories should cause significant concern.

Limitations
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To provide context for the above claims, some limitations will be explored.
First, the quantitative data for need support and overall satisfaction were self-reported,
which may mean that there is a higher chance for bias. Though it was triangulated
with qualitative data, these data came from current and former program staff and/or
the founding benefactor of the program. These individuals may have biases as well.
One staff member was not intentionally included in the data collection process: the
evaluator. Since the evaluator is also a staff member, measures were taken in attempt
to reduce any influence on the data. However, as noted previously, some biases may
still be present. Yet, the evaluator’s intimate knowledge of the program could have
aided in a more complete attempt at data collection. Nevertheless, data could have
further been triangulated in other ways. For example, while students were surveyed,
their questions mainly addressed Question 2 of the evaluation. In hindsight, the
evaluator should have also gathered Question 1 data from students by including more
questions on the student survey and/or utilizing a student focus group. Data could also
have been triangulated by including other stakeholders in the process. For example,
the University of Oklahoma-Tulsa is a partner in the operations of YPI by providing
facilities and, at times, other resources. Another party that could have been surveyed
is the parents of student participants, as they might have a different perspective to
share.

Second, student data were only collected from current program participants.
The two students who were no longer in the program, as well as the many students

who were not selected to participate in the program, were not included in this
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evaluation. Therefore, responses could be skewed in favor of presenting YPI in a
positive light.

In retrospect, the evaluator was most troubled by the limitations inherent in the
some of the student survey and staff interview questions. An example is the question
regarding the 40 developmental assets: “Which of the following of the Seach
Institute’s 40 Developmental Assets do you think YPI touches on? (Select as many as
you deem appropriate).” First, the wording of “touches on” is too vague to determine
whether the asset is present or supported at YPI more often than not; the only claim
that could be made is that the asset is somewhat present. In order to make a claim that
an asset is clearly present or clearly supported at YPI, stronger, more definitive
terminology should have been used. Second, each asset was listed only in terms of the
reduced phrase provided by the Search Institute’s literature, e.g. “Safety” or
“Restraint.” ldeally, each questionable phrase such as these would be expanded on
enough to provide the respondent with more information to conclusively evaluate
whether the asset is present in the YPI environment. For example, did the student
respondents not check the box next to “Safety” because the YPI environment is
unsafe? That is unlikely; there is probably an alternate explanation, such as the student
did not believe YPI to focus on safety education, or perhaps the environment was not
especially secure due to an absence of visible security personnel. Third, since the box
next to each asset is either checked or not checked, the dichotomous nature of the
question did not lend to gauge any degree of presence. If each asset were scored in a
Likert-type scale, the evaluator would be able to gain a better understanding of the

degree to which the respondents believed the asset to be supported at YPI.
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There are also limits to the type of evaluation conducted. For example, because
this is an evaluation of a single program, the evaluator is unable to generalize these
findings to other youth philanthropy or leadership development programs. By design,
this process evaluation is unable to prove effectiveness. It is also unable to show a
causal relationship between certain processes and need support, or between
psychological and developmental need supports. A recommendation for future
research on the effectiveness of YPI is to compare results to a control group to better
understand the specific mechanisms which may be causing the program to be more
effective. Several existing articles point to the dearth of scholarly, longitudinal, and/or
large-scale evaluations that have been conducted (Brungardt, 1996; Larson, 2000; Lakin
& Mahoney, 2006; Matthews, 2004; Russon & Reinelt, 2004; Zimmerman-Oster &
Burkhardt, 1999). Longitudinal data can only be extrapolated by comparing among
cohorts, as Cohort 7 is in its third and final year of YPI, Cohort 8 is in its second year,
and Cohort 9 is in its first.

Finally, the evaluator took the advice of Robert Yin (2009) quite literally when
he wrote the following about reducing qualitative evidence: “A helpful starting point is
to ‘play’ with your data” (p. 129). It was in this playful spirit that a small amount of
qualitative staff interview data was converted to an approximate number to compare
their responses with that of the students’ quantitative survey data. This qualitative data
Is reported in its entirety in narrative form on p. 92, but is also displayed as a number to
visually compare it to the students’ Likert-type scale responses in Figure 6 on the same

page. The framework that the evaluator created for making these approximate
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conversions is explained on pages 93 to 94. However, since this was an invented
technique, it must be noted that such a method could be a validity limitation.

Human Subjects

Approval from the Internal Review Board was sought and gained before any
data were collected. This included the provision to obtain informed consent of each

subject to participate in the study.
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CHAPTER FIVE
Results

Introduction

To examine the implementation and delivery of the YPI curriculum, this process
evaluation addresses the particular experience of YPI participants, as well as the
alignment of these experiences with the youth’s psychological and developmental
needs. Two general questions guided the study and serve as the basis for organizing the
results: (1) How are the components of the YPI program being implemented in
practice? (2) Does the experience provide support for students’ psychological and
developmental needs? Self-determination theory and the Search Institute’s 40
Developmental Assets provide a theoretical lens to report evidence on the second
question.

For the first question, important themes about the general implementation of the
program emerge from the reduction of the qualitative data. The themes describe how
aspects of YPI are experienced by students and staff. Specifically, the evidence
describes how recruitment, selection, and retention; curricular delivery; and program
sustainability combine to determine how the vision of YPI is being enacted. The
second evaluation question addresses the environmental quality of the program
experience. Quantitative survey data describe the degree to which students experience
support for their psychological and developmental needs.

Evidence on Program Implementation

Results begin with evidence related to the first evaluation question, How are the
components of the YPI program being implemented in practice? The purpose is to
describe the development of program features that influence the population of youth
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served, the exposure to issues related to community service and philanthropic
engagement, and purposeful efforts to sustain the initiative. As described, evidence
suggests that program components have developed in ways intended to further the
mission of YPI. Nonetheless, evidence also leads to emerging issues with the
composition of youth served, the consistency of curricular delivery, and the level of
sustainability that need to be addressed.

Recruitment, Selection, and Retention

Recruitment. Evidence gathered from program documents, as well as
interviews with the director and former staff, describe YPI recruitment efforts. These
sources describe the current recruitment process as selective, reaching a relatively small
group of youth. It is predominantly based on a referral system in which YPI students
nominate their peers to consider learning more about the program. In addition, program
staff, called “coaches,” reach out to various Tulsa area high school and middle school
principals and/or other staff (counselors, teachers, other administers) to nominate
potential candidates. Finally, coaches provide information to select schools via email,
paper flyers, and/or in-person presentations to students. The application is not closed
off; prospective applicants who have heard about the program by other means are also
able to apply. However, little to no marketing effort is made to the general public.

Significant changes had been made to the recruitment process since the start of
the program. In talking about the program when it started a decade ago, the program
founder described it as “totally a guinea pig.” Previous cohorts were recruited with
select advertisements in mainstream media and direct mail marketing via the purchase
of a list collected by the Boy Scouts of America. This list included contact information
for area students who had expressed interest in community service. A former staff
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member characterized early recruitment efforts as, “just sort of random...we didn’t
know [the students] or know their teachers or anything like that.” The director of YPI
described the change in recruitment strategy:
Initially, when there wasn’t a lot of understanding of our program, we had to
resort to kinds of ways that were just more like mass-marketing approaches. But
now that we’ve established a presence in the community, our recruitment is
based on our current participants nominating other students, which is great

because the students in our program really get a sense of the kind of student that
would be good for it.

A former staff member and YPI alumna noted the shift as well. “It takes a lot of time
and effort to actually go out to the school and make relationships with people... I don’t
think we had the manpower or even the relationships maybe to do that at the
beginning.” Now, the program is “starting to kind of build a reputation where if you go
out into the community, people know what it is more.”

Students who submit an application do so with some understanding of the
program. Nominated students are presented with an invitation to visit the YPI website to
learn more and to apply online. The website contains a promotional video on the home
page, as well as more in-depth information about the program, including a FAQ and an
explanation of each of the current and previous cohorts’ philanthropy projects. The link
to the online application, as well as important dates, are provided on the “How to Join
YPI” webpage. On the invitation as well as the website, prospective students and their
families are encouraged to attend a YPI Project Showcase which serves as both an
information session and a Q&A. At this event, current YPI students present to their
peers, families, YPI staff, program founder, program partners, and prospective YPI
applicants about their philanthropy project and lessons learned. This event demonstrates

the program in action.
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The recruitment process intends to attract youth who are interested in
philanthropic work. A YPI graduate and former staff member discussed her
predisposition to service in reflecting on her recruitment experience. Upon receiving a
letter about YPI in the mail:

I just thought, ‘Oh, that sounds like me’; I loved volunteering when I was in

high school and middle school and I hadn’t really found my niche while I was in
high school, so it just sounded like something | would like to do.

The application reinforces the intent to recruit youth who have an interest in
volunteering and/or community service. This is purposeful, as YPI seeks to nurture a
nascent interest. Application questions ask students to reflect on the meaning of giving
and to think about community issues confronting youth. Example questions include:

1. What does “giving” mean to you? Describe a time that someone has “given” to

you and the effect it had on you.

2. What issue facing teens is most important to you?

3. Why is it important to the community that this issue be addressed?

In summary, evidence shows the recruitment process to be selective; staff are
targeting Tulsa area teens who are predisposed to engaging in philanthropy. The
predominant method for recruitment is a peer nomination and invitation, which is
relatively new to the program.

Selection. Evidence gathered from program documents, as well as interviews
with the director and former staff, were used to describe YPI selection efforts. The YPI
cohort selection committee, which is comprised of YPI staff, YPI alumni, and other
select volunteers, looks for the following qualities in a successful candidate: maturity,
reliability, responsibility, emotional and social intelligence, leadership capability and,
most of all, readiness for the program. In regards to selection, the program director
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said, “The more important quality of that student input is readiness—readiness to
operate within an autonomous environment, readiness to be organized, to kind of
manage themselves closer to what we would expect of adult professionals, and the
desire to be in a program like this.” Other considerations are various areas of strength as
well as the relative number of extroverts and introverts. The director referred to this as
“temperament diversity” and explained: “If we had a room full of people who are
passionate and outspoken, that wouldn’t make for a balanced cohort.” These selection
criteria are not explicitly stated in any document but emerged from staff interviews. The
committee also considers elements of diversity, including school, gender, and ethnicity,
all of which are on the application.

Chronologically, the selection process begins with an application, is followed by
a group interview, and ends with the selection committee’s deliberation process.
Prospective candidates complete an application which asks for general contact
information; basic demographical information such as school, grade, gender, and race;
other extracurricular activities the student is involved with; two references; and some
short answer questions. Besides the three questions mentioned above which point to
philanthropy, students are asked the following:

¢ What would you like to get out of your participation in YPI?

e What have others told you are your unique talents? Give an example of how

you have used that talent.
e What is your favorite school subject and what about it do you find most

interesting?
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e Where do you want to be 10 years from now? In other words, what are your

goals and plans?

Applications are evaluated and scored by the selection committee. The director
said the application serves as a filtration mechanism. “It’s a sort of price of admission in
a way—it’s to demonstrate an effort, a serious effort...about getting into the program.”
Additionally, the application is a method for the selection committee to gain a better
understanding of the student’s personality and values as they relate to service:

The content of that application reveals thoughts that they might have around

philanthropy or allows us to see how they articulate themselves and their

intentions and their thoughts. It kind of gives us an initial, ‘first cut’ to say that
these are the kind of people who would be good for our program.

The director also indicated that the application and selection process is an
important aspect of the program. Based on past experiences with students who were not
excellent fits, he identified the students’ genuine desire to be in the program as well as
their ability to engage in the program as particularly significant: “When we get a student
whose parent wants them to be in the program more than the student themselves want to
be in the program, we notice that.” This is because setting a culture of authenticity is
“critical” and is described as “probably one of the most if not the most important
elements of the model.” In describing the culture, he said the following:

It’s not this artificial positivity, it’s an authentic positivity, a realistic positivity.

So that when we give students feedback, they know that it’s not coming from a

place where they’re in trouble or we’re disappointed, but as a ‘we’re agents in

their development.” And that’s an important part of the culture, too. I think

we’re trying to establish a partnership in their development... we’re just asking
them to be available to their development and growth.

Each selection committee member rates the applicant on a 1-5 scale, with the

following as a guideline: “Are the responses thorough and thoughtful? Does the student
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seem truly interested in philanthropy? Does the student appear to be a good match for
the new cohort?” Scores are then collected from each member and then averaged.
Approximately 60 of those applicants are then invited to participate in a group
interview. The program director described the purpose of the group interview as an
opportunity for the committee to observe each candidate’s personality, leadership
potential, and contribution to a team. A former staff member described the value of this
format: “They’re kind of interacting with each other, so you get to observe them a little
bit in action before deciding whether or not they’d be a good fit.” For example, the
group interview aids the selection committee in determining temperament diversity. The
committee members adopt the following thought process, as described by the program
director:
What ends up happening is, even though the students come for an interview and
they come with that anxiety and elevated stress level, once they start getting into
the thing they’re just having fun, they’re just interacting, and it allows us to
really see them as they are and how as how they try to present themselves. So in
that process we’re able to see the extroverts—are the extroverts the sort of
extrovert that really need attention or are they the kind of extrovert that they are
moving a group forward? And the introverts—are they just shy and want to

avoid people at all costs, or are they just more conscientious? So we can really
allow the extroverts to shine and the right [introverts] to shine.

There are four opportunities to accommodate the large number of students;
approximately 15 students will participate in each group interview. The agenda includes
an overview of the program, a Q&A panel, two experiential activities in further
separated groups, and a roundtable discussion with the selection committee members. In
each interview, the selection committee informs the candidates that this is intended to
be a “two-way interview,” in order to promote transparency and understanding of

mutual expectations before the candidate and program make a commitment. “We try to
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be as transparent as we can about what the program entails so that there is that
alignment as early as possible,” the director said.

A YPI graduate and former staff member reflected on her group interview as a
YPI candidate, saying that it “wasn’t what I expected from an interview—I think that’s
the feedback a lot of students have; they’ve never been to an interview like that
before—usually it’s more one on one. But | liked it.” She recalled a survival scenario
activity that she participated in: “I think that’s where I had the most to add to that
conversation. So | felt like it went well.”

For the few candidates who are unable to attend the in-person interview, a
special phone call with the coaches is arranged. The selection committee’s deliberation
process, which seems somewhat nebulous, starts at the conclusion of the final group
interview. Former staff described this the process as “putting together a tentative group
of people based on balancing strengths, pulling from different parts of town, diversity,
factors like that.” The Program Manual states that “There is not a formula for creating a
perfect cohort — different members of the committee will have different preferences.”
As such, committee members are urged to “make sure that everyone feels heard and that
every opinion is considered. Students’ names are written on Post-It notes and arranged
on a wall so as to take in all of the candidates. Selection committee members are
encouraged to “Consider how many schools are represented — how diverse should the
cohort be?” during this several-hour process. The director described it as “a consensus-
based approach” in that “we look for students that we all think would be great
participants and start there.” Then, the committee will eliminate students for whom

there is committee-wide consensus about not being a good fit for the program. After
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that, the committee deliberates on “that whole movable middle” in which committee
members discuss their thoughts regarding specific candidates. The director of YPI had
this to say regarding the process as a whole:

It is a cooperative effort and we’re looking for a general consensus on

participants and | think each person has their own standards, but they generally

all pull together toward a sense of maturity in the participant and a sense of
reliability and responsibility, and a sense of playing well with others or
emotional intelligence, social awareness.

In the end, approximately 25 students and a couple of alternates are selected. In
some respects, selected students hail from a relatively wide range of backgrounds. The
students are diverse as related to gender, zip code, ethnicity, and temperament. They
are in some ways diverse in terms of metro area high school representation; while many
schools are represented, there is little representation from schools in which the vast
majority (75% of more) of students qualify for free or reduced lunch. It is unclear
whether students are homogenous with regard to socio-economic status due to the wide
range in zip codes yet the small range in schools in which the vast majority of students
qualify for the state’s school breakfast and lunch program. Finally, the students appear
comparatively homogenous concerning age and predisposition toward community
service and toward the YPI program.

Current cohorts consistently experience an imbalanced proportion in gender:
roughly two-thirds are female. This breakdown is presented in Figure 4. In describing
the process that leads to this, the program director said, “We’re looking to try to get as
close to an equal gender ratio as possible although it skews strongly toward female, not

just in the final selection but as a result of the applications we get which are

overwhelmingly female.”
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Figure 3. Student gender breakdown for each cohort

Students come from a wide array of metro area zip codes, showing a diversity in

the areas of town in which students reside. As presented in Figure 5, 23 zip codes are

represented for a total of 75 students. The highest concentrations, however, come from

74133, 74137, 74114, 74105, and 74136, respectively, representing 63% of total

participants. Collectively, the top 5 zip codes suggest that the majority of students likely

hail from some of the more affluent areas of the city: South Tulsa and Midtown Tulsa.
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Figure 4. Student zip code diversity based on cohort average

Diversity of high school representation is presented in Figure 4. Of the 12
schools represented, the greatest five percentages come from, respectively: Booker T.
Washington High School of the Tulsa Public Schools district (29%); Jenks High School
of the Jenks Public Schools district (23%); Holland Hall, a private Episcopalian school
(16%); Union High School of the Union Public Schools district (12%), and Bishop
Kelley High School, a private Catholic school (5%). The director said school diversity
was an intentional aspect of the YPI program: “We’re bringing students together from
all these different schools—that’s a design element; we really did want to foster
connection among teens from different schools.” Yet, while there is representation from
a dozen schools, the top five schools—that is, the schools with the greatest number of
YPI participants—amount to a significantly large proportion of total students at 85

percent.
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Figure 5. Student school diversity based on cohort average

With regard to ethnicity, demographic data from three cohorts suggest that YPI
largely serves youth who identify as Caucasian. White students made up over 92
percent of Cohort 7, 48 percent of Cohort 8, and 62 percent of Cohort 9. Asian students
were the second largest ethnic group represented with an average at 11 percent which is
three times the general population in Tulsa. When the Two or More races
categorization is taken into consideration, YPI students are more than twice as likely to
represent this category. As shown in Table 3, U.S. Census data from 2015 show the
Tulsa metro area to be comprised of 63.2% White, 12.1% Hispanic, 10.8% African-
American, 6.8% American Indian, 3% Asian, and 5.9% Two or more races.

It should be noted that the U.S. Census’ figures are averages for the entire
population, whereas the YPI figures are averages for a very small population: students

in a very narrow age group.
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Despite the cohorts being progressively more ethnically diverse, the
underrepresentation of solely African American, Hispanic, and Native American youth
is particularly troubling. Program staff did not seem particularly troubled by the
demographic make-up of youth. No one pointed at the relatively homogenous
composition of students in the cohort. One former staff member praised overall
diversity—identifying it as one of the most important elements of the YPI process—yet
seemed to gloss over ethnicity:

I do love the emphasis on diversity. Not just diversity of ethnicity but also
schools, faith backgrounds...I know that was an emphasis on the recruitment
process. | think our students were exposed to a lot by virtue of kids being from
South Tulsa versus Midtown versus private versus public school. So | loved that
piece of it. (Former staff member)

Another former staff member indicated that there was an overall sense of diversity
among the selected students:

They are often likeminded about some things, like they share some values, but
they’re also different—they come from different parts of town, their families
make different amounts of money—so they come from different backgrounds
but they share common values and other than YPI they would have no reason to
interact. (Former staff member and YPI graduate)

Finally, the third staff member indicated an acceptance of the lack of certain elements
of diversity:

Not all teens are equal in terms of their ability to participate in a program like
this. And we discovered that the hard way... We’re all big believers in diversity
and yet we realized that the program cannot sustain just based on that alone...
We’re looking for school diversity, we’re looking for gender diversity, but
regardless of diversity we’re looking for capability and readiness for the
program. (Director of YPI)

76



Table 3. Ethnic Diversity in Tulsa metropolitan area as compared to that of the YPI program

U.S. YPI YPI YPI YPI
Ethnicity | Census | Average | Cohort7 | Cohort8 | Cohort9
White | 63.2% 65.7% 91.7%* 48% 61.5%
Hispanic | 12.1% 0.01% 0% 0% 0.04%
African-American | 10.8% 4.03% 0% 12% 0.08%
American Indian | 6.8% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Asian 3% 10.85% 8.3% 20% 0.04%
Two or more / Other | 5.9% 14.36% 0% 20% 23.08%*

*To reflect the U.S. Census’ categories, students who reported “Middle-eastern” only were included in the White
grouping. Students who reported “Other” were included in the “Two or more races” grouping. The author does not
support these delineations.

Almost all of the compositional factors are intentional, in other words, a product
of the design of the recruitment and selection process. However, the relative lack of
students with a lower socio-economic status (SES), as assumed by representation of
schools in which the vast majority (more than 75%) of students qualify for free or
reduced lunch, is not an intentional aspect of the student composition. On occasion, and
especially to target underrepresented schools, program staff will visit the schools to
deliver promotional materials and/or make a presentation for the nominated students.
Yet while some special efforts are made to encourage a more diverse applicant pool,
YPI does not seem to be, nor advertise itself as, a program which acquires many
economically disadvantaged youth through recruitment or selection.

No data exist on students’ SES; this factor is not a part of the student application
or cohort roster. As such, it is difficult to discern what level of representation truly lies

within the cohorts. The evaluator is making assumptions of economic status based on
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the zip codes and schools represented. There is one student in each of cohorts 8 and 9
who attends Nathan Hale High School, a school in which 100% of students enrolled in
2013-2014 qualified for free or reduced lunch. In this instance, those students are
definitively from a lower SES. The general assumption that SES is directly tied to
school may lead to misrepresentation. For example, several students from each cohort
attend Booker T. Washington High School. Fifty-four percent of this school’s students
qualified for free or reduced lunch, so it is possible that many of the students hailing
from this school have a lower SES.

Nevertheless, more work could be done to recruit students from un- or under-
represented schools. Many Tulsa Public School (TPS) District high schools are not
included on the rosters. Of the 11 TPS high schools, only three are represented: Nathan
Hale, Booker T. Washington, and Thomas Edison, another school in which only a slight
majority (57%) of students qualified for free or reduced lunch.

Retention. Evidence gathered from program documents describes YPI retention
rates. YPI retains the vast majority of its students. At the time of data collection, Cohort
7 lost one student out of 25, Cohort 8 lost 1 student out of 26, and Cohort 9 kept all of
its students. The current average rate of attrition is 2.6%. In order to remain a member
of the program, students must comply with a Participation Agreement which outlines
the program’s attendance policy and expectations for student engagement. If students
display consistent less-than-exemplary performance, they are asked to leave the
program. Students may also self-select out; any student is able to discontinue the
program at any time. A former staff member and alumna said that one Cohort 3 student

had chosen this option because she felt the program to be tedious: “She was so OCD
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about managing her time and moving things forward; it was hard for her to be flexible
based on the needs of other people in the group.” In other words, since YPI is a
voluntary program, students are only required to attend if they wish to be a part of the
program. In this sense, the curriculum is delivered to 100% of its participants.

The student from Cohort 7 who discontinued the program was asked to be
removed from the program due to inadequate engagement, which is a stipulation of the
Participation Agreement; the student from Cohort 8 who discontinued the program had
left due to his decision to attend a boarding school outside of the Tulsa metro area. As
such, neither student participated in the data collection for this evaluation.

The high retention rate could be linked to the onboarding process which begins
with recruitment and selection and is reinforced throughout the program. Expectations
of the student participants are outlined in a Participation Agreement and Engagement
Handout. At the same time, the retention rate could also be influenced by the high level
of relatedness satisfaction that students reported. (Presented on page 111.) As a former
staff member said, “There’s this sense of community with the students that when
they’re highly engaged, they feel close with each other and close with the facilitators. I
think they’re sad when it’s over. I was sad when it was over!” This feeling of
connectedness to both the project and each other may influence students’ desire to
continue in the program and staff’s desire to retain these students.

Curricular Delivery

Evidence gathered from student surveys, program documents, and interviews
with the director and former staff describe the delivery of the YPI curriculum. Areas of
focus include the program’s components and the consistency of their implementation,
including how well the delivery is reaching participants and which barriers and
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facilitators exist in program delivery; and program sustainability with regard to internal
and external evaluation, the training of staff, and financial considerations. These areas
were selected to gain a full understanding of how the program is run, as well as examine
whether the program has barriers to its replication and/or continuation as YPI looks to
the future.

Components and consistency. The four pillars of YPI are Philanthropy,
Leadership, Self-knowledge, and Community-building. The YPI website expands on
these concepts: 1) Philanthropy: “The entire YPI program is based on the idea of
helping others. Over the three years, participants learn about the nature and types of
giving, non-profit management and social entrepreneurship”; 2) Leadership: “YPI
participants ... have multiple opportunities to practice leadership through committee
work and experience what it’s like to mobilize others toward particular outcomes.
Through YPI they will get to meet face to face with many adult leaders from business,
education and nonprofits. The lessons they learn from YPI are meant to serve them over
a lifetime of service and leadership”; 3) Self-knowledge: “YPI provides many
experiences that help students discover their values and personal strengths. Through the
wide ranging experiences of YPI, students are able to identify areas of interest and
passion. Each member takes the StrengthsFinder assessment and is encouraged to
continually develop their areas of natural strength while concurrently developing
awareness of their weaknesses and how to manage them”; and 4) Community building:
“YPI participants gain hands-on knowledge of how to identify community problems,
research them and develop intervention strategies to improve them. In the creation and

maintenance of the social campaign project, students learn advanced strategic project
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planning, and also experience the realities of implementation. By the end of the three
years, YPI members are highly capable of turning ideas into action.”

Besides through working on the philanthropy project itself, these four pillars are
conveyed to the students in a curriculum which includes philanthropy lessons
(Philanthropy), leadership lessons (Leadership), Talent2Strength lessons (Self-
knowledge), and the student’s philanthropy project itself (All Four). The YPI
curriculum is delivered over the course of three years at retreats (one at the beginning of
each year), “progress sessions” (hour-long working meetings that take place weekly
during the academic year and bi-weekly during the summer), the YPI Showcase
(annual), and at monthly meetings, where most of the curriculum is delivered (if there
are no cancellations, there will be nine per academic year).

Evidence from cohort agendas and staff interviews show that monthly meetings
include: committee presentations, guest speakers, team-building activities, communal
lunches, guided and unguided time for the students to make progress on their social
franchise, moments for reflection (for example, after a guest speaker or lesson, or at the
end of the meeting), and lecture and/or discussion-based lessons on leadership,
philanthropy, and self-knowledge. Leadership lessons come from the Positive
Leadership framework written by the YPI Program Director, topics related to meeting
and time management, Don Miguel Ruiz’s “The Four Agreements,” how to work in
teams, and effective communication. The philanthropy lessons are comprised of the
Future Philanthropists curriculum developed by Heather Jack, the PBS video “The New
Heroes” series on social entrepreneurism, and others as may befit the monthly theme.

The self-awareness lessons are centered on strengths-based knowledge using Gallup’s
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Clifton StrengthsFinder assessment tool. Additional components include guest
speakers, “sprint reviews” in which student committees present on their progress and
goals, and extra lessons such as one on business communication.

Elements of the curriculum are subject to adaptations, and new lessons may
replace old ones as desired; “it’s very malleable, the degree to which we implement our
curriculum.” The curriculum is not structured such that a cohort would be able to follow
a master book of lesson plans step-by-step. What exists are a Program Curriculum
document, which serves as a manual but is incomplete (providing only an introduction,
overview, and steps for recruitment and selection), and a Curriculum Overview
spreadsheet, which serves as a rough agenda for each monthly meeting, indicating
which lessons will be taught on which monthly meeting dates. Yet this spreadsheet only
outlines the first out of three years.

YPI staff operate with relative flexibility as they can change any of the
meetings’ components as they deem to be appropriate. As the Program Director stated,
the curriculum is “dynamic and changing and growing and there’s always new
information and new case studies or more relevant things.” There is no outlined
curriculum overview for years two and three, although the Positive Leadership
curriculum is taught during Leadership Lessons, a loose curriculum based on the PBS
series on social entrepreneurship called “The New Heroes” is taught during
Philanthropy Lessons, and the Talent2Strength lessons continue to be taught. The lack
of rigidity is a built-in component of the YPI curriculum; whereas more instruction is
required for Year One, the curriculum becomes more fluid for years two and three. The

students’ level of autonomy is drastically increased with the adult coaches’ selection of
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the student “co-facilitators,” or leaders, toward the end of Year One. During the second
and third years, the cohort’s project is the focus, and the meetings are facilitated by the
co-facilitators. At this time, they are the ones responsible for drafting the agendas
according to the particular demands of their chosen philanthropy project. As such, many
lessons during these years are taught by staff according to themes which the students are
experiencing.

Regarding the Year One overviews for each cohort, the curricular delivery is
consistent, with only minor changes (for example, switching teambuilding activities or
spending a longer amount of time on certain lessons). However, the curriculum for the
second and third years of the program is not documented. Nevertheless, as previously
mentioned, the cohorts and their curriculum are expected to vary. “The students pick
their own projects, the cohorts have their own little distinctive personalities that come
into play. And cultural aspects that spontaneously develop. So it can’t be perfectly
consistent,” the director said.

As such, due to the flexible nature of program which is built in, there is an
overall consistency of curricular delivery across all cohorts with regard to resources and
infrastructure. Yet the day-to-day delivery of the YPI program may fall victim to the
relative lack of structure in its curriculum. This is an important consideration since YPI
wishes to expand the reach of its program beyond its operations in Tulsa. By being itself
a social franchise, YPI may benefit from increasing the level of structure to its
curriculum. This could have positive effects not only for the consistency of its
implementation in Tulsa across current and future cohorts, but also for other

hypothetical iterations of YPI in various communities.
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Reach. During the academic year, students are expected to attend nine day-long
monthly meetings as well as weekly hour-long meetings, or “progress sessions.” Each
year also begins with a day and a half (Year One) or half-day (Years 2 and 3) retreat.
The only mandatory meetings with regard to physical attendance during which the
curriculum is delivered are the monthly meetings and the retreats. Attendance is highest
at Year One retreats, and the early fall and the early spring monthly meetings and
progress sessions. It is lowest at the December and May monthly meetings and progress
sessions.

The attendance rosters for December 2015 will be discussed to show a sampling
of attendance in the worst case scenario. During this time, the curriculum was delivered
to at least 90% of participants for Cohorts 7 and 9, and close to 90% for Cohort 8. For
the Cohort 7 monthly meeting held on December 7t, 2015, 23 out of 24 or 95.8% of
students attended. For the Cohort 8 monthly meeting held on November 30t", 2015, 21
out of 24 or 87.5% of students were present. (Note: The “December” monthly meeting
for this cohort was held on the last day in November to accommodate students’
schedules, mostly due to final examinations.) Finally, for the Cohort 9 monthly meeting
held on December 13™, 2015, 26 out of 26 or 100% of students were in attendance.

The main difference in reach between cohorts has to do with attendance of the
monthly meetings. In the cohorts’ first year, Cohort 8 cancelled two of their nine
monthly meetings, whereas Cohort 7 canceled one, and Cohort 9 did not cancel any.

In sum, the curriculum is delivered to the vast majority of its participants, but
evidence shows that some variation occurs at certain times of year and when meetings

are cancelled.
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Facilitators and barriers. Overall, staff believe the program to be a positive
one. Facilitators to implementing the curriculum include: 1) the nature of the program
and its participants in that “it’s fun and that it aligns with the type of student we’ve
selected. In other words, we’ve selected students that want to be good and community-
minded and pro-social. And the things we teach are community-minded and positive
and pro-social”; 2) the support from the University of Oklahoma-Tulsa and the Charles
and Lynn Schusterman Family Foundation because it enables coaches to “do a lot with
the students” and helps the students feel “well taken care of”, specifically, “we have
money to do whatever we need to do, we have beautiful facilities to work with, with the
technology that’s available”; 3) the coaches, who “are intelligent and engaging and
credible with the students”, and 4) the Tulsa community at large because “most of the
people we approached within the community were very receptive to the students and
wanting them to learn.” The implementation of the program meets resistance with two
chief barriers: time and the traditional school structure. A former staff member said:

If you think about what [the program] could be if [the students] didn’t have so

many other things placed on them—school, family, church, whatever they’re

involved in, sports—it’s just not very balanced. But if you asked for less time,
then I think the quality goes down. So it’s sort of a double-edged sword.

As an extra-curricular activity, YPI staff may also view the school system as a barrier:
not only is it “so demanding of students’ time” in general, but “allowing students to
have the autonomy and flexibility and engagement in a program any time during school
hours is limiting.”

In other words, the main facilitators have to do with the positive nature of the
program and support from its partners and staff. The time commitment in light of

students’ academic and extracurricular activities is a barrier.
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Sustainability

Evidence gathered from program documents, as well as interviews with the
director and former staff, describes YPI’s efforts in sustainability. While formalized
reporting and some outside evaluation has taken place, YPI’s current methods to
measure program effectiveness have not been comprehensive. The onboarding of staff
is minimally structured at best, and work needs to be done to ensure that the program’s
success is not dependent on any particular staff member. Finally, the future of the
program is not secure as funding is contingent upon the foundation’s approval of initial
and ongoing grant reporting for each cohort.

Evaluation. As a stipulation of the grant for funding which is provided by the
Charles and Lynn Schusterman Family Foundation, YPI staff are required to provide
grant reports. In these twice yearly reports, goals and outcomes are identified and
evaluated, overall progress is reported with regard to accomplishments and challenges,
and the budget is accounted for and discussed.

The curriculum provides for an internal pre- and posttest for program
participants in which they self-evaluate their familiarity with other members of the
cohort—*"because one of the goals of the program is to foster those inter-school teen
relationships”—as well as their knowledge of philanthropy, leadership, self-awareness,
and community building.

Additionally, internal informal evaluation takes place in a more regular fashion.
According to the director, YPI experiences evaluations with:

the constant feedback from students and their level of engagement. That tells me

when the program is working—when attendance is good, retention is high, and

the students are actively participating in their project and moving it forward.

And then some of the things we’ve structured into it. The weekly meetings have

really been great for keeping that momentum and accountability. And whenever
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[the founder] comes to the meetings, there’s a discussion about what is going
well as well as what could be improved.

Finally, though not structurally embedded into the program, in-depth external
evaluations have taken place:

Periodically we’ll do a research-type initiative. We’ve engaged three outside

consultants to do research. And in addition, one of the former coaches did her

master’s cornerstone project to research the effectiveness of YPI and the current
coach is doing her dissertation on it.

Evidence did not show whether the internal grant reports, internal pre- and
posttest, and occasional external evaluations were utilized in a meaningful way. The
program manual mentions feedback only in the context of it being administered to the
students via assessments and staff conversations to enhance participant self-awareness:
“Throughout their three years in YPI, the participants will take a series of self-
assessments and receive developmental feedback from the adult facilitators in order to
better understand their strengths and weaknesses. In addition, the students will be asked
to rate themselves and their engagement regularly and they will take part in independent
self-reflection exercises periodically throughout the program. By the end of the third
year, the students should have a greater understanding of their strengths and
weaknesses.” As such, no determination can be made as to whether the program is
structurally designed to take action based on participant feedback of the experience.

Staff training. The elements of staff training are not documented. When asked
about staff training, the director said, “Just asking that question makes me realize that
there needs to be something with that.” While it is a “‘baptism by fire’ experience and a
mentoring kind of process,” there are some consistent elements to the manner in which
new staff are trained: “previous staff members would orient newer staff members... and
I think it’s on the job training, too.” The new staff member is provided with a job
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description and a supplemental document with further details and explanation which
was written by a former staff member. The director also engages the trainee in a lengthy
phone call or meeting.

While the director’s personality has been an effective strategy for the success of
the program, it must be noted that one former coach deemed him as “essential to the
program”— “I don’t know how replicable YPI would be because you can’t replicate
[the director]. You’d have to find someone with just that same gut instinct about things.
I couldn’t do it.” The program director also serves as the only consistent recruiter and
trainer of new staff. As such, staff must address the likelihood of YPI being successful
without him. To prevent the program from suffering in his absence, certain measures
should be evaluated, such as creating a training video series to facilitate a smooth
transition in the future.

To summarize, evidence shows the staff training procedure to be relatively
vague. Formally, there is only a brief job description and a supplemental document to
orient a new staff member. The director has overseen all staff training and is seen by a
former staff member as a critical element to the success of the program.

Finances. For each cohort, there is an ongoing allocation of resources for each
grant period. However, it appears that a cohort may be terminated at any time at the
discretion of the foundation, as a grant report is requested each semester. Also, each
cohort is approved one at a time as a grant, so the YPI program as a whole does not
receive an ongoing allocation of resources. The foundation’s timeline for approving a

new cohort is approximately three months; grant reports mention that “requests to
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renew or extend a Grant may be submitted to the CLSFF within 90 days prior to the
end of the term of an existing Grant.”

To encourage sustainability of the program in effort to attract and retain
stakeholders in Tulsa and beyond, more could be done in terms of evaluation, staff
training, and ensuring continuous funding of YPI. These three elements may be
interrelated: perhaps a plan for continuous funding could be proposed if YPI staff are
able to present the funder with more complete evidence for the effectiveness of the
program and a structured plan to systematize staff training. The program currently
stands on shaky ground, for the program can only truly rely on continuation in
increments of three months at worst and three years—or one cohort—at best.

Evidence on student needs

The following are results with evidence related to the second evaluation
question, Does the YPI experience provide support for students’ psychological and/or
developmental needs? In presenting this evidence, the evaluator will first discuss the
presence and level of support of student psychological needs. The lens for
psychological needs is self-determination theory. As such, the elements of autonomy
satisfaction, competence satisfaction, and relatedness satisfaction will be discussed to
show whether the YPI experience is conducive to its participants’ intrinsic motivation.
Next, the evaluator will discuss the presence and level of support of student
developmental needs. The lens for this is the Search Institute’s list of 40 Developmental
Assets. Of the 40 assets, only the 26 applicable to YPI will be presented. Finally, the
overall satisfaction of students, staff, and the program founder and funder will be

assessed.
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Psychological needs

Evidence gathered from student surveys, as well as interviews with the director
and former staff, describes psychological needs satisfaction. The evidence suggests the
YPI experience is supportive of the students’ psychological needs of autonomy,
competence, and relatedness. All three of these elements of self-determination theory
are present when students participate in the program. While current and former staff
responded in the affirmative when interviewed about the presence of these three
elements (qualitative data), student surveys provide more nuance to the elements
(quantitative data). According to the students, relatedness is most present in the YPI
experience, followed by competence then autonomy. Within each element of self-
determination theory, there is only slight variation between cohorts in their responses.
Evidence supporting the above claims follows.

Student response. Students were asked to respond to survey questions based on
their “experience in YPI thus far” (Student Survey, Appendix I). Responses range from
1 (Not at all true) to 7 (Very true). Positively-scored questions, in other words questions
that are not reverse-scored, are deemed by the evaluator as significant at values of 5 and
higher because an average of 5 is greater than the mid-point value of 4 (Somewhat true),
making it, in effect, more than somewhat true. Reverse-scored questions, that is
questions that are negatively worded, are deemed by the evaluator as significant at
values of 3 and lower because an average of 3 is lower than the mid-point value of 4
(Somewhat true), making it less than somewhat true.

Table 4 presents the student responses to positively-scored individual questions
from the psychological needs section of their survey. For each question, the single score
reflects an average taken from the three cohorts. All three cohorts of students seem to
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experience autonomy, competence, and relatedness while engaging in YPI. Average
student responses were greater than 5 for the following questions: Students answered
that the following questions were more than somewhat true: | feel like I can make a lot
of inputs to deciding how my work gets done, | really like the people | work with,
People at YPI tell me | am good at what | do, | get along with people at YPI, | am free
to express my ideas and opinions at YPI, | consider the people in my cohort to be my
friends, | have been able to learn interesting new skills through YPI, Most days | feel a
sense of accomplishment from participating in YPI, My feelings are taken into
consideration at YPI, People at YPI care about me, | feel like | can pretty much be
myself at YPI, and People at YPI are pretty friendly towards me. The highest average
response to a positively-scored question was question 10, a competence satisfaction
item: | have been able to learn interesting new skills through YPI. Of the next two
highest scored items, both capture relatedness: People at YPI are pretty friendly

towards me and | get along with people at YPI.

Table 4. YPI student survey response in Likert-type scale of 1-7: positive questions

Survey Question Average
1. | feel like | can make a lot of inputs to deciding how my work gets done. 5.91
2. | really like the people I work with. 6.2
4. People at YPI tell me | am good at what | do. 5.14
6. | get along with people at YPI. 6.25
8. I am free to express my ideas and opinions at YPI. 5.98
9. | consider the people in my cohort to be my friends. 5.93
10. I have been able to learn interesting new skills through YPI. 6.56
12. Most days | feel a sense of accomplishment from participating in YPI 5.64
13. My feelings are taken into consideration at YPI. 5.68
15. People at YPI care about me. 5.95
17. | feel like | can pretty much be myself at YPI. 5.67
21. People at YPI are pretty friendly towards me. 6.5

91



Table 5 presents the questions which were negatively scored and deemed to be
significant at below 3. These are the following: I do not feel very competent when | am
at YPI, | feel pressured at YPI, | pretty much keep to myself when I am at YPI, With YPI
| do not get much of a chance to show how capable | am, There are not many people at
YPI that I am close to, The people I work with through YPI do not seem to like me
much, When | am working on YPI | often do not feel very capable, and There is not
much opportunity for me to decide for myself how to go about my work at YPI. The
lowest-ranked reverse-scored question was question 18, which pointed to relatedness:
The people I work with through YPI do not seem to like me much. Of the next two
lowest-ranked reverse-scored questions, one spoke to autonomy (Question 19) and the

other involved competence (Question 20).

Table 5. YPI student survey response in Likert-type scale of 1-7: negative questions

Survey Question Average
3. 1 do not feel very competent when | am at YPI. 2.18
5. | feel pressured at YPI. 3.05
7. | pretty much keep to myself when | am at YPI. 3.11
14. With YPI I do not get much of a chance to show how capable | am. 2.30
16. There are not many people at YPI that | am close to. 3
18. The people | work with through YPI do not seem to like me much. 1.79
19. When | am working on YPI | often do not feel very capable. 2.16
20. There is not much opportunity for me to decide for myself how to go about my
work at YPI. 2.13

All of the questions were significant—with positively-scored questions at a
rounded 5 or higher, and negatively-scored ones at a rounded 3 or lower—except for
one: “When [ am at YPL I have to do what I am told.” This question scored a 4.3
average among the cohorts.

Figure 6 presents both student and staff results once negatively worded

questions were scored reversely. The results are shown as sub-scales for autonomy,
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competence, and relatedness. Each cohort is shown, as well as a student and staff
average. Average response for specific needs are presented for the three elements of
self-determination theory—autonomy, competence, and relatedness. As seen,
relatedness was the strongest psychological need experienced for YPI participants.
Competence for the expectations at YPI was next followed by autonomy. Average
responses for each need exceeded the 5 criterion set to determine average need
satisfaction. As presented in Figure 6, the average student response for autonomy was a
5.4; for competence a 5.8; and for relatedness a 5.9. This means the evidence supports
the claim that self-determination theory’s three psychological needs of autonomy,

competence, and relatedness are present at YPI, in reverse order of strength.
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Autonomy Competence Relatedness

m Cohort 7 (Quant) 5.4 5.9 5.9
Cohort 8 (Quant) 5.4 5.7 5.8
® Cohort 9 (Quant) 5.4 5.7 5.9
® Student avg. (Quant) 5.4 5.8 5.9
= Staff (Qual) 6.5 6.0 6.0

Figure 6. Student survey: Adapted Basic Needs Satisfaction at Work Scale. Likert-type scale from 1 (Not at all
true) to 7 (Very true), with mid-point of 4 (Somewhat true); Staff’s qualitative responses were converted to
corresponding quantitative scale for approximate comparison.

Staff response. All three former and current staff answered affirmatively for the

question, “Do you feel the students experience any of the following during YPI:
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autonomy, competence, relatedness? Why/why not?” for all three elements. While their
data was qualitative, the responses were numerically coded to correspond to the answer
based on intensity of emphasis and justifications in the explanations of their selection.
For example, for autonomy, the three staff responses follow in their entirety:

I think YPI is really, really good about this. Giving the group that initial
control—you pick the issue and you pick the project and make the plan and
work the plan—you have to kind of own it or it’s not going to happen. So I think
they definitely feel some sense of autonomy and the longer the program goes on,
I think the more autonomy they’re able to handle. So that by the end of the
program they’re essentially, hopefully, running it themselves. (Former staff and
YPI graduate);

They definitely experience at lot of autonomy because I feel like it’s the first
time that these students, because of their age and where they are in school,
encounter just being held accountable, to get work done with not as much
oversight from the adults. So it just has a different dynamic than school and
really, I think, than parental expectations. They either do the work or don’t do
the work. And if they don’t do the work, then they’re really not a part of the
program. [ would think that’s their first encounter with that. Because you can
not do the work at school and you still have to go to school. (Former staff);

Yes, | feel like they experience all of them. Students need to be autonomous in
their participation of YPIl—that’s our whole “fans on 3” philosophy (Program
director).

The evaluator attempted to compare the staff’s qualitative responses with the
students’ quantitative responses through a method of her invention. Due to the above
explanations and the intonations staff used for their responses, such as “I think YPI is
really, really good about this,” “They definitely experience at lot of autonomy,” and
“Students need to be autonomous in their participation of YPI—that’s our whole “fans
on 3” philosophy,” the evaluator determined that an approximate aggregate score that
corresponds to the staff response is approximately a 6.5 because the respondents’ word
choice and emphasis is closer to a 7 (Very true) than a 4 (Somewhat true). With 5.5

being the average of 7 and 4, that number would approximately correspond to a
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qualitative “True,” although there may still be a little uncertainty. Therefore, to account
for the number 4 corresponding to “Somewhat true,” in which the term “somewhat”
may encompass a range of trueness, an approximate 6 is designated as an unequivocal
“True” because it is slightly more than the average of “Very true” and “Somewhat true”
(0.5 being the next level; numbers such as 5.6 or 5.8 were not used). As such, the
evaluator determined the staff’s collective responses to be a 6 for student competence
satisfaction and a 6 for student relatedness satisfaction, as conveyed above in Figure 6.
Their interview responses follow.

Staff believe autonomy to be an essential component of the YPI program, both
philosophically and practically. They reported it to be especially so because of the
program’s project-based focus on social entrepreneurship. As a former staff member
and program alumna said, “Giving the group that initial control—you pick the issue and
you pick the project and make the plan and work the plan—you have to kind of own it
or it’s not going to happen.” According to another former staff member, the dynamics
among the student participants and the adult staff may also contribute to the sense of
autonomy:

It’s the first time that these students, because of their age and where they are in

school, encounter just being held accountable, to get work done with not as

much oversight from the adults... They either do the work or don’t do the work.
And if they don’t do the work, then they’re really not a part of the program.

An increased sense of autonomy is built into the timeline of the three years. As a
former staff member and YPI alumna said, “the longer the program goes on, | think the
more autonomy they’re able to handle...by the end of the program they’re essentially,

hopefully, running it themselves.”

95



With regard to competence, staff members believe participants experience this
as a result of learning new life skills: “Most [participants] haven’t done business-type
things before—run a meeting or work with a graphic designer or done things that for
adults might not be a big deal”; being exposed to the world outside of the classroom: “I
think the relationship with community figures and other people around the organization
makes them feel competent. They can interact with other adults in a university setting
and a community project”; learning about themselves:

We try to play to people’s strengths and we identify their strengths using the

best tool for doing that. We spend a lot of time over the 3 years; we spent 12 to

20 hours talking about StrengthsFinder over the course of three years—that’s

quite a considerable amount of time;

or reflecting on their accomplishments with regard to their philanthropy project:

I think competence comes in when they look back and realize they’ve done a

good job doing something that they maybe didn’t think they could do at the very

beginning. And I think most of the cohorts get pretty good results.

In terms of relatedness, staff members highlight not only relationships with their
each other:

They build relationships with peers that they otherwise wouldn’t build... they

come from different parts of town, their families make different amounts of

money—so they come from different backgrounds but they share common

values and other than YPI they would have no reason to interact. ... I’ve seen
them build really strong friendships that endure through college and after.

but also relationships with adults:
It’s healthy to have relationships with adults that are very positive where you

feel like the adult cares about you genuinely and is supportive of you—but it’s
not your parent, it’s not your teacher; they get to know you in a different way.

“There’s this sense of community with the students that when they’re highly
engaged, they feel close with each other and close with the facilitators.” Staff believes

this sense of closeness is intentionally created:

96



We do a lot of activities that really build a sense of community so that people
don’t want to let each other down and they feel related to each other. ... And I
think the students do a really good job of taking care of ecach other’s well-being.
I think there’s a lot of that relatedness that happens, and in building that sense of
teamwork | think we see it reinforcing the other two [elements of self-
determination theory].

Developmental needs

Evidence gathered from student surveys, as well as interviews with the director
and former staff, describe support for developmental needs. To the extent that an
afterschool program is able to offer, evidence shows that students on average
experience support in the YPI program for their developmental needs. Below are the
results for developmental needs. They were in response to the question, “Which of the
following of the Search Institute’s 40 Developmental Assets does YPI touch on?”

Results for developmental need satisfaction are presented in Figures 8 through
13, as well as Tables 5 and 6. Figures 8 through 13 present the student and staff
responses for the developmental assets which apply to the YPI program. Each of the
applicable assets is presented in separate figures which correspond to the Search
Institute’s categories for the 40 developmental assets. Some categories were combined
to present only the relevant data. They are: Support and Boundaries and Expectations
(Figure 8), Empowerment (Figure 9), Constructive Use of Time and Commitment to
Learning (Figure 10), Positive Values (Figure 11), Social Competencies (Figure 12),
and Positive Identity (Figure 13). The student data came from the developmental needs
section of their survey and the staff data was derived from interviews. Each cohort is
shown, as well as student and staff averages.

For both students and staff, most respondents selected more than half of the 40

assets as elements that are present in YPI. All 40 assets were included in the student
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survey and staff interviews. The evaluator then extracted the assets which did not seem
to apply to YPI. These 14 assets were:

School engagement, Caring school climate, Positive family communication,
School boundaries, Caring neighborhood, Homework, Bonding to school, Time at
home, Parent involvement in schooling, Family support, Family boundaries,
Neighborhood boundaries, Reading for pleasure, and Religious community.

Therefore, 26 of the 40 assets are applicable to YPI.

Since responses for these assets were binary—“present” by checking the box or
saying “yes”, and “not present” by not checking the box or saying “no,” they are
represented as percentages based on the total group and are significant when the

majority of the student average (66% or more) rated the asset as being present.
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Student response. Table 6 presents the individual assets which are applicable to
the YPI context, along with their percentages for a “yes” response as determined by an
averaging of the three cohorts. The majority of the 56 student responses to the online
survey indicate that 22 of the 26 applicable developmental assets are to some degree
present at YPI. These are assets for which more than two thirds or approximately 66
percent of the student participant population surveyed believes to be present with YPI
and are best viewed in Table 6. They are (in order): Responsibility, Planning and
decision making, Sense of purpose, Youth programs, Youth as resources, Service to
others, Positive peer influence, Community values youth, High expectations, Honesty,
Positive view of personal future, Achievement motivation, Integrity, Peaceful conflict
resolution, Adult role models, Creative activities, Personal power, Other adult
relationships, Caring, Equality and social justice, Interpersonal competence, and Self-

esteem.
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There is significant room for improvement in four areas. On average, the assets
which are applicable to YPI that the majority of students did not select are as follows:
Restraint (33%), Cultural competence (31%), Safety (24%), and Resistance skills
(24%).

Table 6. Applicable asset percentages based on student survey (All cohorts)

Asset Percentage
Responsibility 98.2
Planning and decision making 94.6
Sense of purpose 94.6
Youth programs 92.9
Youth as resources 91.1
Service to others 89.3
Positive peer influence 89.3
Community values youth 87.5
High expectations 87.5
Honesty 85.7
Positive view of personal future 85.7
Achievement motivation 83.9
Integrity 83.9
Peaceful conflict resolution 78.6
Adult role models 76.8
Creative activities 67.9
Personal power 67.9
Other adult relationships 66.1
Caring 64.3
Equality and social justice 64.3
Interpersonal competence 64.3
Self-esteem 64.3
Restraint 32.1
Cultural competence 30.4
Safety 25.0
Resistance skills 23.2

Staff response. Table 7 presents the staff responses for individual assets which
are applicable to the YPI context, along with the aggregate percentages for each “yes”

response. Each staff member’s response is presented. It should be noted that “A” refers

102



to the director of the program and coach to all cohorts, from Cohort 1 to the present,
“B” refers to a YPI alumna of Cohort 1 and coach for Cohorts 3 and 5, and “C” refers to
the coach for Cohort 4. The majority of the three past and current YPI staff members’
responses to the online survey indicate that 25 of the Search Institute’s 26 applicable
developmental assets are present at YPI (Table 7). They are (in order): Responsibility,
Planning and decision making, Sense of purpose, Youth programs, Youth as resources,
Service to others, High expectations, Honesty, Positive view of personal future,
Integrity, Peaceful conflict resolution, Adult role models, Creative activities, Other
adult relationships, Equality and social justice, Interpersonal competence, Self-esteem,
Restraint, Cultural competence, Positive peer influence, Community values youth,
Achievement motivation, Personal power, Caring, and Safety.

Resistance skills is the applicable asset that the staff’s collective responses did

not meet the threshold. It received only a 33% average response rate.

Table 7. Applicable asset percentages based on staff interviews

Asset Percentage

Responsibility 100.0% A B C
Planning and decision making 100.0% A B c
Sense of purpose 100.0% A B c
Youth programs 100.0% A B c
Youth as resources 100.0% A B c
Service to others 100.0% A B c
High expectations 100.0% A B c
Honesty 100.0% A B c
Positive view of personal future 100.0% A B c
Integrity 100.0% A B c
Peaceful conflict resolution 100.0% A B c
Adult role models 100.0% A B c
Creative activities 100.0% A B c
Other adult relationships 100.0% A B C
Equality and social justice 100.0% A B c
Interpersonal competence 100.0% A B c
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Self-esteem 100.0% A B

Restraint 100.0% A B c
Cultural competence 100.0% A B c
Positive peer influence 66.7% A B
Community values youth 66.7% A B
Achievement motivation 66.7% A C
Personal power 66.7% A B

Caring 66.7% A B

Safety 66.7% A B
Resistance skills 33.3% A

Variance. For psychological needs, there is negligible variation between the
cohorts’ responses. However, there was noticeable variance in responses between
cohorts and staff, especially in rating the level of autonomy present at YPI. The cutoff
for significance is a 5 on the scale of 1-7 because it is an answer in the affirmative. Staff
members’ responses for autonomy represented a 6.5 (closer to “Very True” on the
spectrum between “4-Somewhat True” and “7-Very True”) whereas the student average
was approximately a full ordinal below at 5.4. For the students, autonomy was the
lowest ranked of the three.

It is repeated that, for assessing psychological needs, the students’ responses
were quantitative and determined by a Likert-style survey instrument which indirectly
determined levels of autonomy, competence, and relatedness whereas the staff
responses were gualitative and determined by answering a question regarding the
presence of these three components but with binary options (Yes or No) which were
expanded upon. As such, to report the staff responses, the evaluator assessed the staff’s
responses to translate their answers into the comparable Likert-style rating system. The
binary options as well as the staff’s rationale were considered in this process, which is

approximate.
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For developmental needs, the variance was more marked. Between cohorts,
Cohort 8 consistently scored higher in 16 of the applicable 26 assets. This means they
were more likely to believe that the following 16 assets were present when compared to
the other two cohorts. These assets are: most elements of Empowerment (Youth as
Resources, Service to Others, and Safety), Support and Boundaries & Expectations
(Adult Role Models, Adult Relationships, High Expectations), Constructive Use of
Time & Commitment to Learning (Creative Activities, Youth Programs, Achievement
Motivation), and Positive Identity (Self-esteem, Sense of Purpose, and Positive View of
Personal Future), as well as the following assets: Honesty, Restraint, Cultural
Competence, and Resistance Skills.

The variance between Cohort 8 and the others was most drastic for the
following: Adult Role Models (100% as compared to Cohort 7’s 70% and Cohort 9’s
63%), Other Adult Relationships (88% as compared to Cohort 7°s 60% and Cohort 9’s
53%) Restraint (53% as compared to Cohort 7°s 25% and Cohort 9’s 21%), Cultural
Competence (47% as compared to Cohort 7°s 30% and Cohort 9°s 16%), Resistance
Skills (47% as compared to Cohort 7’s 20% and Cohort 9’s 5%), and Positive View of
Personal Future (100% as compared to Cohort 7’s 80% and Cohort 9’s 79%)).

At times, the older cohort was progressively scoring higher. In other words, the
percentages were stratified to show Cohort 7 scoring higher than Cohort 8 which still
scored higher than Cohort 9. There were: Positive Peer Influence (100% for Cohort 7 to
94% for Cohort 8, to 74% for Cohort 9), Caring (80% to 71% to 42%), Equality and
Social Justice (85% to 65% to 42%), Interpersonal Competence (80% to 71% to 42%),

Peaceful Conflict Resolution (90% to 82% to 63%), and Personal Power (80% to 71%
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to 53%). As such, some conclusions may be drawn by examining these differences as
cohorts 7, 8, and 9 correspond to years 3, 2, and 1 of the YPI experience, respectively.

In some other instances, the stratification was not as obvious but the older
cohorts—students who were in the program for a longer duration—were still much
more likely to rate an asset as present when compared with the youngest cohort.
Cohorts 7 and 8 rated the following assets significantly more favorably than Cohort 9:
Safety (30% and 35% for cohorts 7 and 8, respectively, as compared to Cohort 9°s
11%), Creative Activities (75% and 76% to 53%), and Self-esteem (75% and 76% to
42%).

With some exceptions, staff consistently believe assets to be more present than
students do. Staff and students were mostly in the same range. However, noticeable
variance occurred between staff and students for the following assets in which staffs
percentages far exceeded students percentages: Safety (Staff rated this at 67% as
compared with a cohort average of 25%), Other Adult Relationships (100% to 67%),
Creative Activities (100% to 68%), Equality and Social Justice (100% to 64%),
Restraint (100% to 33%), Interpersonal Competence (100% to 64%), Cultural
Competence (100% to 31%), and Self-esteem (100% to 64%). Students’ average
percentages exceeded staff’s for the following assets: Community Values Youth (87%
student average to 67% staff average), Positive Peer Influence (89% to 67%), and
Achievement Motivation (84% to 67%).

All response options in assessing developmental needs were binary (present or
not present) and therefore reported as percentages. Student average percentages were

taken from a sample size of 56 and staff average percentages had a sample size of 3.

106



Stakeholder Assumptions, Expectations and Satisfaction

Assumptions, expectations, and satisfaction of stakeholders were elements of the
Saunders et al. (2005) conceptual framework for a process evaluation which produced
results that warranted their own reporting. In answering the main evaluation questions
of How are the components of the YPI program being implemented in practice? and
Does the experience provide support for students’ psychological and/or developmental
needs?, the evaluator determined that an examination of these three elements would aid
in the understanding of the students’, staff, and funder’s perception of program
implementation.

Stakeholder assumptions

Staff reported the following regarding stakeholders’ assumptions: YPI is an
extracurricular educational program for students that is centered on philanthropy,
leadership, self-awareness, and community building; the students learn about these by
working on a project; it is a positive program that treats students well and benefits their
development; it will produce results such as an increased ability to organize and be
effective in project management; and graduates will engage in philanthropy in the
future.

Some assumptions that youth have of the program include an increased exposure
to the aforementioned four pillars of YPI; meeting new students from other areas of
Tulsa as well as leaders in the community, greater self-confidence, improved
communication skills, and a unique experience that will be a positive influence on their
lives. These are considered assumptions because they are advertised by the program in a

promotional handout during the recruitment period.

107



Furthermore, one former staff member identified an assumption about level of
participation which changes soon after the program begins:
Initially the assumptions from students and parents are that this is going to be a
really great little extracurricular ... kind of like National Honor Society or Key
Club—things where you don’t actually do anything... and then after some
engagement and education from the [coaches] then the assumption changes. It’s
a big commitment or you have to move on. This is not meant to be a knock on
YPI, but I think the assumption changes from ‘Oh, this must be a big deal
because this is important because I’'m in YPI because this is an organization
that’s funded by the Schustermans and with OU-Tulsa and a lot of kids are from

[Booker T. Washington High School].” ... I think that it has a little bit of that
culture.

A related assumption is that the program is elite: “People think, ‘Oh this must be
prestigious because of all of those things.””

Finally, a central assumption is that the program is fulfilling the founder and
funder’s original vision and personal assumptions, which is why she and her foundation
continue to fund it.

This individual assumes that the project-based, social entrepreneurial format of
YPI is beneficial: “Being hands-on and being involved—the way that the program is
created and being run—is vitally important ... I think it is in many ways much better
than just granting money to something that’s already there.”

She also expressed the assumption that, by maintaining a personal presence in
the program, she will be showing a sense of care to the program’s other stakeholders.
When asked why she felt motivated to visit the program’s meetings, she expressed her
desire to create personal relationship with the students and their parents and to show
“that the person who writes that check really cares about them.” (

Student and staff expectations
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The following is an explanation of the specific expectations of students and of
program staff, as well as the timing and frequency of the communication of
expectations.

Students. Youth participants are expected to participate fully, which the

99 ¢¢

program refers to frequently as “engagement,” “responsiveness,” and “accountability.”
This is also evident in its attendance policy, in which “YPI will allow for no more than
two (2) absences per academic year which may result from an emergency situation”
(Participation Agreement). They are also expected to have an open mind toward self-
improvement, as well as toward the other areas which the program advertises (capacity
for leadership, philanthropy, and community-building). Finally, they are expected to
cooperate civilly with their team members.

In addition, youth participants identified some mutual expectations of students
to include: mutual respect and respect for the project; positivity; strong goal orientation
and work ethic; reliability and trust; honesty and tactful criticism when necessary;
flexibility; and effective communication, including the practice of listening.

Staff. YPI staff members serve as an intermediary between the host organization
(both the foundation and the university) and the student participants. They are the
student’s primary point of contact. In YPI, the staff’s role is that of a coach, as this is
advertised as a youth-led program. As the job description reads, “The role of the coach
Is to assist in any way possible, while allowing the young people to truly take ownership
in each project or task that they work on.” The two adult coaches are expected to

facilitate and deliver on the aforementioned student expectations, especially with regard

to increasing the participants’ capacity for philanthropy, leadership, self-knowledge,
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community building, and social entrepreneurism in general. Besides possessing
knowledge in these areas in theory and in local practice, a coach must commit to
carrying out the three-year program. They are to accomplish this by guiding—rather
than directing—the students’ development. As such, it is important that the coach be
“capable of working with young people,” specifically through “mentoring and
facilitation skills” and the ability to “advocate for youth.”

The main tasks for coaches fall under two categories: that of a planner and that
of a supporter. As a planner, “the coach is responsible for planning the overall program
and coordinating resources necessary to YPI’s success. This includes planning for
recruitment, public awareness and program curriculum.” Specific tasks include
coordinating all correspondence, such as emails during the recruitment process; and
preparing for meetings, such booking venues or creating the students’ binders for the
Year One retreat. As a supporter, the coach “is a key factor in the success of the
program” and shows support by: “facilitating meetings, fostering a safe and open
communication environment, “assisting in the decision making process, “assisting in
acquiring needed resources,” and in general, “coaching and mentoring participants.” In
the role of supporter, the coach is to “monitor the social dynamics of the group” and
“develop close relationships with the students — pay attention to their interests,
communicate with them regularly, ask for their input, make yourself available to them.”
Effective coaches are positive, encouraging, and friendly.

Students are given the opportunity to identify additional expectations for staff at
the beginning of the program. Some qualities that the students expect are as follows:

accepting, approachable, be patient with students and their decisions, be present in
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students’ lives, create teachable/learning moments, don’t give conflicting advice,
engaging, have a high standard for the students, help students stay on track, honest,
mutually respectful, prepared, provide feedback, provide opportunities to grow,
responsive, set a good example, transparent, treat students as adults, and treat students
equally and free from bias.

Communication of expectations. Some program expectations, such as the
student absence policy, are communicated to students during the recruitment period.
The program director identified this as one of the most important elements of the YPI
process: “We’re sharing the narrative of what YPI is and why they should get excited
about it because [the students] don’t know what it is to begin with.” In this way, staff
“get to really shape the expectations that [they] have from the very, very beginning.”

The communication of expectations is also a part of the selection process. As the
program director said, “We’re onboarding students even while we’re interviewing
them... we’re beginning to set the culture, even in the process with the questions we
ask.” The Participation Agreement, which includes expectations of students, is
distributed upon selection and collected before delivery of the program begins.

Most program expectations are formally communicated or identified after
selection, during the students’ Year One Retreats. Documents regarding student
engagement and staff job descriptions are provided as handouts during this time.
Expectations that the students have of staff and of each other are verbalized and may
vary slightly from cohort to cohort. They are identified by the participants before much

exposure to the curriculum.
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After the retreats, expectations are reinforced through the collection of
attendance records and reiteration of concepts of engagement by staff at meetings
throughout the program. If students fail to meet expectations, staff will intervene which
in rare instances will result in the removal of the student from the program.

Stakeholder satisfaction

Across the board, stakeholders are satisfied with the program. The founder, the
staff, and the students made reference to the program as a process; as such, many
responses pointed to the change that takes place at the end of the experience.

Founder/funder. When asked if she would change anything about the program,
the YPI founder and funder replied, “Right now, I don’t think I’d change anything.” She
also expressed a desire to increase the program’s level of exposure: “I hope that [the
staff] will be able to take this program to other cities because I think it’s so important
that people understand what [the program is] trying to do.” The same funder has funded
YPI for the past 11 years and, with the current Cohort 9 grant approval, will be funding
it at least through their graduation in 2018. They have also funded a grant to explore the
viability of promoting the adoption of the YPI program for communities outside of
Tulsa.

Students. Student participants who responded to the survey remarked on their
level of satisfaction in an open-ended question. The results of this question are
separated into two parts: 1) whether they were satisfied, and 2) their rationale. Results
are presented as selected entire responses as well in Table 7 which presents the word
frequency of all student responses to this survey question.

Fifty-two out of the 56 respondents answered a definitive or inferred “yes”
regarding their level of satisfaction. Of the four remaining responses, two replied “yes
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and no,” and the other two could be inferred as “yes and no.” They are reported in their

entirety as follows:

Yes and no. It might just be because it's my cohorts first year, but | feel like we
aren't doing enough. I'm sure my opinion on this matter will change throughout
my experience with YPI. I thoroughly enjoy the supportive atmosphere that YPI
offers. YPI asks a lot from their participants, which is good and bad. Good
because that means the cohorts will achieve more, but it can be difficult to go
every Sunday when you can't drive.

Yes and no. I love YPI and | love what it stands for. | have learned more about
myself and how to socialize with others. However, the opinions don't always
flow nicely through the members of the cohort. Sometimes I'm scared to speak.
Sometimes | believe | can't because I'm not as smart as the other kids. This is
only a self-esteem issue though, the things | have learned in YPI will take me
further than my self-esteem ever will.

| feel that there is much room to improve in the actual process of YPI. The idea
and purpose behind YPI are solid and | agree with them, but the execution is
lacking. I do not feel engaged in YPI for at times it is dominated by the loudest
person in the room who feels that they are above everybody else. This is not to
say that I do not appreciate having the chance to make a difference in my
community, just that the execution and at times leadership is lacking. | feel that
YPI would be more likely to succeed and catch on if people were willing to take
more risks and do something worthwhile. I love the lessons we learn but as far
as the actual project goes, I am nowhere near satisfied.

Although the Sunday work sessions are productive, | feel that a lot of the
responsibility and independence that we had in year one was taken away from
my cohort with the implementation of the work sessions. | have grown to love
the strengthsfinder [sic]; I think that being able to recognize and apply my
strengths have been very beneficial to me.

Those who reported an overall level of satisfaction gave varied responses as to
why, such as learning about leadership, self-awareness, philanthropy, and community-
building, among other reasons. Below is a sampling of the mean quotation responses,
which were reduced in accordance with the qualitative evidence reduction method

explained on p. 55:

| am satisfied with the YPI curriculum. I love the leadership lessons I learn and
the friendships | have formed through it. I am very passionate about out project
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with bridging the gap between students with special needs and the general
education students.

Yes, because it encourages students to improve their community and it teaches
valuable leadership lessons. | have been so inspired by the changes that my
cohort has been able to make in three short years.

Absolutely- 1 have learned more about myself and come to appreciate who | am
more in the past 1.5 years in YPI than any other time in my life. | love YPI for
helping me reach towards my maximum potential as a leader and social
entrepreneur, and for teaching me life lessons that | will carry for the rest of my
life.

I am completely satisfied with the YPI curriculum. I have learned so much about
how to be a leader, how to build a social franchise, and | have learned about
myself as a person. Without YPI | would be a very different person. | have
learned so many life skills with the curriculum.

| am satisfied with the YPI curriculum. I like the balance between guest
speakers, philanthropy lesson, strengths finder, and leadership lessons. | enjoy
learning about skills that will help me later in life.

The YPI curriculum encompasses a variety of topics, all of which are beneficial
to my personal development. I learn how to be a better person as well as a
leader. Those being things | value, 1 would say | am completely satisfied with
the curriculum. YPI has helped me prepare for the world of business and
relationships; | wouldn't be able to receive that type of information anywhere
else.

Yes. | think that all of the leadership lessons, guest speakers, philanthropy
lessons, and over all activities that are presented to us in YPI has really shaped
us as a cohort and me as an individual. | am grateful for all that I have had the
privilege to be taught these essential things. | can definitely see a difference and
a transformation of myself due to the curriculum and experiences in YPI.

Staff. All three staff voiced personal satisfaction with the curriculum: “the staff

really love the program,” the program director said. They also answered affirmatively

regarding their perception of student and parent satisfaction. The director and coach for

all past and current cohorts mentioned the relatively new method for recruitment to be

an indicator of student satisfaction: “the [new] students come from referral from

students in the program—that’s a strong indicator of satisfaction.” The coach for
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cohorts 3 and 5, said both she and the director “got a lot of very positive feedback in the
end from the students and from the parents.”

The Cohort 4 coach received a similar reaction from parents: “At the farewell
dinner, | think the parents were surprised at the quality that they got out of their kids
being a part of the program.” The director believes parents are generally content with
YPI: “Even the ones who express dissatisfaction become satisfied. By the end, the
parents are very satisfied—the parents love that the students are getting this kind of
experience (to varying degrees). | would love to hear more directly from parents. I don’t
want to seek praise, but I think it would be overwhelming praise.” Tulsa area schools
could be considered minor stakeholders. “Maybe the schools sometimes don’t
understand YPI or what’s all involved, but no school has revoked their support of YPI
so I can only assume they’re satisfied.”

Reflecting on where dissatisfaction might be present, a former staff member
conveyed that “there are some students who are very action-driven and they just want to
accomplish a lot because they’re high-achieving people. And sometimes the process
can feel kind of tedious to them; they don’t like slow-downs and for the people who
want to ideate, it’s sort of stressful for them. So there are some people who will say,
‘Oh, I wish we had gotten further; I wish we hadn’t spent so much time discussing or
planning or whatever upfront.” I’d say that’s a pretty common theme among that
personality type.” As such, “there are a few people who self-selected out, like one girl
in Cohort 3 said something to that effect when she decided to leave.” Although YPI
currently experiences a relatively low rate of attrition (to date, 1 from Cohort 7, 2 from

Cohort 8, and none from Cohort 9), they represent stakeholders who might have been
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dissatisfied with the program. An alternate explanation for attrition is that the student
did not meet expectations as outlined in the Participation Agreement, which led the
coaches to remove the student from the program.

Summary of Claims

Results for Question 1, “How are the components of the YPI program being
implemented in practice? ” were conclusive. Regarding recruitment, selection, and
retention, the program has had success. Notably, the recruitment process is focused on
peer and administrator referrals, which may help with its low rate of attrition. The
student cohorts have some diversity in gender, social disposition (extroversion and
introversion), zip code, and school environment (for example, public versus private
schools). Still, more efforts should be made to increase the diversity in Hispanic,
African-American, and Native American ethnicity. Additionally, it is likely that the
program’s student composition could benefit from better representation on the socio-
economic spectrum, for example, by increasing efforts to recruit students from a greater
number of un- or under-represented schools.

Within the limits of its framework, the YPI curriculum is consistently
implemented for each cohort. YPI is an experiential learning program with a student
focus on creating a social campaign. This method for teaching engages students in the
acts of leadership, philanthropy, self-awareness, and community-building. There is also
a curriculum which teaches these program components in a more traditional way. Still,
the overall curriculum has a large amount of flexibility. An assessment of the curricular
delivery revealed that the focus on the social franchise project requires that coaches be
nimble in allowing for customization of the curriculum. While this leniency can be
conducive to customization in better meeting the needs of students (Bean et al., 2014), it

116



may hinder YPI staff’s ability to maintain a sustainable program in Tulsa, as well as
replicate it in other communities. The same logic for sustainability may be applied to
other areas of the program, namely, its methods for evaluation, the training of staff, and
ensuring continuous funding.

Evidence suggests that the program has processes which could be conducive to
effectiveness. Results for Question 2, “Does the experience provide support for
students’ psychological and/or developmental needs? ” were conclusive. It shows that
the experience of YPI appears to be supportive of students’ basic psychological needs
as well as most of the students’” developmental needs. Evidence shows that the students’
experience in YPI is conducive to supporting their need for autonomy, competence, and
relatedness, the three elements of self-determination theory. While positive overall,
there was some variance between staff and student responses for one element. On a
Likert-type scale from 1 (not at all true) to 7 (very true), with a median point of 4
(somewhat true), relatedness and competence were rated at or near 6 for both staff and
students while autonomy had a quantitative student average of 5.4 and qualitative staff
average of 6.5.

YPI was found to be a supportive environment for many of the Search Institute’s
40 Developmental Assets. Of the 26 assets determined to be applicable to the YPI
context, staff report 25 to be present, and students report 22 as present, with “presence”
determined by a majority percentage in the average percentages for each asset. It should
be noted that “presence” means that respondents responded in the affirmative when
asked if YPI “touches on” the given asset, which means the environment is supportive

of that asset to some degree. The top five assets according to students—all receiving a
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percentage of 89 and above—were, from higher to lower, Sense of purpose, Y outh
programs, Youth as resources, Service to others, and Positive peer influence. Staff rated
19 assets at 100% with all the aforementioned assets among them with the exception of
Positive Peer Influence, which received a 67% rating, meaning two of three staff
members believed it to be present at YPI. There was slight variance between cohorts’
responses regarding the developmental assets, but more notable variance between
student and staff responses. While results were positive overall, there is some room for
improvement with a select few developmental assets. The four assets determined by
students not to be present—with a rating of 32% and below—were Restraint, Cultural
Competence, Safety, and Resistance Skills. Staff agreed only with Resistance Skills as
not present in the YPI setting.

Finally, the vast majority of program stakeholders—students, former and current
staff, and the program founder and funder—report overall satisfaction with the program.
There could be many causes for this, but assumptions and expectations were explored as
possibilities. At the beginning of the program, stakeholders report they assume that the
program will deliver on its mission to increase participants’ capacity in each of the four
pillars of YPI—philanthropy, leadership, self-awareness, and community-building.
Aside from these assumptions, evidence shows that expectations for participation are
communicated before, at the beginning, and during the duration of the program. This
alignment in assumptions and expectations could contribute to the overall level of
satisfaction because participants see results in the delivery of the four achievement
markers and are committed to fulfilling the expectations. Additionally, this is a

voluntary program; students choose to remain as participants. Therefore, the
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aforementioned low attrition rate is a further indication of student and staff satisfaction.
Moreover, the continued funding for new cohorts is a further indication of funder

satisfaction.
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CHAPTER SIX
Discussion

Introduction

This process evaluation examined components of the YPI experience—
recruitment, selection, retention, curricular delivery, and elements of sustainability—to
contribute to the overall understanding of how this program is implemented. The study
also examined need satisfaction and support present in YPI. Self-determination theory
establishes autonomy, competence, and relatedness as sources of autonomous
motivation, healthy growth, and human flourishing (Benware & Deci, 1984). Because
the YPI program is one in positive youth development, an additional measure was
applied to determine whether the experience is supportive of applicable youth
developmental needs as advanced by the Search Institute’s 40 Developmental Assets
framework. Finally, this study examined stakeholders’ overall level of satisfaction with
regard to their expectations of the YPI program.

Findings include an understanding of some of the more unique qualities of the
YPI program implementation, including areas of strength as well as room for
improvement; positive results for student psychological and developmental need
support; and a high level of overall satisfaction from students, staff, and the program
founder and funder.

In this section, results are discussed by 1) summarizing key findings, 2) making
recommendations based on the key findings, 3) explaining the rationale for the
recommendations, 4) summarizing the recommendations, 5) concluding with the
implications of the evaluation, and 6) suggesting directions for future research. The
objective of this discussion is to identify opportunities for program improvement, to
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consider implications for sustainability and replication, and to contribute to the larger
conversation about youth development.

Consistent with other studies, the YPI stakeholders surveyed believe their youth
leadership development program to be successful (Klau, 2006; Russon & Reinelt, 2004;
Zimmerman-Oster & Reinhardt, 1999). However, few studies exist which show how a
positive, outside-of-school youth development program is implemented and whether it
is being implemented with fidelity (Bean et al., 2014, lachini et al., 2014). Beyond that,
no process evaluations on programs of this sort evaluate whether the experience
provides conditions that are supportive of youth’s psychological and/or developmental
needs. This evaluation examined all three elements—stakeholder satisfaction, curricular
implementation, and student needs support—which resulted in findings and
recommendations for program staff to consider. Findings point to YPI being a
distinguished program for positive youth development; results were positive in the
aforementioned three elements. Still, as with any program, evidence revealed some
areas for improvement. A discussion of main findings and recommendations for
improvement are categorized below into three themes: student composition, needs
support, and sustainability.

Student composition

The process for recruiting and selecting students has been effective in many
respects as evidenced by the low attrition rate and the high level of overall satisfaction
reported by current students. This could be due to the curriculum and program staff
working in alignment to reinforce expectations before and throughout the program to
ensure a high level of commitment. One of these expectations is a high level of
engagement from students, which may help to keep morale of participants and staff
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high. Since staff may remove students who are not participating at the necessary
elevated level, there seems to be no room for disengagement or an uneven distribution
of student responsibilities. Therefore, in terms of an overall level of dedication on the
part of its participants, YPI appears to be meeting its expectations for a successful
experience.

In terms of student composition, YPI has not yet been able to achieve a healthy
level of diversity. While the percentage of YPI students who identify as two or more
races is more than double that of the Tulsa population at large (14.36% to 5.9%), the
percentage of persons who identify as solely Hispanic, African-American, and
American Indian is significantly lower in YPI students as compared with its community
(0.01% to 12.1%, 4.03% to 10.8%, and 0% to 6.8%, respectively). Also, only two
students in all current cohorts go to a school in which all students qualify for free or
reduced lunch. YPI should broaden its reach to underrepresented students, which would
help to advance its ideals in developing the next generation of leaders and
philanthropists.

The phenomenon that the ethnic and socio-economic makeup of YPI’s
participants is not reflective of the greater Tulsa community is not unique to YPI.
Nationally, nonprofit executives and trustees’ diversity is not reflective of the country’s
overall diversity (D5 Coalition, 2011; Cohen, 2012; Hayes, 2012). For example, at
philanthropic foundations and nonprofit organizations, people of color comprise just 8
to 14 percent of CEO and board leadership (D5 Coalition, 2011; Cohen, 2012; Hayes,

2012).
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Yet it is important that philanthropic organizations, of which the YPI
participants are a microcosm, are representative of their communities. Pablo Eisenberg
(2011) explains the problem that this disparity presents:

The diversity issue... reflects the absence of a broad range of perspectives in

priority setting and decision making on foundation boards, the capacity to feel

the real pulse of localities and regions, and the ability to assess the urgent needs
of a variety of constituencies and institutions (para. 8).

If the YPI participants endeavor to better the community yet lack the race and class
diversity of its community at large, it would follow that the participants would be, to an
extent, out of touch with the needs of its community. Further, the lack of these two
elements of diversity at YPI could perpetuate a mentality that philanthropy is an
exercise in “us helping them.” As Dubose (2014) states: “Lacking substantive input on
how nonprofits should serve them, people of color are relegated to being mere
recipients of philanthropy rather than becoming active partners in their communities’
success” (para. 7). Still, because YPI aims to develop the next generation of pro-social
leaders, these participants could instead be taught to break that cycle.

Further, having a more diverse participant population could help YPI strengthen
two of its weaker developmental assets: Equality and social justice, and Cultural
competence. While staff rated both assets as 100 percent present, students rated the
former at 64 percent and the latter at 30 percent. While increasing its level of student
diversity is only one of many possible methods for closing that gap, it would be a
positive place to start.

YPI has the opportunity to be a leader in developing leaders. According to
Hayes (2012), nonprofit organizations must commit to the concept of diversity:

Diversity cannot be expressed only as a value, but must be put into direct
practice. If inclusiveness is only a word in a mission statement and not an actual
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commitment of the organization, employees will not want to devote their time
and efforts to a workplace that is not open to them (para. 17).

As such, the evaluator recommends that more concentrated efforts be made during the
recruitment period to encourage a wider range of applicants from the ethnic diversity
and socio-economic spectrums. The former is already an element of self-identification
on the online application itself. The latter could be identified from the school that the
students select; staff would have an awareness of and eye for schools with a vast
majority of its students on free or reduced lunch. This would help to ensure that future
cohorts have a more diverse representation, and one that is in better alignment to
represent its community.

Needs support

Participants and staff rated an overall high level of satisfaction with the level of
needs support being provided at YPI. As a whole, this is an area of strength. Areas for
possible improvement include increasing the program’s capacity to support student
autonomy and/or the developmental assets which were determined to be applicable but
not present in the YPI setting.

Evidence shows that YPI provides a psychologically supportive environment
with regard to intrinsic motivation. Students rated their satisfaction of autonomy,
competence, and relatedness in the YPI setting at 5.4, 5.8, and 5.9, respectively; and
staff ata 6.5, 6.0, and 6.0, respectively. A rating of 4 meant “somewhat true” and a
rating of 7 meant “very true.” As such, the presence of all three elements of self-
determination theory was approximately a 6—on average, closer to “very true” than
“somewhat true.” Again, this method of converting staff’s qualitative responses to

loosely correspond to the students’ quantitative responses was invented for the sake of
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approximate comparison. Even so, for all students and staff, the needs of competence
and relatedness were consistently near a 6 rating; the main discrepancy lay in the rating
for autonomy satisfaction. It was ranked the lowest among students and highest among
staff, with a differential of 1.1 points. This means that staff seem to believe student
autonomy’s presence to be closer to “very true” than “somewhat true,” whereas students
believe it to be in the middle, or simply, “true.” Autonomy is an area where staff
reported YPI to shine. For example, one former staff member stated that autonomy at
YPI is high relative to the students’ other experiences because “it’s the first time that
these students, because of their age and where they are in school, encounter just being
held accountable, to get work done with not as much oversight from the adults.”

This high level of self-imposed engagement and accountability could be
correlated to the high level of satisfaction the students report. 1t would reflect previous
research which showed positive effects of youth development programs were “apparent
only among those who participated regularly and extensively, suggesting the limits of
sporadic and poorly organized community service” (Niemi et. al., 2000, p. 62).
Additionally, the hands-on method of having students work on a social action campaign
could be more beneficial than other programs which do not engage the students and
instead adhere to more traditional teaching methods. When students take a more active
approach to learning—as opposed to learning for the sake of testing, for example—their
intrinsic motivation is engaged and greater learning takes place (Benware & Deci,
1984). Nonetheless, autonomy satisfaction was the lowest ranked of the three elements
for self-determination theory according to the students. Reasons for this will be

explored below.
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Even at the college level, project-based service-learning is typically
implemented once higher education and community organization partners design a
project for students to complete (Stoecker et al., 2010, p. 183). In YPI, however, high
school students are the ones who take responsibility for the project from design to
implementation. Documents and interview evidence show that the adult coaches
perform most of the facilitation in the students’ first year, and then begin to transfer the
facilitation to the students. A former staff member as well as YPI graduate sees this
transfer of autonomy as “the most important” element of the YPI process; “otherwise
it’s not as effective”:

I think that’s probably the biggest thing: knowing how much control to give

them and kind of gradually giving them more control as they’re more capable of

managing things on their own so that they have to put in to get out of the
program.

As such, perhaps the lower student rating is due to the fact that all three cohorts were
sampled at the same time, therefore including the first and second years when students
do not yet have full control of the project.

Another explanation for the presence of autonomy could be the voluntary nature
of program participation in general. As one former staff explained:

They either do the work or don’t do the work. And if they don’t do the work,

then they’re really not a part of the program. I would think that’s their first

encounter with that. Because you can not do the work at school and you still
have to go to school.

The students participate of their own will. At the same time, the students know that they
have to perform in order remain in the program, which may point to the participants
having slightly less intrinsic motivation with regard to autonomy than the other two
elements. Of the reverse-scored questions for autonomy, which indicates that if students
answered in the affirmative that it meant lower autonomy satisfaction, the two higher

126



rated ones were “I feel pressured at YPI” and “When I am at YPI, I have to do what I
am told.” The requirement to remain engaged in order to stay in the program could be
the reason why students rated these questions higher (3.05 and 4.3, respectively, with a
rating of 4 as “somewhat true” and a rating of 1 as “not at all true”) than any of the
other reverse-scored questions in this category.

Other possible explanations remain for the discrepancy between how staff seem
to view participant autonomy as compared to how students view it. Perhaps the higher
staff rating is because their perspective as adults is out of touch with how students feel.
Yet another reason could be that students, as minors, feel an overall lower sense of
autonomy in their lives no matter the context. Since there is not a control group, the
evaluator can only postulate that this may be a factor.

Not all of the Search Institute’s 40 developmental assets were found to be
applicable to the YPI setting since the assets cover a wide range of life contexts.
However, 26 out of 40 were determined by the evaluator to be applicable. This number
alone is impressive, for as mentioned above in the review of literature, the average
youth reports having only 19 of the 40 when all contexts are taken into consideration,
not just extracurricular activities (Mannes et al., 2005). It is important to note that many
of the assets that were determined not to be applicable to the YPI setting were
applicable only to a school setting or home setting. For example, “Caring school
climate,” “School engagement,” “Bonding to school,” “Time at home,” “Parent
involvement in schooling,” and “Caring neighborhood” were all deemed inapplicable to
YPI. Therefore, when all 40 assets are considered and the average youth has only 19,

the fact that an outside-of-school activity has the theoretical ability to provide 26 is
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encouraging. Italso provides further rationale for why YPI should be more intentional
about recruiting youth from the lower socio-economic sector who may not be as asset-
rich to begin with. The theory would be that, if they could participate in YPI, then it is
possible that that activity along could help them become more asset-rich than the
average youth.

The former staff member who is also a YPI graduate stated that some of the
assets were intentionally designed into the program, whereas some were residual:
“Sometimes it’s like a direct lesson, like with time management—uvery deliberately
incorporated into the curriculum; and sometimes it’s like an outcome—having high
self-esteem as a student may not be the primary goal of the program but I think it’s a
very common outcome as a result of participating in the program.” Of the 26 applicable
assets, evidence shows that staff on average believed 25 to be present, at least to some
degree, whereas students on average believed 22 to be present. The four assets which
are applicable to YPI that the majority of students did not select (41.1% or lower) are as
follows (in order): Restraint, Cultural competence, Safety, and Resistance skills. The
latter asset was the one that the majority of staff did not report to be present.

There may be cause for concern that these four assets did not meet the threshold.
For example, do participants feel unsafe? More likely, there are other explanations for
the lower rankings of that particular asset, if not others. The question on the student
survey was, “Which of the following of the Search Institute’s 40 Developmental Assets
do you think YPI touches on? (Select as many as you deem appropriate).” The list of all
40 assets were then displayed with a checkbox next to each. For the qualitative staff and

founder/funder interviews, the question was almost the same: “Which of the following
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of the Search Institute’s 40 Developmental Assets does YPI touch on?” Staff were then
shown a list of the assets. In hindsight, the phrase “touch on” could be ambiguous, for it
could be interpreted to mean that YPI formally addresses the asset, or that the asset is
informally present. It is possible that safety is not a topic that is formally addressed in
YPI, whether as part of its curriculum or in passing comments, which could cause some
respondents to deem the asset as not being “touched on.”

Furthermore, the fact that the assets were shown as a list could have skewed
results. When presented on the survey, the assets were copied in the same way the
Search Institute states them, which is between one and five words. It could be that, if
each asset were provided with a brief explanation or an example, the meanings of each
asset would have been better conveyed and perhaps more assets would have been
deemed present at YPI.

Still, there is room for improvement for Restraint, Cultural competence, Safety,
and Resistance skills. As such, YPI staff should examine each to determine if more
could be done to enhance the program’s ability to provide an asset-rich environment for
youth. As mentioned previously, cultural competence may be deemed more present in
the future if YPI should undertake more intentional recruitment activities to target
underrepresented youth. Additionally, staff could address some of these assets more
formally in the curriculum. Even for the one asset that staff and students agreed was not
present at YPI, Resistance skills, the evaluator still determined it to be possible that YPI
provide for that asset. As such, staff could, for example, integrate a leadership lesson on

this topic.
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All'in all, YPI is an environment that is asset-rich and conducive to participants’
intrinsic motivation. Though causation cannot be derived from a process evaluation, it is
possible that these two lenses—self-determination theory and the 40 developmental
assets— are complementary insofar as self-determination theory could provide a
psychological rationale for why the developmental assets are present. Or, the logic
could work the other way: if the students’ needs are being met, they could be more
likely to feel a higher level of competence, autonomy, and relatedness, and therefore be
more inclined to be self-motivated.

In several instances, the older cohorts—that is, the cohorts that had been in the
program longer—scored progressively higher in the rating of developmental assets.
There were: Positive Peer Influence, Caring, Equality and Social Justice, Interpersonal
Competence, Peaceful Conflict Resolution, and Personal Power. Therefore, it could be
that certain developmental assets only manifest after more experience in YPI. As for
psychological need support, as mentioned above, the program is designed to
progressively transfer autonomy. The evaluator also postulates that students’
competency and relatedness could be strengthened with time. This is in line with previous
research that showed programs which are more likely to be successful are ones that last
longer than nine months (Catalano et al., 2004; Bean et al., 2014). As such, it is possible
that the unusually long duration and involved structure of the YPI program leads to
similarly positive results in student need support.

Sustainability

Perhaps the most concerning area for improvement of the YPI program model is
its current efforts in sustainability. To encourage the positive effects of this program to
continue, this ought to be a focus. The evaluator recommends that YPI staff seek more

130



clarity and structure in the curricular delivery, program’s evaluation, and funding
methods. This recommendation is consistent with findings from previous youth
program evaluations; Lakin and Mahoney (2005) point to deficits in two key areas
which impede their understanding of the processes and outcomes of successful youth
service programs such as YPI: (1) “many programs do not include a controlled
evaluation component” and (2) the programs’ design is “often unsystematic and varies
widely across facilitators, settings, and time” (p. 514). While these two elements are
present in YPI, it is only to a certain extent.

Staff should examine the role that attendance, curricular structure, and staff
training may play in participants’ absorption of the curriculum. Variance in these three
categories could reduce participants’ exposure to important lessons or other aspects of
the curriculum. Or, to use the Saunders et al. (2005) terminology, it could play a role in
reach (Was the curriculum delivered to at least 90% of participants?), dose delivered
(To what extent is the entirety of the curriculum implemented?), and fidelity (Is YPI
implemented consistently across all cohorts?).

YPI participants have an excellent level of attendance overall, yet the unusually
long duration of this involved extracurricular activity helps to compensate for periods of
weak attendance. YPI staff should address these periods to examine whether there can
be action taken to increase attendance. For example, in December 2015, Cohort 7
recorded 12 of 24 students or only 50% attendance at the December 6™ progress
session, 23 of 24 students or 95.8% attendance at the December 71" monthly meeting,
and 21 of 24 students or 87.5% attendance at the December 13™ progress session. In this

case, the monthly meeting attendance was very high, which could mean that there was
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little influence on dose delivered. However, a 50% attendance rate at one of the two
progress sessions for the month could have had unintended consequences for reach. As
for fidelity, when compared with the fact that some cohorts had to cancel monthly
meetings and some did not, there could have been a negative influence on whether the
curriculum was implemented consistently across cohorts. In their first year of the
program, Cohort 8 cancelled two of their nine monthly meetings, whereas Cohort 7
canceled one, and Cohort 9 did not cancel any. Since there are only nine of these
meetings annually, the elimination of one or more monthly meetings could have been
significant. As such, measures should be taken, if possible, to reduce the cancellation of
monthly meetings.

YPI staff should examine areas in which the program could be more
systematized and less dependent on the whims of the coaches, as well as undertake a
completion project for their existing program manual, which is unfinished. The flexible
nature of the YPI curriculum may be considered both a facilitator and a barrier. As one
former staff member stated, “Every group of students is different, every issue is
different, and every project is different. You can’t use the exact same timeframe for
every group—you can have the same loose idea but every group is so different that they
don’t all just fit into this very specific mold.” Thus:

There has to be some degree of flexibility in terms of how you implement things

and how much time you give them to kind of wrestle something before you keep

moving things along for them. You have to find a good balance between
following the plan but also being flexible to what kind of needs there are.

These are compelling reasons for leaving room for adaptation in a program curriculum.
However, having too flexible of a curricular structure could inhibit the dose delivered or

fidelity of the program. Qualitative staff interview evidence showed that the structure
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could benefit from increased standardization. This can be a tricky balance; as the
program director expressed, “We could formalize [the curriculum] more. Although
there is a risk that it becomes too much like school, so | want to be careful there.”
Nevertheless, YPI staff have stated that they wish to package their program to be able to
have other communities adopt it. As such, extra effort should be made to ensure the
fidelity of its implementation, which should include a thorough examination of the ways
in which the curriculum could be more structured, leaving less room for implementation
error.

Similarly, measures should be taken to formalize the training of staff. Without a
protocol in place, the YPI franchise is less likely to be systematically ensuring that new
program staff are adequately prepared to facilitate the program. This has obvious
ramifications for the fidelity of its curricular implementation. The evaluator
recommends that current staff develop a training program beyond the scope of a job
description to outline in detail not only what is expected of staff, but how staff can be
effective in carrying out their expectations.

The only indication in the program manual that evaluation takes place is through
its minimalistic student survey. The program has a pre- and post-test yet it is lacking in
evaluative rigor: students complete a simple self-assessment in which they rate their
understanding of leadership, philanthropy, self-awareness, and community building, as
well as their familiarity with each other, on a scale. Program staff should consider using
assessments which are based on proven scales as opposed or in addition to self-reported
ratings. For example, just as a college student’s pre-semester self-efficacy “may

mediate or moderate important outcomes in service-learning” (Reeb et. al, 2010), the
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evaluator recommends a pre-test/post-test method for evaluation in order to show YPI’s
influence on a student’s level of self-determination.

There also appears to be no prescribed method for students to provide feedback
about the program itself, nor any mention of whether or how staff could utilize that
information to enhance the program. YPI should embed these concepts in its structural
framework by having a protocol for evaluation and the implementation of evaluation
feedback. While it may be that staff do adapt the program in this way, there was no
mention of this in its program manual. As such, a comprehensive evaluation plan which
measures program outcomes as well as participant feedback should be put in place,
along with a protocol for formalizing the utilization of results.

The aim would be to strive for continuous learning and improvement of the
program. In discussing improvement science in the context of education, Lingenfelter
(2016) highlighted that the main purpose of a successful improvement initiative is
improving performance as opposed to focusing on outcomes such as a sanction or
reward (such as a contingency of funding). Evaluation does not have to be complex for
it to be successful, for “when improvement is the focus, measurements are more
frequent, the immediate stakes or consequences of the measurement are low, and
process measurements, or leading indicators of subsequent outcomes, may be more
frequently employed” (p. 125). As such, the evaluation plan could be embedded in the
structure of the program by instituting the plan as a regular, perhaps annual, endeavor.

Finally, of concern is the fact that YPI has only one funder, the Charles and
Lynn Schusterman Family Foundation. While evidence showed no indication of the

program’s funding to be discontinued, having a sole funding source could be
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problematic. The evaluator recommends that program staff develop a contingency plan
for alternative funding if it becomes necessary. For example, what would happen if its
sole source of funding were eliminated? Would the program be discontinued entirely?
Or would it be possible for the program to continue using an alternate revenue stream?
Evidence did not show whether such a plan has already been formulated. Regardless,
each cohort is approved at a time; ideally, there would be a provision for multiple
cohorts at once so that program staff could undergo a more comprehensive recruitment
plan as previously suggested.

Summary of recommendations

Much was positive about YPI as a vehicle for youth development. It is for this
reason that the evaluator hopes YPI staff will strive for continuous improvement,
especially as they seek to expand its reach, by taking to heart the following relatively
minor recommendations.

Additional diversity. Evidence showed that staff praised the level of diversity
present at YPI. Students, too, mentioned this; a dozen survey responses included the
word “diversity” in describing satisfaction with the program as a whole. Still, there is
much room for improvement in solely African-American, Hispanic, and Native
American ethnic diversity, and school diversity which may point to socio-economic
status. There are other reasons that should compel YPI to act on this which were
discussed, but the fact that “cultural competence” is an asset that was found to be
lacking should alone justify action. The evaluator recommends that program staff make
extra effort to be intentional about the recruitment of underrepresented students.

Additional needs support. Staff should examine ways in which they could
close the small gap that exists between the 26 developmental needs which were deemed
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applicable to YPI and the 22 assets that students reported to be present in YPI, at least
to some degree. Doing so would strengthen YPI’s ability to provide an impressive
number of developmental assets.

Additional sustainability. For the continuation of YPI in Tulsa, OK and for the
possibility of YPI to be employed in more communities, the evaluator recommends that
staff undergo an expansion of their current efforts in curricular structure, staff training,
and continuous improvement to implementation through evaluation and the application
of evaluation results. Doing so could have positive effects on the current program and
its future.

Conclusion and implications

YPI seeks to cultivate future leaders by imbuing student participants with
lessons and experiential knowledge in the following four concepts: philanthropy,
leadership, self-awareness, and community building. With youth philanthropy and
youth leadership as growing trends, a review of the literature showed that numerous
programs exist. However, there is a dearth of scholarly process evaluations on youth or
college-age programs that focus on positive development for development’s sake, much
less any with a leadership or philanthropy approach. This is unfortunate because
organizations can benefit from engaging in the practice of youth development by
gaining a better understanding of various program mechanisms and whether they are in
fact conducive to the development of youth.

This evaluation sought to understand the method in which the YPI program is
implemented. A thorough investigation of the program methods was completed and
evidence showed an overall level of stakeholder satisfaction as well as support for the
presence of students’ intrinsic motivation and the meeting of most of their applicable
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developmental needs. As such, evidence shows YPI’s program design for positive youth
development.

The broader implications that result from this evaluation are that 1) YPI
program staff have reason to embark on an expansion plan, provided that they consider
the aforementioned ways in which the program may be enhanced; and 2) This process
evaluation helps to begin the conversation on best practices in programming in the field
of positive youth development, especially in philanthropy and leadership. This would be
a worthwhile endeavor, for as Richards-Schuster and Brisson (2016) state:

Young people have good ideas about improving their communities and they

need opportunities to have their voices heard. When organizations can create the

platforms for youth involvement — and foundations can help provide the support

for those efforts — young people, organizations, and the region will be
strengthened (p. 21).

The Youth Philanthropy Initiative in Tulsa is one such organization.

Directions for future research

While it is an important first step in laying the groundwork for a future
effectiveness evaluation of YPI, this process evaluation was designed to measure only
the process by which YPI operates. More work should be conducted to determine the
effectiveness of YPI as well as understand what constitutes an effective youth
philanthropy and/or leadership development program in general. In other words, this
could lead to or enhance existing studies on the effectiveness of other programs as well,
creating models for best practices in the field of positive youth development.
Additionally, this process evaluation can serve as a blueprint for other communities to
implement an option for a positive youth leadership and philanthropy development

program.

137



YPI could very well be an effective program for teaching its pillars of
leadership, philanthropy, self-concept, and experiential community service. Just as “a
program which focuses solely on service or on team building or on self-discovery will
not be as successful as the one which can focus on all three” (Buschlen & Dvorak,
2011, p. 52), the logic would follow that a combination of all four pillars would be even
more beneficial than any one, two, or three alone. Further, its method to engage youth
as leaders in the exercise of philanthropy could point to effectiveness, for “when
isolated from community (and organizational) development, youth development efforts
are stunted in their ability to cultivate young people’s individual growth, their
membership in communities, and their ability to effect institutional and community
change” (London et. al, 2003, p. 34). By engaging youth in a pro-social project, youth
may well be able to learn the skills necessary to bring about real change, thus fulfilling
the mission of YPI.

In embarking on an effectiveness evaluation, the creation of a logic model
would be a positive step. However, this was outside of the scope of this evaluation. As
mentioned in the review of literature, few youth leadership development programs
employ an academic theory of change as a guiding structure (Russon & Reinelt, 2004).
Even if certain outcomes are mentioned, there is oftentimes a disconnect between the
time it takes to reach intended outcomes and the necessity of showing more immediate
results to encourage continued funding (Russon & Reinelt). One way to remediate this
issue for future iterations of YPI would be to have a detailed logic model which

includes a timeline in place and made available in their promotional materials.

138



REFERENCES

4-H. (2016a). Home. Retrieved October 21, 2016 from http://4-h.org.

4-H. (2016b). 4-H history. Retrieved October 21, 2016 from http://4-
h.org/about/history.

Al-Iryani B, Al-Sakkaf K, Basaleem H, Kok G, Van Den Borne B. (2010). Process
evaluation of a three-year community-based peer education intervention for HIV
prevention among Yemeni young people. International Quarterly of Community Health
Education; 31: 133-154.

Alvesson, M. & Skoldberg, K. (2009). Reflexive methodology: New vistas for
qualitative research. London, UK: Sage.

Astin, A. W., Astin, H. S., Boatsman, K. C., Bonous-Hammarth, M., Chambers, T.,
Goldberg, L. S., Johnson, C. S., Komives, S. R., Langdon, E. A., Leland, C., Lucas, N.,
Pope, R. L., Roberts, D., & Shellogg, K. M. (1996). A social change model of
leadership development: Guidebook (Version I11). Los Angeles: University of
California, Los Angeles, Higher Education Research Institute.

Astin, AW., Sax, L.J., & Avalos, J., (1999). Long-term effects of volunteerism during
the undergraduate years. The Review of Higher Education, 22(2), 187-202.

Astin, A., Vogelgesang, L., Ikeda, E., & Yee, J. (2000). How service-learning affects
students. Los Angeles, CA: Higher Education Research Institute: University of
California.

Atkiss, K., Moyer, M., Desai, M., & Roland, M. (2011). Positive youth development:
An integration of the developmental assets theory and the socio-ecological

model. American Journal of Health Education, 42(3), 171-180. Retrieved from
http://search.proquest.com.ezproxy.lib.ou.edu/docview/870601000?accountid=12964

Baard, P. P., Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2004). The relation of intrinsic need
satisfaction to performance and wellbeing in two work settings. Journal of Applied
Social Psychology, 34, 2045-2068.

Ballard, J. C. (2003). Review of the BarOn Emotional Quotient Inventory: Youth
Version. In B.S. Plake, J.C. Impara, & R.A. Spies (Eds.), 15" Mental Measurements
Yearbook. Lincoln, NE: Buros Institute of Mental Measurements.

Bandura, A. (1977). Self-efficacy: Toward a unifying theory of behavioral change.
Psychological Review, 84(2), 91-215.

139



Bandura, A. (1982). Self-efficacy mechanism in human agency. American Psychologist.
37(2):122-147.

Bauer, T., Kniffin, L. E., & Priest, K. L. (2015). The future of service-learning and
community engagement: Asset-based approaches and student learning in first-year
courses. Michigan Journal of Community Service Learning, (22)1, 89-92.

Bean, C. N., Forneris, T., & Halsall, T. (2014). Girls Just Wanna Have Fun: a process
evaluation of a female youth-driven physical activity-based life skills
program. SpringerPlus, 3, 401. http://doi.org/10.1186/2193-1801-3-401

Bensimon, E. M., and Neumann, A. (1993). Redesigning collegiate leadership: Teams
and teamwork in higher education. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.

Bensimon, E. M., Neumann, A., and Birnbaum, R. (1989). Making sense of
administrative leadership: The “L” word in higher education. ASHE-ERIC Higher
Education Report. Washington, DC: School of Education, George Washington
University.

Benson, P. L., Scales, P. C., Syvertsen, A. K. (2011). The contribution of the
developmental assets framework to positive youth development theory and practice.
Advances in Child Development and Behavior, 41, 197-230.

Benware, C., & Deci, E. L. (1984). Quality of learning with an active versus passive
motivational set. American Educational Research Journal. 21, 755-765.

Bringle, R., & Steinberg, K. (2010). Educating for informed community involvement.
American Journal of Community Psychology, 46(3-4), 428-441.

Bokoff, J., & Dillon, A. (2014). Scanning the landscape of youth philanthropy:
Observations and recommendations for strengthening a growing field. Foundation
Center. doi:doi.org/f28b7v.

Brungardt, C. (1997). The making of leaders: A review of the research in leadership
development and education. Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 3(3), 81-
95.

Buschlen, E. L., & Dvorak, R. G. (2011). The social change model as pedagogy:
Examining undergraduate leadership growth. Journal of Leadership Education, 10(2),
38-56.

Camino, L., & Zeldin, S. (2002). From periphery to center: Pathways for youth civic

engagement in the day-to-day life of communities. Applied Developmental Science,
6(4), 213-220.

140



Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development. (1994). A matter of time: Risk and
opportunity in the non-school hours. Recommendations for strengthening community
programs for youth (abridged version). New York: Carnegie Corporation of New York,
1994.

Catalano, R. F., Berglund, M. L., Ryan, J. A,, Lonczak, H. S., & Hawkins, J. D. (2004).
Positive youth development in the United States: Research findings on evaluations of
positive youth development programs. The annals of the American academy of political
and social science, 591(1), 98-124.

Chamber, T. & Gopaul, B. (2010). Toward a social justice-centered engaged
scholarship: A public and a private good. In Fitzgerald, H.E., Burack, C., & Siefer, S.
(Eds.), Handbook of engaged scholarship: Contemporary landscapes, future directions:
Volume I: Institutional change (pp. 55-70). East Lansing, MI: Michigan State
University Press.

Chaskin, R. (2009). Toward a theory of change in community-based practice with
youth: A case study exploration. Children and Youth Services Review, 31, 1127-1134.

Checkoway, B. (1998). Involving young people in neighborhood development.
Children and Youth Services Review, 20, 765—795.

Checkoway, B. (2011). What is youth participation? Children and Youth Services
Review, 33, 340-345.

Checkoway, B. (2009). Youth civic engagement for dialogue and diversity at the
metropolitan level. The Foundation Review, 1(2), 41-50.

Checkoway, B., Pothujuchi, K., & Finn, J. (1995). Youth participation in community
planning: What are the benefits?. Journal of Planning Education and Research, 14,
134-139. d0i:10.1177/0739456X9501400206.

Chen, G., Gully, S. M., & Eden, D. (2001). Validation of a new general self-efficacy
scale. Organizational Research Methods, 4(1), 62-83.

Cipolle, S. B. (2010). Service-learning and social justice: Engaging students in social
change. New York, NY: Rowman & Littlefield.

Cohen, R. (2012). Report: Diversity Seriously Lacking at Foundations, Nonprofits.
Nonprofit Quarterly. Retrieved on November 12, 2016 from
https://nonprofitquarterly.org/2012/12/04/report-diversity-seriously-lacking-at-
foundations-nonprofits.

141



Cooper , D. L., Healy, M.A., Simpson J. (1994). Student development through
involvement: specific changes over time. Journal of College Student Development. 35,
98-102.

Corporation for National and Community Service. (2005). Building active citizens: The
role of social institutions in teen volunteering. Brief 1 in the Youth Helping America
series. Washington, DC. Retrieved from

http://nationalservice.gov/pdf/05_1130_LSA YHA_study.pdf.

Council of Michigan Foundations. (2016). What’s a YAC? Retrieved October 21, 2016
from https://www.michiganfoundations.org/whats-yac.

Creswell J., Hanson WE, Clark Plano VL, Morales A. Qualitative research design:
selection and implementation. Counseling Psychology. 2007; 35(2):236-264.

Creswell, J. W. (2007). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods
approaches (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Csikszentmihalyi, M., Rathunde, K., & Whelan, S. (1993). Talented teenagers: the roots
to success and failure. New York: Academic Press.

D5 Coalition. (2011). State of the work: Mapping the landscape and D5’s path forward
on diversity, equity, and inclusion in philanthropy. Retrieved on November 12, 2016
from http://www.d5coalition.org/wp-
content/uploads/2011/05/State_of the Work 2011 Report.pdf.

Dawes, N. P., & Larson, R. (2011). How youth get engaged: grounded-theory research
on motivational development in organized youth programs. Developmental
psychology, 47(1), 259.

Deci, E. L., Connell, J. P., & Ryan, R. M. (1989). Self-determination in a work
organization. Journal of Applied Psychology, 74(4), 580-590. doi:10.1037/0021-
9010.74.4.580.

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2016). Optimizing students’ motivation in the era of testing
and pressure: A self-determination theory perspective. InJ. Wang, C. W. Liu, & R. M.
Ryan (Eds.), Building autonomous learners: Research and practical perspectives using
self-determination theory (pp. 9-29). Singapore: Springer.

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2000). The ‘‘what’’ and ‘‘why’’ of goal pursuits: Human
needs and the self-determination of behavior. Psychological Inquiry, 11, 227-268.

Deci, E. L., Ryan, R. M., Gagné, M., Leone, D. R., Usunov, J., & Kornazheva, B. P.
(2001). Need satisfaction, motivation, and well-being in the work organizations of a
former eastern bloc country: A cross-cultural study of self-determination. Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 27(8), 930-942. doi: 10.1177/0146167201278002.

142



Deci, E. L., Vallerand, R. J., Pelletier, L. G., & Ryan, R. M. (1991). Motivation and
education: The self-determination perspective. Educational Psychologist, 26(3/4), 325.

Dormody, T. J., & Seevers, B. S. (1994). Predicting youth leadership life skills
development among FFA members in Arizona, Colorado, and New Mexico. Journal of
Agricultural Education, 35(2), 65-71.

Dubose, D. (2014). The nonprofit sector has a Ferguson problem. Nonprofit Quarterly.
Retrieved November 12, 2016 from https://nonprofitquarterly.org/2014/12/05/the-
nonprofit-sector-has-a-ferguson-problem.

Dugan, J. P. (2006a). Explorations using the social change model: Leadership
development among college men and women. Journal of College Student
Development, 47, 217-225.

Dugan, J. P. (2006b). Involvement and leadership: A descriptive analysis of
socially responsible leadership. Journal of College Student Development, 47, 335-343.

Dugan, J. (2006¢). SRLS-Rev 2: The second revision of SRLS. College Park, MD:
National Clearinghouse for Leadership Programs.

Dugan, J. P., & Komives, S. R. (2007). Developing leadership capacity in college
students. College Park, MD: National Clearinghouse for Leadership Programs.

Duncan, R. D. (2000). Youth leadership life skills development of participants in the
West Virginia 4-H camping program (Doctoral dissertation, West Virginia University).

du Preez, J. (2013). Student self-efficacy narratives: A collaborative co-constructive
method. Australian Journal of Psychology, 65: 107-114,

Eisenberg, P. (2011). Foundation boards shouldn’t be filled just with wealthy people.
The Chronicle of Philanthropy. Retrieved on November 12, 2016 from
https://www.philanthropy.com/article/Foundation-Boards-Shouldnt-
Be/158285?cid=cpfd_home.

Falk, A. (2012). Enhancing the team experience in service learning courses. Journal for
Civic Commitment, 18: 1-16.

Falk, A. (2013). Service learning students’ perceptions of citizenship. Journal of
Community Engagement and Higher Education, 5(1), 3-12.

Falk, K., & Nissan, L. (2007). A vision for and brief history of youth philanthropy.
Association of Fundraising Professionals Reports on Fundraising and Philanthropy, 1.

143



Fine, M. (1994). Working the hyphens: Reinventing self and other in qualitative
research. In N.K. Denzin and Y.S. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of qualitative research
(pp. 70-82). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Hayes J. (2012).1s the nonprofit sector doing enough for diversity? Profiles in Diversity
Journal, 14. Retrieved November 12, 2016 from http://www.diversityjournal.com/9897-
is-the-nonprofit-sector-doing-enough-for-diversity.

Heifetz, R. A. (1999). Leadership vs. authority. Across The Board, 36(4), 19.

Heifetz, R. A., & Laurie, D. L. (1997). The work of leadership. Harvard Business
Review, 75(1), 124-134.

HM Treasury (2011). The Magenta Book: Guidance for evaluation, UK Government.
Retrieved March 28, 2015 from: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-
magenta-book.

Howard, J. P. (1998). Academic service learning a counternormative pedagogy. New
Directions For Teaching & Learning, (73), 21.

lachini, A.L., M.W. Beets, Ball, A. & Lohman, M. (2014). Process evaluation of Girls
on the Run: exploring implementation in a physical activity-based positive youth
development program. Evaluation and Program Planning (46), 1-9

Interagency Working Group on Youth Programs. (2004). “Positive Youth
Development.” Retrieved January 7, 2015 from http://findyouthinfo.gov/youth-
topics/positive-youth-development.

Jenkins-Guarnieri, M. A., Vaughan, A. L., & Wright, S. L. (2015). Development of a
self-determination measure for college students validity evidence for the Basic Needs
Satisfaction at College Scale. Measurement and Evaluation in Counseling and
Development, 48(4), 266-284.

Jenkinson, K. A., Naughton, G., & Benson, A. C. (2012). The GLAMA (Girls! Lead!
Achieve! Mentor! Activate!) physical activity and peer leadership intervention pilot
project: A process evaluation using the RE-AIM framework. BMC Public Health, 12,
55. http://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-12-55

Jones, S. R., Rowan-Kenyon, H., Ireland, S.M-Y., Niehaus, E., Skendall, K.C. (2012).
The meaning students make as participants in short-term immersion programs.
Journal of College Student Development, 53, 201-220. DOI:10.1353/csd.2012.0026.

Jones, S. R., Torres, V., & Arminio, J. (2006). Negotiating the complexities of

qualitative research in higher education: Fundamental elements and issues. New York,
NY: Routledge.

144


http://www.diversityjournal.com/9897-is-the-nonprofit-sector-doing-enough-for-diversity/
http://www.diversityjournal.com/9897-is-the-nonprofit-sector-doing-enough-for-diversity/

Kezar, A. J., Carducci, R., & Contreras-McGavin, M. (2006). Rethinking the “L” word
in higher education: The revolution of research on leadership. ASHE Higher Education
Report, 31(6). New York, NY: Jossey-Bass.

Killian, K. D. (2012). Development and validation of the Emotional Self-Awareness
Questionnaire: A measure of emotional intelligence. Journal of Marital and Family
Therapy, 38: 502-514. doi: 10.1111/j.1752-0606.2011.00233.x.

Kirby, E. H., Kawashima- Ginsberg, K., & Godsay, S. (2011). Youth volunteering in
the States: 2002-2009. CIRCLE: The Center for Information & Research on Civic
Learning & Engagement. Retrieved January 7, 2015 from http://civicyouth.org/wp-
content/uploads/2011/02/FS_10_gen_vol_final.pdf.

Klau, M. (2006). Exploring youth leadership in theory and practice. New Directions for
Youth Development, Vol. 109, pp. 57-87.

Konrath, S. H., O’Brien, E. H., & Hsing. C. (2011). Changes in dispositional empathy
in American college student over time: A meta-analysis. Personality and Social
Psychology Review, 15(2), 180-198.

Lakin, R., & Mahoney, A. (2006). Empowering youth to change their world: Identifying
key components of a community service program to promote positive development.
Journal of School Psychology, 44(6), 513-531.

Larson, R. W. (2000). Toward a psychology of positive youth development. American
Psychologist, 55(1), 170-183.

Larson, R., Walker, K., & Pearce, N. (2005). A comparison of youth-driven and adult-
driven youth programs: Balancing inputs from youth and adults. Journal of Community
Psychology, 33(1), 57-74. doi: 10.1002/jcop.20035.

Lerner, R. M. (2003). Development assets and asset-building communities: A view of
the issues. In R. M. Lerner & P. L. Benson, (Eds.), Developmental assets and asset-
building communities: Implications for research, policy, and practice. Boston, MA:
Springer US.

Libby, M., Rosen, M., & Sedonaen, M. (2005). Building youth—adult partnerships for
community change: Lessons from the youth leadership institute. Journal of Community
Psychology, 33(1), 111-120.

Lingenfelter, P. E. (2016). “Proof,” policy, and practice: understanding the role of
evidence in improving education. Sterling, VA: Stylus.

London, J., Zimmerman, K., Erbstein, N. (2002). Youth-led research and evaluation:

tools for youth, organizational and community development. New Directions in
Evaluation. 2002(96), pp. 33-45.

145



MacNeil, C. A. (2006). Bridging generations: Applying “adult” leadership theories to
youth
leadership development. New Directions For Youth Development, (109), 27-43.

MacNeil, C. A., & McClean, J. (2006). Moving from “youth leadership development”
to “youth in governance”: Learning leadership by doing leadership. New directions for
youth development, (109), 99-106.

Mannes, M., Roehlkepartain, E. C., & Benson, P. L. (2005). Unleashing the power of
community to strengthen the well-being of children, youth, and families: An asset-
building approach. Child Welfare, 84(2), 233-250.

Marsh, H. (1994). Using the National Longitudinal Study of 1988 to evaluate
theoretical models of self-concept: The Self-Description Questionnaire. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 86, 439-456.

Martin, S. (2006). Service-learning and transitioning to adulthood. In Martin, S. &
Markow, D. (Eds.), The National Survey on Service-Learning and Transitioning to
Adulthood: Executive Summary. Trends & Tudes, 5(4), 6-12.

Matthews, M. S. (2004). Leadership Education for Gifted and Talented Youth: A
Review of the Literature. Journal for the Education of the Gifted, 28(1), 77-113.

Mathews, L. B., Moodie, M. M., Simmons, A. M., & Swinburn, B. A. (2010). The
process evaluation of It’s Your Move!, an Australian adolescent community-based
obesity prevention project. BMC Public Health. 10:448. doi: 10.1186/1471-2458-10-
448

McGovern, D. P. & Curley, M. F. (2010). Campus compact—engaged scholarship for
the public good. In Fitzgerald, H.E., Burack, C., & Siefer, S. (Eds.), Handbook of
engaged scholarship: Contemporary landscapes, future directions: Volume II:
Institutional change (pp. 339-347). East Lansing, MI: Michigan State University Press.

McNae, R. (2010). Young women and the co-construction of leadership. Journal of
Educational Administration, 48(6), 677-688.

Mikva Challenge (2015). Mission & Vision. Retrieved January 7, 2015 from
http://mikvachallenge.org/about/mission-vision.

Milyavskaya, M., & Koestner, R. (2011). Psychological needs, motivation, and well-
being: A test of self-determination theory across multiple domains. Personality and
Individual Differences, 50, 387—391. doi:10.1016/j.paid.2010.10.029.

Morphew, C. C., & Hartley, M. (2006). Mission Statements: A Thematic Analysis of
Rhetoric Across Institutional Type. Journal Of Higher Education, 77(3), 456-471.

146



Morton, K. & Bergbauer, S. (2015). A case for community: Starting with relationships
and prioritizing community as method in service-learning. Michigan Journal of
Community Service Learning, 22(1), 18-31.

National Clearinghouse for Leadership Programs (2013). The Social Change Model.
Retrieved June 8, 2013 from http://socialchangemodel.ning.com

Newman, I., & Benz, C. (1998). Qualitative-quantitative research methodology:
Exploring the interactive continuum. Carbondale, IL: Southern Illinois University
Press.

Niemi, R. G., Hepburn, M.A., & Chapman, C. (2000). Community service by high
school students: A cure for civic ills? Political Behavior, 22(1), 45-69.

Niemiec, C. P., & Ryan, R. M. (2009). Autonomy, competence, and relatedness in the
classroom: applying self-determination theory to educational practice. Theory and
Research in Education. 7, 133-144.

Niemiec, C. P., Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2009). The path taken: Consequences of
attaining intrinsic and extrinsic aspirations in post-college life. Journal of Research in
Personality, 43, 291-306.

O’neill Berry, M. ; Kuriansky, J. ; Lytle, M. C. ; Vistman, B. ; Mosisili, M. S. ;
Hlothoane, L. ; Matlanyane, M. ; Mokobori, T. ; Mosuhli, S. ; Pebane, J. (2013).
Entrepreneurial training for girls empowerment in Lesotho: A process evaluation of a
model programme. South African Journal of Psychology. 43(4), pp.445-458.

Quinn, J. (1999). Where need meets opportunity: Youth development programs for
early teens. The Future of Children, 9 (2), 96-116.

Reeb, R. N., Folger, S. F., Langsner, S., Ryan, C., Crouse, R.J. (2010). Self-efficacy in
service-learning community action research: Theory, research, and practice. American
Journal of Community Psychology, 46(3-4), 459-471.

Richards-Schuster, K. (2012). Empowering the voice of youth: The role of youth
advisory councils in grant making focused on youth. New Directions for Evaluation,
136, 87-100.

Richards-Schuster, K. & Brisson, K. (2016). Strengthening youth leadership in a
metropolitan region: Examining lessons from a multiyear community foundation
initiative. The Foundation Review, Vol. 8, (3), Article 4, 9-22. doi:
http://dx.doi.org/10.9707/1944-5660.1310.

Roth, G., Assor, A., Niemiec, C. P., Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2009). The emotional
and academic consequences of parental conditional regard: Comparing conditional

147


http://socialchangemodel.ning.com/

positive regard, conditional negative regard, and autonomy support as parenting
practices. Developmental Psychology, 45, 1119-1142. doi:10.1037/a0015272.

Russon, C., & Reinelt, C. (2004). The results of an evaluation scan of 55 leadership
development programs. Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 10(3), 104-
107.

Rutter, R. A., & Newmann, F. M. (1989). The potential of community service to
enhance civic responsibility. Social Education, 53, 371-374.

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2000). Self-Determination theory and the facilitation of
intrinsic motivation, social development, and well-being. American Psychologist, 55,
68-78.

Saunders, R. P., Evans, M. H., Joshi, P. (2005). Developing a process evaluation plan
for assessing health promotion program implementation: A how-to guide. Health
Promotion Practice, 6(2).

Scales, P. C. (1999). Reducing risks and building developmental assets: Essential
actions for building and promoting adolescent health. Journal of School Health, 69(3),
113-119.

Scales, P. C., Benson, P. L., Roehlkepartain, E. C., Sesma, A., van Dulmen, M. (2006).
The role of developmental assets in predicting academic achievement: A longitudinal
study. Journal of Adolescence, 29, 691-708.

Schuyt, T., Smit, J., Bekkers, R. (2004). Constructing a philanthropy scale: Social
responsibility and philanthropy. Paper presented at the 33d ARNOVA-conference, Los
Angeles, November 2004.

Search Institute. (2007). 40 Developmental Assets for Adolescents. Retrieved January
8, 2015 at http://search-institute.org/content/40-developmental-assets-adolescents-ages-
12-18.

Seevers, B., & Dormody, T. J. (1994). Predicting youth life leadership skills
development among senior 4-H members: A tri-state study. Journal of Agricultural
Education, 35(3), 64-69.

Seevers, B. S., Dormody, T. J., & Clason, D. L. (1995). Developing a scale to research
and evaluate youth leadership life skills development. Journal of Agricultural
Education, 36(2), 28-34.

Selfdeterminationtheory.org (2015) Basic Psychological Needs Scale (BPNS).

Retrieved November 9, 2015 from http://www.selfdeterminationtheory.org/basic-
psychological-needs-scale.

148



Seligman, M. E. P. (2011). Flourish: A visionary new understanding of happiness and
well-being. New York: Free Press.

Skendall, K. C. (2012). Socially responsible leadership: The role of participation in
short-term service immersion programs (Order No. 3543488). Available from ProQuest
Dissertations & Theses Global. (1198536022). Retrieved from
http://search.proquest.com/docview/1198536022?accountid=12964.

Smith, E. P., Osgood, D. W., Caldwell, L. C., Hynes, K., & Perkins, D. F. (2013).
Measuring collective efficacy among children in community-based afterschool:
Pathways toward prevention and positive youth development. American Journal of
Community Psychology, 52, 27-40. doi:10.1007/s10464-013-9574-6.

State of Oklahoma Office of Educational Quality and Accountability. (2014). Booker T.
Washington High School. Retrieved October 6, 2016 from
http://www.schoolreportcard.org/doc/profiles/2014/reports/src/201472i001735.pdf.

State of Oklahoma Office of Educational Quality and Accountability. (2014). Nathan
Hale High School. Retrieved October 6, 2016 from
http://www.schoolreportcard.org/doc/profiles/2014/reports/src/201472i001715.pdf.

State of Oklahoma Office of Educational Quality and Accountability. (2014). Thomas
Edison High School. Retrieved October 6, 2016 from
http://www.schoolreportcard.org/doc/profiles/2014/reports/src/201472i001712.pdf.

Stoecker, R., Beckman, M., & Min, B. H. (2010). Evaluating the community impact of
higher education civic engagement. In Fitzgerald, H.E., Burack, C., & Siefer, S. (Eds.),
Handbook of engaged scholarship: Contemporary landscapes, future directions:
Volume I1: Institutional change (pp. 177-193). East Lansing, MI: Michigan State
University Press.

Taylor-Powell, E. and Renner, M. (2003). Analyzing qualitative data. Madison, WI:
University of Wisconsin Extension. Retrieved
from http://learningstore.uwex.edu/pdf/G3658-12.pdf.

Dekko Foundation (2016). Phish. Retrieved October 21, 2016 from
http://www.dekkofoundation.org/phish.

Tingey, L., PhD., Larzelere-Hinton, F., Goklish, N., B.S., Ingalls, A., M.P.H., Craft, T,
Sprengeler, F., . .. Barlow, Allison,PhD., M.P.H. (2016). Entrepreneurship education:
A strength-based approach to substance use and suicide prevention for American Indian
adolescents. American Indian and Alaska Native Mental Health Research

(Online), 23(3), 248-270. Retrieved from
http://search.proguest.com.ezproxy.lib.ou.edu/docview/1811919841?accountid=12964

149



Toppe, C., & Michel, J. (2002). Engaging youth in lifelong service: Findings and
recommendations for encouraging a tradition of voluntary action among America’s
youth. Independent Sector. Retrieved January 7, 2015 from
http://www.independentsector.org/uploads/Resources/engaging_youth.pdf.

Twenge, J. M., & Foster, J. D. (2010). Birth cohort increases narcissistic personality
traits among American college students. Social Psychological and Personality Science,
1(1), 99-106.

Twenge, J. M., Konrath, S., Foster, J. D., Campbell, W., & Bushman, B. J. (2008).
Further evidence of an increase in narcissism among college students. Journal of
Personality, 76, 919-927.

Twenge, J. M., Konrath, S., Foster, J. D., Keith Campbell, W. and Bushman, B. J.
(2008). Egos inflating over time: A cross-temporal meta-analysis of the narcissistic
personality inventory. Journal of Personality, 76: 875-902.

Urbano Project. (2013). About. Retrieved January 7, 2015 from
http://urbanoproject.org/about.

U.S. Census Bureau. (2016). Quickfacts: Tulsa County, O.K. Retrieved October 5, 2016
from http://www.census.gov/quickfacts/table/RHI125215/40143.

U.S. Department of Labor Bureau of Labor Statistics. (2014). Volunteering in the
United States — 2013 [Press release]. Retrieved January 7, 2015 from
http://bls.gov/news.release/pdf/volun.pdf.

U.S. News and World Report. (2014). Best high schools: Tulsa district. Retrieved
October 6, 2016 from http://www.usnews.com/education/best-high-
schools/oklahoma/districts/tulsa-112239.

Van den Broeck, A., Ferris, D. L., Chang, C. H., & Rosen, C. C. (2016). A review of
self-determination theory’s basic psychological needs at work. Journal of Management,
0149206316632058.

Vansteenkiste, M., & Ryan, R.M. (2013). On psychological growth and vulnerability:
Basic psychological need satisfaction and need frustration as a unifying
principle. Journal of Psychotherapy Integration, 23, 3: 263-280.

Vella, S., Oades, L., & Crowe, T. (2011). The role of the coach in facilitating positive
youth fevelopment: Moving from theory to practice. Journal of Applied Sport
Psychology, 23(1), 33-48.

Wagner, W. (2006). The social change model of leadership: A brief overview. Concepts
& Connections, 15 (1) 1-10.

150



Wiekens, C. J., & Stapel, D. A. (2010). Self-awareness and saliency of social versus
individualistic standards. Social Psychology, 41(1), 10-19. doi: 10.1027/1864-
9335/a000003.

Wight, D., Plummer, M., & Ross, D. The need to promote behaviour change at the
cultural level: one factor explaining the limited impact of the MEMA kwa Vijana
adolescent sexual health intervention in rural Tanzania. A process evaluation. BMC
Public Health, 12 (1), p. 788.

Yates, M., & Youniss, J. (1996). A developmental perspective on community service in
adolescence. Social Development, 5(1), 85-111.

Yin, R. K. (2009). Case study research: design and methods. 4™" ed. Thousand Oaks CA:
Sage.

Yohalem, N., Pittman, K., & Edwards, S. (2010). Strengthening the youth
development/after-school workforce: Lessons learned and implications for funders.
Washington, DC: The Forum for Youth Investment and Cornerstones for Kids.

YouthBank International. (2016). A little bit of history. Retrieved October 21, 2016
from http://www.youthbankinternational.org/about/a-little-bit-of-history.

Youth Leadership Institute. About. (2015). Retrieved January 7, 2015 from
http://yli.org/about.

Zeldin, S. (1995). Community-University Collaborations for Youth Development: From
Theory to Practice. Journal of Adolescent Research, VVol.10 (4), 449-469.

Zeldin, S., & Camino, L. (1999). Youth leadership: Linking research and program
theory to exemplary practice. Research and practice: Completing the circle. New
Designs for Youth Development, 15(1), 10-15.

Zimmerman-Oster, K., & Burkhardt, J. C. (1999). Leadership in the making: A

comprehensive examination of the impact of leadership development programs on
students. Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 6(3-4), 50-66.

151



APPENDICES
Appendix I: Student Survey

A. Survey

YPI Student Survey

Cover Letter

Dear Participant
Thank you for considenng to padicipate in this survey about Youn Philantheopy inkiative. The data colecied will provide usetul infoomation
reganding e processes of YPI and may assist with further program development

Your answers aré complétaly anonymous You have 2 right 10 be mformed about the background and the purposes of this survey Prease read the
folloaing assenticonsent agreemeant carefully before

Jréeng 10 pamopale in Mis slucy
AssentConsent

University of Ckdshoma Institubonal Réview Board
Informed Assent/Consent 1 Pantikpate in 3 Research Study

Proect TRie. Process Evauagon of Youlh Phianihropy initiative

Prircipal Invesigator. Temie Shipley
Department  Educational Adminstraton, Cumculum, and Supesvision

You are beng asked o volunteer for (his research stugy. This study Is beng conducted at the University of Oklahoma-Tulsa. You were selected as
a possie participant because you are a cument member of Youth Prilanthropy Ingiative. Please read this form before agreeing to take part in this
shady

Purpose of the Research Swudy
The purpose of this study 15 1 gather Information to better understand the process of the YP| program and whether it 15 meetng paricipants’
psychological and/or developmental needs. This Information may hedp to provide suggestons for future development of Y1

Number of Paricipants
About 75 stugents and 4 administ

tors will take part in this study
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Frocedures
If yau agree to be in this study. you will be asked o provide Informed assenttonsent to complete 3 questonnaire assessing whether your
peychological andior developmental needs e being met a5 a YP) participant as well a5 your overal satsfaction of the program

Length of Parficipation
Each paricipant will be asked to complele only one guestionnaire; the questionnaire can be complated in 30 minutes.

Risks of being in the study are
There are no nsks associated with participating in this study

Benefils af being in the sludy are
There are no benefls assaciated with participabng in this. study.

Compardaton
¥iou will nod be reimbursed for your time and participation in this study

Confideniiality

I publehed repons. hene will be no infarrabion included Hial will make il possibie 1o identity you, Ressarch reconds will be stored sty and
only approved resean: ers wil have access to the records.

This ks an ecademic not-or-profi reseanch project. Diata collected using the Surveymonkey data colaction ool resides on the Surveymonikey
SEMVEMS SUIVEymOnkey NS ils own privacy and secuily polices and no JS5UTance can be made 5 0 the wse of your dala for purposes oiher than
this research,

Thare are arganizations that may inspect andar copy wour resaarch records for quality asswance and data analysis. Thase organzamans inciude
the OL Instiutiona Review Board, which may access all reseanch reconds

viplungary Nature of the Study
Participation In this study s voluntary. Ifyou withdraw of decine participation, you will not be penallzed of lose benefits of services unreiated to he
shsdy, ITyou decice 1o participale, you may chooss 1o witdraw a1 any time

Caontacts and Cusstions

I wou hiave CONGENTE oF complainks about the ressanch. e ressarchers) conducting his study can be contacied &1 Teme Shipiey (918-346-3800 or teemie. shiplemGou eou)
o Curt Adame. PhD {998-550-3801 or curt adams-1igod edu). Contact the resaartha nis) If you hiave qusstions, or I Y have sspananiad 3 resean h-ralated injurg

H you have any questions about your nghts 25 a research parbcipant, concems. or complaints about e research and wish 1o 1alk (o someane ofer than indkaduals on the
RBRATCH 10 oF I pou caRRO AR IhE fesa e EEm, you May Comtacl Ihe Unkesraly of Oklahadma — Nodman Campus Instlubiongl Review Baaid (0U-HC IRE) 41405
256110 or ro@ouedy,

¥ou may print a copy of TS nformaton %o keep Tor your recoeds.  wou choose. The University of Okdahoma is an egual opporturity instiuiion

* 1. Do you agres to participate in the study described above? (Please select ong)

s

Mo

—— | son

Powarsd by

% SurveyMonkey

See how easy s bo Creale 3 surey
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YPI Student Survey

Survey

Wou! are about i fake an onine sinvey designed Oy Teme Shipkey. a dacioral candidare n

e depaTment of Educatianal Admnisiradon

Curriculim, and Supen/son ar The Unwversty of Okanoma - TWsa THE s for her diSsemanio work, Wine aims o evailae e processes of YFY,

Wy be gresn we do 30 m
AMINEIOLS and conidenis

MES o ooempiete f Peass aswer hanssly and Mopghily Yoo are ool regored B paronie. TIVE sty 15

* 2. Which of the following of the Search Institute’s 40 Developmental Assets do you think YP1 touches on? [Select as

many as you deem appropriate)

Famiy suppor

Posilive family oMz ation

Cther adul relaliorships
Caring nesgihoomioo

Caring school chmate

Pargend involveman in schooiing

Commurily values youlh
‘ot 35 resoUrcas
Sarvite [ O

Safely

Family bound aries
Schoal boundares

Meagh bonisod Do undaes

Agult role models

Paositve pear influence
High expecianors
Crealrie acimbes
¥outh programs
Rehgicurs commundy
Tima at homa
Achigvemen! molivalion
Schocl engagemant
Himeswnik

Bondng to school
Raading for paacune

Carmng

Equaiity and social ustice

Integriy

Honasty

RespaneDily

Riesirair

Flanning and deciionmaking
nberpersonal competence
Culyral compaiante
Resmlante shils

Feaceful conflict resolurbon
PRl power
Seff-zseem

Sense of purpose

FPosdive vew of persomal fubre

The Folloaingg quias s Come e o fealimgs aba e youyr axparience i VP thirs fae Please iadicare Pow i aach of the followimng sramament & for po given
your experences with YPL Remember that your ¥PY coaches wild mever know how you responded 1o the guestions. Please use the fofowing scale in

PR RIg M0 B Reins

* 3 Adapted Basic Need Satisfaction at Work Scale

| fed ke | can make 3 ot of
npits o deciding how my work
gefs done:

| realy liks e peope | work
with

| da ot feel wery competent
anen | am at YFl

Paopls a1 YP1 el ma | am good
o what | g

| et piessisrad 8 YPL
| 1 along wih peopks 3 Y

| pratty magh keep o mysel
whan | am at YFl

| e frees b0 express my ideas
@l Cpinione. &t YPI

| consdar the peopks in my
tohon b Be my Fends
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have baan abks io lasm
rilsfesing fEw Skils Iough
YRl

When | am at ¥, | have o do
whal | am o

Mimst days | feal 2 sansa of
aeamphsrEnt foe

paricipatrg n YPI

My fealinge e (3en it
corgigeration at YF|

W¥th YP11 oo mot get much of a
GhEnhie D SMhoe Row Capddie |
am

Feople at YPI cam about ma:

Triene are nol many people al
¥PIchat | am ¢lose o

I feel like | can pretty much be
mysall 8 P

Thie peopis | work with Twough
YPI a0 mol seem i loe me

[ Ty

\When | am working on YP1 1
oftan 00 rol fesl very Capabia
Thene |5 not much opporiunity
fiof e 1 deiade for Aryssl how

to go about my work at YPI

People al YPI ans pretty Fendly
IOWands me

* 4. Are you satisfied with the YPI curriculum? Why/why not?

* 5. Which cohort are you in?
Cohort 7
Cohort 8

Cohort9

100%

Prev

Powered by
SurveyMonkey

See how easy itis to create a survey.
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B. Basic Need Satisfaction at Work Scale

Basic Need Satisfaction at Work
When | Am At Work

The following questions concern your feelings about your job during the last year. (If
you have been on this job for less than a year, this concerns the entire time you have
been at this job.) Please indicate how true each of the following statement is for you
given your experiences on this job. Remember that your boss will never know how you
responded to the questions. Please use the following scale in responding to the items.

1 2 3 4 5 i) 7
not at all somewhat very
true true true

1. | feel like I can make a lot of inputs to deciding how my job gets done.
2. | really like the people | work with.

3. 1 do not feel very competent when | am at work.

4. People at work tell me 1 am good at what | do.

5. | feel pressured at work.

6. | get along with people at work.

7. | pretty much keep to myself when | am at work.

8. I am free to express my ideas and opinions on the job.
9. I consider the people 1 work with to be my friends.

10. I have been able to learn interesting new skills on my job.
11. When | am at work, | have to do what | am told.

12. Most days | feel a sense of accomplishment from working.
13. My feelings are taken into consideration at work.

14. On my job I do not get much of a chance to show how capable 1 am.
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15. People at work care about me.

16. There are not many people at work that I am close to.
17. 1 feel like I can pretty much be myself at work.

18. The people I work with do not seem to like me much.
19. When | am working | often do not feel very capable.

20. There is not much opportunity for me to decide for myself how to go about my
work.

21. People at work are pretty friendly towards me.

Scoring Information. Form three subscale scores by averaging item responses for each
subscale after reverse scoring the items that were worded in the negative direction.
Specifically, any item that has (R) after it in the code below should be reverse scored by
subtracting the person’s response from 8. The subscales are:

Autonomy: 1, 5(R), 8, 11(R), 13, 17, 20(R)

Competence: 3(R), 4, 10, 12, 14(R), 19(R)
Relatedness: 2, 6, 7(R), 9, 15, 16(R), 18(R), 21
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Appendix I1: Interview Questions

Extwrral Assely

Staff and Founder Interview Questions

N

-~

, Founder

, Program Director
, Coach for Cohorts 3 & 5, participant of Cohort 1
, Coach for Cohort 4

Why did you create Youth Philanthropy Initiative? .J

What is the design of the YPI program? (4/f)

Why did you design it in this way? -/

What, in your opinion, are the most important elements of the YPI process? (4/l)

What procedures are employed to recruit participants? (417 bul-/

What are the elements of stafl traming? Is there an ongoimng allocation of resources? -;
Does YPI monitor and evaluate the program? -/

Which of the following of the Search Institute’s 40 Developmental Assets does YPI touch on? 47/}

iternal Assats

Do you feel the students experience any of the following during YPI: autonomy, competence, relatedness? Why/why not? (4/])

consistently across all cohorts? -J

What are the stakeholders’ underlying assumptions about the program? /4//)

. For the past three completed cohorts, to what extent is the entirety of the curriculum implemented? And was YPI implemented

For the cohort(s) for which you were an administrator, were the stakeholders satisfied with the curmculum? Why/why not? (47/)

. What are the bamers and facilitators to implementing the curnculum? (477)

4. Is there anything else vou would like to add to help the evaluator gain a better understanding of the process of YPI? (4/])
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