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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The overall purpose of this study is to determine what methods, program elements, interventions 
and other attributes contribute in what manner and to what extent to successful outcomes for 
students in the South Carolina 21st Century Community Learning Centers (21st CCLC) .  In short, 
the overall purpose is to describe the best practices for South Carolina’s after school and other 
out of school time programs.    Those best practices can never account for all of what creates 
success or failure for students, because there are so many inputs into a student’s life over which 
the program has no control.  However, even a 5% to 20% difference in test scores, grades or 
behavior can make an enormous difference in the life outcomes for a child.   
 
This study is also designed to meet the Federal evaluation requirements for a statewide 
evaluation of the 21st CCLC and portions of the Federal requirements for local evaluations.  
Specific Federal requirements are covered in Volume I of the study and portions of the local 
evaluation requirements in Volume III.  System Wide Solutions, Inc. a research and consulting 
firm based in Columbia, SC, has a five year contract with the SC SDE to conduct this study.   
 
The first year of the study was aimed at discovering the variables that have a significant 
influence on outcomes for program participants.  The second year and third year of the study are 
aimed at further refining, and explicitly defining, the variables.  If funding can be secured, in the 
fourth and fifth years of the study the variables will be empirically tested through pilot programs.   
 
During the analysis of the first year data, it was discovered that certain variables identified in the 
site visits are associated in creating effects on outcomes.  These variables are so closely 
associated that they can not be separated for practical purposes.  These groupings accounted for 
most of the variation in student outcomes.  
 
These kinds of groupings are called factors, and three factors were identified.  One was more 
powerful than the others, and is identified as the Primary Factor.  This factor determined most of 
the differences in student outcome.  It combines “leadership role,” “enrichment,” and “program 
approach.”  The common thread identified in these variables is their relation to policy decisions 
made by the planners of the program regarding what the focus of the program would be.   
Therefore, this component was named the “Site Policy” Factor.   Two other factors of lesser 
import, the Internal Environment and Subject/Content Area were also identified.   The sites in 
the Site Policy Factor cluster into three groups.  One was named the named the Child 
Development Cluster, another the Mixed Cluster and the third the Pedagogical Cluster. 
 
The statistical analysis from the first year of the study, through the factor analysis, identified the 
qualitative variables that appear to be important to successful outcomes in the SC 21st CCLC 
program.   The research team used this information to develop the qualitative methodology for 
the second year of the study.  Quantitative data was obtained from the GEMSTM database.  This 
data was either entered into to GEMSTM by the sites and programs, imported from State 
Department of Education IT Office data, scanned from survey forms or imported from data 
obtained from the Common Core of Data list of public schools published by the Institute of 
Education Sciences National Center for Education Statistics.   
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Data obtained for the study was divided into four categories for purposes of analysis.  These 
categories are: independent variables, extraneous variables, dependent variables, and control 
group data.  Each category of data was imported separately into the Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences (SPSS).  The specific analysis was conducted in four parts.  Throughout this 
process, the research team met daily to review findings and assure internal consistency in the 
research process.  The final, in-depth analysis, found in Findings, Part IV, identified the 
combinations of inputs that are most likely to produce the desired outcomes...  The analyses were 
summarized into a series of tables.  These tables were reviewed by the research team to identify 
common themes among the models.  Those themes are: 
 
1. A combination of a positive organizational culture, strong emphasis on Enhanced Learning 

Activities and a large amount of contributions from partners may predict positive differences 
in PACT scores.  This combination of inputs appears to be most successful with sixth 
through eighth graders.   

2. A combination of having a Holistic or Mixed Site Policy approach, positive organizational 
culture, fewer hours of operation, larger average grant amount, and students who are present 
in the program for about 100 days may predict positive differences in behavior.  This 
combination of inputs appears to be most successful with kindergarten through fifth graders.   

3. A combination of a positive organizational culture, positive impact on behavior, high parental 
involvement, strong emphasis on academics and a stronger emphasis on Enhanced Learning 
Activities may predict positive differences in math and ELA grades.  This combination of 
inputs appears to be most successful with kindergarten through second graders and ninth 
through twelfth graders for math, and sixth through twelfth graders for ELA.   

4. A combination of a positive organizational culture, positive impact on behavior, intrinsic 
behavioral management style, high parental involvement, and smaller average grant amount 
may predict positive differences in science and social studies grades.  This combination of 
inputs appears to be most successful with kindergarten through fifth graders for both science 
and social studies and ninth through twelfth graders for social studies.    

5. A combination of an Pedagogical or Enriched Academic Site Policy approach, rewards or 
mixed behavior management style, high parental involvement, a greater number of hours of 
operation, a larger student to staff ratio, smaller average grant amount, larger average 
contribution per site, and students who are present in the program for about 80-90 days may 
predict positive change in teachers’ perception of classroom performance.  This combination 
of inputs appears to be most successful with ninth through twelfth graders.    

6. A combination of a Holistic or Mixed Site Policy approach, adequate impact on behavior, an 
adequate amount of adult services, strong emphasis on Enhanced Learning Activities, a 
smaller student to staff ratio, fewer hours of operation, and students who are present in the 
program for about 80-90 days may predict positive changes in students’ positive perceptions 
of their own academic improvement.  This combination of inputs appears to be most 
successful with kindergarten through fifth graders.  

7. A combination of a Holistic or Mixed Site Policy approach, positive organizational culture, 
positive impact on behavior, strong emphasis on Enhanced Learning Activities, large number 
of hours of operation, smaller student to staff ratio, and students who are present in program 
between 90 and 100 days may predict positive change in students’ positive perception of 
improvement in their own abilities in Enhanced Learning  skills.  This combination of inputs 
appears to be most successful with third through fifth graders and ninth through twelfth 
graders.   
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It is unfortunate that in South Carolina, for whatever reason, standardized test scores continue to 
drift downwards.  However, it is of significance that the scores of the students identified by the 
schools as being the worst and who have entered the 21st CCLC have largely stabilized and that 
changes in scores compare favorably with other students in their schools.   
 
The 21st CCLC students were successful when comparing the differences between their 2006 and 
2007 PACT scores to the difference in PACT scores of the other students in their schools. On the 
ELA and Social Studies PACT tests, the scores of both groups decreased slightly, but there was 
no statistical difference in the change between the two groups.  That is, the decreases for both 
groups were about equal.  On the Math PACT scores, the 21st CCLC students remained about the 
same, while the other students’ scores decreased.  The scores of both groups increased on the 
Social Studies PACT, but there was no statistical difference in the change between the two 
groups. 
 
Several recommendations are made.   
 
It is recommended that a summary of the report should be provided to the programs and that the 
full report should be made available on line.  In addition, a brief presentation of the findings 
should be made to a meeting of the program directors.   
 
It is recommended that SWS staff should continue to review GEMSTM for improvements, 
particularly regarding data input.  However, the input of individual student data is essential to 
determining what works best for the students.     
 
It is recommended that the SC Department of Education establish four pilot sites that will test 
two of the specific conclusions stated above.  These tests should occur over a period of at least 
three years and the students in the test sites should be followed until high school graduation.  The 
outcomes to be measured during the time in the pilot sites would be the dependent variables 
identified in this study.  The long-term outcome should be on-time high school graduation.      
 

1. The PACT score model. 
2. The behavior model. 
  

It is recommended that the evaluation effort, as it has been carried out to this point, be continued 
for 2007-2008, but that emphasis be shifted more to support for local evaluation efforts in 2009-
2010.   
 
It is recommended that the students in the SC 21st CCLC be followed through their public school 
career to determine their high school graduation rates.   
 
It is recommended that the lessons learned from this evaluation be reviewed for implications for 
the regular classroom.   
 
It is recommended that the behavior model be reviewed for application in specialized situations 
such as alternative schools, the DJJ school district, and other similar situations.    
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INTRODUCTION  
 

The 21st CCLC Program Federal and State Mandates 
 
The 21st Century Community Learning Centers (CCLC) program is administered by the U. S. 
Department of Education (USDOE) and is authorized under Title IV, Part B, of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act, as amended by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001.  The purposes of 
this program are 1) to create or expand community learning centers that provide academic 
enrichment opportunities to assist students, particularly those who attend high-poverty and low-
performing schools, in meeting state and local standards in core academic subjects; 2) to offer 
students a broad array of enrichment activities that can complement their regular academic programs; 
and 3) to offer literacy and other educational services to the families of participating children. 
 
The South Carolina State Department of Education (SDE) administers the 21st Century Community 
Learning Centers (21st CCLC) program in South Carolina as the State Education Agency (SEA).  
Through a competitive process, the SDE awards funds received from the USDOE to local 
organizations for the purpose of establishing or expanding community learning centers.  At the end 
of the 2006-2007 school year, there were 89 programs (operating 170 sites) funded in the state.   
 

The 21st Century Community Learning Centers in South Carolina  

The South Carolina 21st CCLC program is housed within the Community and Parent Services 
Office of the South Carolina Department of Education.  The State Office states that “A 
community-learning center offers academic, artistic, and cultural enrichment opportunities to 
students and their families when school is not in session (before school, after school, during 
holidays, and/or during the summer recess).”   The purposes of the South Carolina CCLC are to:  

1. Provide opportunities for academic enrichment, including providing tutorial services to 
help students, particularly students who attend high-poverty and low-performing schools, 
to meet State and local student performance standards in core academic subjects, such as 
reading and mathematics;  

2. Offer students a broad array of additional services, programs, and activities, such as 
youth development activities, drug and violence prevention programs, counseling 
programs, art, music, and recreation programs, technology education programs, and 
character education programs, that are designed to reinforce and complement the regular 
academic program of participating students; and  

3. Offer families of students served by community learning centers opportunities for literacy 
and related educational development.  

At the beginning of the 2006-2007 school year, the South Carolina 21st CCLC had 91 programs 
and 183 sites.  During the school year, two programs and 13 sites became inactive, leaving 89 
active programs and 170 sites.  At the end of the grant year, one program and one site became 
inactive, leaving 88 active programs and 169 sites.  Of these programs, 19 were first funded in 
2003, 40 in 2004, 12 in 2005 and 17 in 2006.  A total of 14,471 students were reported to have 
attended 21st CCLC during 2006-2007.    
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Purpose of this Study  
 
The overall purpose of this study is to determine what methods, program elements, interventions 
and other attributes contribute in what manner and to what extent to successful outcomes for 
students in the South Carolina 21st CCLC.  In short, the overall purpose is to describe the best 
practices for South Carolina’s after school and other out of school time programs.    Those best 
practices can never account for all of what creates success, or failure, for students, because there 
are so many inputs into a student’s life over which the schools have no control.  
 
This study is also designed to meet the Federal evaluation requirements for a statewide 
evaluation of the 21st CCLC and portions of the Federal requirements for local evaluations.  
Specific Federal requirements are covered in Volume I of the study and portions of the local 
evaluation requirements in Volume III.   
 

Federal Evaluation Requirements 
 
The Federal 21st CCLC evaluation guidelines require State Education Agencies (SEAs) 
administering 21st CCLC funds to ensure that programs: 
 

• Meet the principles of effectiveness based on the assessment of objective data, an established 
set of performance indicators, and scientifically-based research on helping students meet a 
state’s high academic achievement standards;  

• Use performance indicators and performance measures for evaluation;  
• Conduct a periodic evaluation of how the program or activity is providing high quality 

academic enrichment;  
• Use evaluation findings for continuous improvement of the program, broader dissemination 

of promising practices, and for the general information of the public;  
• Receive ongoing technical assistance and training that enables them to implement effective 

program and evaluation strategies.  
 
State level evaluations must also be conducted on a regular basis to determine the effectiveness 
of the statewide 21st CCLC program. Statewide evaluations must use performance indicators and 
measures for evaluation. 
 
There are therefore two responsibilities of the SEAs regarding quality of programming.  The first 
is direct accountability, a quality assurance function conducted through performance 
measurements taken at the program and site level.  The second is a continuous quality 
improvement function conducted through an evaluation at the grantee and state level.   
 
The Federal government requires that local sites submit Annual Performance Reports (APRs) on a 
web-based information system operated by Learning Point.  In addition to the APR information 
provided by the sites, the states must provide a Competition Overview record for each competition 
held for funding; a State Activities record for activities carried out during the year; and a Grantee 
Profile record for all grantees that received a grant award since the current program year or earlier.  
All this information is submitted once a year, in the fall.  The APR information is site level, and 
not student level, data.  It is therefore very helpful for determining accountability for sites, 
programs and the state, but is not sufficient for program evaluation purposes.  
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The 21st CCLC evaluation guidelines require two levels of program evaluation.  These are 
comprehensive state level program evaluation and local grantee level periodic evaluation.  The 
purposes of the two levels of program evaluation are, first, to determine the effectiveness of the 
21st CCLC program in achieving its goals and, second, to provide information to allow for 
continuous program improvement at both the local and statewide levels.  
 
At the state level, SEAs should conduct replicable studies including rigorous statistical analysis 
and generalizable conclusions.  At the site level, grantees must conduct evaluations that answer 
questions that will let the site know how well it is improving positive academic outcomes for 
participants and how it is doing so.  At both the state and site level, the evaluations must follow 
the standards of scientifically-based research.     
 

Summary of Overall South Carolina Approach 
 
System Wide Solutions, a research and consulting firm based in Columbia, SC, has a five year 
contract with the SC SDE to evaluate the 21st CCLC.  SWS has three overall responsibilities 
regarding the South Carolina 21st CCLC program.  These are:  gathering of data necessary for the 
evaluation; provision of methods and training for local program evaluations; and the design and 
conduct of the statewide evaluation.      
 
Grant Evaluation Management System (GEMSTM):  To gather data, SWS uses the GEMS.TM 
The GEMSTM is a web-based live database utilized by all 21st CCLC programs and sites.  This 
comprehensive management information system serves several purposes.  All site and program 
level data associated with the 21st CCLC program, with the exception of financial data, is entered 
into the GEMSTM by programs and sites; they also enter all student level data, except for 
individual PACT scores, discipline referrals and attendance, which are provided electronically by 
SDE and imported into the system by SWS.  All reporting to PPICS and the state 21st CCLC 
office is done from GEMSTM.  GEMSTM contains the data from the Teacher Survey and, 
beginning in 2007, student and parent surveys.  These surveys are completed on scannable forms 
and results are imported into the GEMSTM.  In addition, the data management system provides 
the formatted program level evaluations for each local program and site, as described below.   
All of the quantitative data necessary for the statewide evaluation is found in GEMSTM. 
 
Local Program Evaluations:  The second responsibility of SWS is to work with the local programs 
to assist them in producing their own local evaluations.  The GEMSTM produces summary reports on 
data entered into the system, which programs may use for evaluation and monitoring.  Programs are 
trained on making use of these resources as part of their GEMSTM training.    
 
Statewide Evaluation: The statewide evaluation is a five year process.  The evaluation has two 
purposes.  These purposes are: 
 

• To determine if the South Carolina 21st CCLC conformed to the Federal 21st CCLC 
Federal objectives and performance measures.   

• To conduct an in-depth evaluation of the state-wide South Carolina 21st CCLC.  This 
evaluation will determine, over time, what methods, program elements, interventions and 
other attributes contribute in what manner and to what extent to successful student 
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outcomes.  Each of the five annual evaluation reports will examine this issue for the 
programs that were first funded three years prior to the year of the report.  These 
evaluations will also compare changes in the PACT scores of students who attend all 21st 
CCLC programs with changes in the PACT scores of children in the same schools who 
do not attend these programs.      

 

Organization of the Evaluation  
 
The Statewide Evaluation for the 21st CCLC programs in South Carolina is divided into three 
volumes.  Volume I measures the state’s progress toward meeting the federal objectives and 
whether or not the programs have met the federal evaluation requirements.  This portion of the 
evaluation is titled “The 2006-2007 Evaluation of the South Carolina 21st Century Community 
Learning Centers Program – Volume I: Federal Objectives and Evaluation Requirements.”    
 
Volume II of the 2006-2007 Evaluation is an in-depth study of the 41 programs that were first 
funded in the 2004 competition.  This portion of the study identifies and describes with which 
student populations each program is most successful and to what factors that success may be 
attributed.  The goal of this portion of the study is to identify the program variables that can be 
replicated in other programs to produce similar results.  In other words, the goal is to attempt to 
identify the best practices for 21st Century Community Learning Centers in South Carolina.  This 
portion of the evaluation is called “The 2006-2007 Evaluation of the South Carolina 21st Century 
Community Learning Centers Program – Volume II: Identification of Best Practices.”   
 
The third volume of the evaluation is a descriptive report of all programs that were active in the 
state of South Carolina during the 2006-2007 federal fiscal year.  This report describes the 
activities, staffing patterns, students, and outcomes of each program to assist the State 
Department of Education in monitoring the progress of each site in achieving their goals.  This 
portion of the evaluation is called “The 2006-2007 Evaluation of the South Carolina 21st Century 
Community Learning Centers Program – Volume III: Descriptive Report of Program Inputs and 
Outcomes.” 
 

Scientific Research and Measures of Success 
 
The authorizing statute for the 21st CCLC states that the grantees must continuously evaluate 
using performance measures, and that these evaluations must be based on scientific research 
methods.  That is what is being attempted in the work being conducted by SWS in this study.  
Ultimately, any such work must focus on outcomes that remain consistent throughout the process 
of the evaluation.  Those outcomes (the dependent variables) are described below in the 
methodology.  In some ways, the researchers’ job is simple - to find out what activities and 
behaviors that can be controlled, like use of computers and hours of services, have an effect on 
the variables a program is designed to change, like test scores.  The difficult part is identifying 
the activities and behaviors and proving the effects.   
 
In the case of this research, however, there is an unusual opportunity.  There is the opportunity to 
follow a group of students for five or six years, some right through high school graduation.  This 
continuity is important because, ultimately, it would seem that the most vital issue is not whether 
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the test scores improve, or grades go up, but whether the student does well enough to continue to 
advance from grade to grade, pass the high school exit examination and actually receive a 
diploma.    
 
As SWS works on this project, evaluators will be developing hypotheses based on the research 
findings and testing those hypotheses.  The first, and we believe most important, hypothesis is 
that after school programs like the 21st CCLC can stabilize and retain in school South Carolina 
elementary students whom the literature predicts will drop out before high school graduation and 
that these students will graduate in greater than expected proportions.   
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METHODOLOGY  
 

Social Research  
 
Social research is the process of measuring, describing, explaining and attempting to predict 
social and economic phenomena.  Social research, such as this study, can never result in absolute 
findings.  That is, it can never provide predictive models that are absolutely accurate.  That is 
because human beings are complex and don’t always act in a predictable manner.   
 
In social research, one is building a pyramid that is never quite completed.  Each layer of the 
pyramid gets closer to an accurate, predictive model.  This study is in its second year, and its 
findings and conclusions are more reflective of the sought after “best practices” than the first 
year’s findings and conclusions.  Next year’s findings will be even closer.     
 

Overview 
 
Volume II of the study contains the state level evaluation of the South Carolina 21st CCLC.  This 
study is a continuation of the study begun last year and is intended to further the process of 
identifying what variables and attributes of the 21st CCLC sites are associated with student 
success.   
 
The first year of the study was aimed at discovering the variables that have a significant 
influence on outcomes for program participants.  The second year and third year of the study is 
aimed at further refining, and explicitly defining, the variables.  If funding can be secured, in the 
fourth and fifth years of the study the variables will be empirically tested through pilot programs.   
 

First Year Methodology 
 
A full description of the methodology used in the first year of the study may be found in the 
report on that year’s study.  The following is a summary of that methodology. 
 
The first year of the evaluation utilized data gathered from the active sites that were first funded 
during the 2002-2003 and 2003-2004 grant periods, a total of 92 active sites.  The qualitative 
variables and attributes were identified through structured observation, group and individual 
interviews and focus groups conducted at 70 of the 92 sites, as well as through a review of the 
literature.  Written materials from the sites and their programs were also reviewed; sites and 
programs were asked to complete questionnaires and to provide quantitative data and teacher 
surveys.  Of the 92 active sites, 68 provided valid student-level data to the research team.  A total 
of 35 independent variables were examined for their influence on outcomes.  Preparation of the 
data for analysis revealed a primary factor and three clusters of sites that accounted for much of 
the variance among outcomes.  Two sub-factors were discovered which accounted for much of 
the remaining variance.  These factors were analyzed along with the independent variables to 
determine influence on outcomes.  
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The primary measure of success (or outcome) was a comparison of pre and post program year 
PACT scores.  In addition, four secondary measures of success were utilized: grades, classroom 
performance, discipline referrals and school attendance.  Outcomes for students were examined 
as a whole and by the extraneous variables of grade level, ethnicity, gender, special needs, 
English proficiency and free and reduced lunch status.  In addition, the influences of five site 
variables were examined.  These were school size (of site and/or feeder schools), percentage of 
students in the site/feeder school that receive free or reduced lunch, rural/urban, sponsoring 
organization type, and whether or not the school is a Title I school.   Changes in PACT scores for 
students who took part in the program were also compared to changes in PACT scores of 
students in the same feeder schools who did not take part in the program.   
 
The first year of the study made use of seven data sources.  These sources were:  
 

• The information systems of the South Carolina Department of Education 
• 21st CCLC Profile and Performance Information Collection System 
• Structured observations, group and individual interviews, and focus groups interviews, 

conducted by SWS evaluators on-site and by telephone  
• Data sheets provided to SWS by local sites  
• Teacher surveys  
• Written materials from state and local 21st CCLC programs 
• Completed questionnaires from programs 

 
Since the first phase of the GEMSTM development began at the same time that the evaluation 
contract was let on October 1, 2005, data from the GEMS was not available for use in this study.   
 
The literature review revealed a paucity of instrumentation for identifying and measuring the 
elements that enter into the success of after school programs.  Much of the instrumentation had 
to be developed by SWS itself.  However, two studies utilized instruments that appeared to be 
helpful.  The first of these is Accountability for After-School Care: Devising Standards and 
Measuring Adherence to Them Report by Megan Beckett, Angela Hawken, Alison Jacknowitz, 
2001 of the RAND Corporation.  This report contained a behavioral interaction form that was 
used in the present study.  The Activity Observation Checklist described by Vandell et al. (2004) 
in A Study of Promising After-School Programs was also used.  The development of this 
checklist was led by Policy Studies Associates.  SWS sought and received permission to use 
these two instruments.  Due to this lack of instruments specific to the needs of this study, SWS 
developed its own instruments. A U.S. Department of Education approved teacher survey 
instrument designed by Learning Point Associates was used to gather information on students’ 
classroom performance.  The surveys were completed by the students’ English or math teacher.  
One teacher survey was completed for each student who regularly attended the program.  This 
survey is included in Appendix Three.  
 
There were two databases developed and utilized by SWS in the first year of the study.  The first 
of these was the Descriptive Database, which included, as the name implies, data that described 
the 21st CCLC programs, sites and students.  The second of these was the Experimental 
Database.  This database included the data elements that were specifically created or identified as 
independent variables to be examined for their influence on the outcomes desired for the students 
in the South Carolina 21stCCLC. 
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The strategy used to identify the qualitative independent variables that may have an impact on 
outcomes for students in the 21st CCLC program was to conduct broad qualitative measurements, 
identify dominant themes from these measurements and then reduce these themes to measurable 
data elements.    
 

Findings of the First Year of the Study 
 
The findings of the first year of the study form the foundation for the second year of the study, as 
well as providing the basis for specific recommendations that were made to the SC 21st CCLC 
program.  The important findings are repeated here as a bridge to the methodology for the second 
year of the study.   
 
During the analysis of the first year data, it was discovered that certain variables identified in the 
site visits are associated in creating effects on outcomes.  These variables are so closely 
associated that they can not be separated for practical purposes.  These groupings accounted for 
most of the variation in student outcomes.  
 
These kinds of groupings are called factors, and three factors were identified.  One was more 
powerful than the others, and is identified as the Primary Factor in the report.  The other two are 
identified as sub-factors.  The 71 21st CCLC sites that were visited clustered into three types for 
each of the three factors.   
 

Description of the Site Policy Factor 
 
The most significant factor, the Primary Factor, in determining student outcomes combined 
“leadership role,” “enrichment,” and “program approach.”  The common thread identified in 
these variables is their relation to policy decisions made by the planners of the program 
regarding what the focus of the program would be.   Therefore, this component was named the 
“Site Policy” Factor.  
 
The sites in the Site Policy Factor cluster into three groups.  In one group the leaders invite broad 
involvement from the community or promote service learning and volunteer work; the sites have 
a larger number and greater variety of enrichment activities than sites in other clusters; and the 
sites use a more holistic program approach, attempting to develop the students’ social, emotional, 
physical and cognitive areas.  This cluster of 12 sites was named the Child Development Cluster. 
 
In the second group, the leaders are both community- and academically-oriented; the sites have 
about the average number and variety of enrichment activities; and the sites use a mix of both the 
academic and holistic approaches.  This second cluster of 34 sites was named the Mixed Cluster. 
 
In the third group, the leaders are largely focused on academics; the sites have the fewest number 
and variety of enrichment activities; and the sites are focused mostly on developing the students’ 
academic skills.  This third cluster of 21 sites was named the Pedagogical Cluster. 
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Description of the Internal Environment Sub-Factor 
 
The second factor important to determining student outcomes that was identified includes the 
variables “adjustment to the learning environment,” “effectiveness of behavior management,” 
“school involvement,” “staff experience” and “staff morale”.  The common thread connecting 
these variables is their relation to the atmosphere and working relationships of the program’s 
stakeholders.  Therefore, this component was named the “Internal Environment” factor. 
 
This factor also divides into three clusters.  The first cluster, which has only two members, was 
named the Deprived Cluster.  These programs do not attempt to promote positive student 
attitudes toward school and learning and/or are not successful at doing so.  The sites are only 
somewhat effective at managing behavior.  The sites have only limited support from the feeder 
school.  Almost all of the staff at the sites were new in the study year.  Most of the staff at these 
sites had negative or hopeless attitudes.  
 
The second cluster, which has 26 members, was named the Average Cluster.  These programs’ 
attempts to promote positive student attitudes toward school and learning are somewhat 
successful.  The sites are fairly effective at managing behavior.  The sites have an average 
amount of support from the feeder schools.  The staff are only slightly more experienced than 
new.  Many of the staff have positive attitudes, with only a few having negative attitudes.  
 
The third cluster, which has 32 members, was named the Positive Cluster.  These programs 
consciously attempt to promote positive student attitudes toward school and learning and are 
successful at doing so.  The sites are effective at managing behavior.  The sites have a good 
amount of support from the feeder schools.  There are more experienced staff than new staff.  
The majority of staff have high energy and positive attitudes.  
 

Description of the Activity/Subject Area Sub-Factor 
 

The final sub-factor important to determining student outcomes that was identified includes the 
variables “reading/writing,” “mathematics,” “science,” “arts/music,” “cultural activities/social 
studies,” “health/nutrition,” and “other enrichment.”  This component was named the “Activity 
Subject Area” sub-factor. 
 
The sites in the Activity Subject Area Sub-Factor again clustered into three groups.  The first 
cluster, which has 19 members, was named the Language Arts and Math Cluster.  Forty-six 
percent of the activities provided by these sites are in reading and writing, with 43% of the 
activities provided by these sites being in mathematics.  These sites only provide minimal 
amounts of other activities, including science (4% of the activities provided), arts and music (3% 
of the activities provided), cultural activities/social studies (1% of the activities provided), and 
health/nutrition (1% of the activities provided).      
 
The second cluster, which has 20 members, was named the Enrichment Cluster.  Forty-one percent 
of the activities provided by these sites are other enrichment activities, with 11% of the activities 
provided by these sites being in arts and music.  Thirteen percent of the activities provided by these 
sites are in health or nutrition, 13% in reading and writing, 12% in mathematics, 4% in science and 
2% in cultural activities/social studies.   



 

SDE/21stCCLC Report Volume II/SWS March 1, 2008 10 

The third cluster, which has 55 members, was named the Mixed Cluster.  Sites in this cluster 
provided a mix of all activities, with averages of 22% in reading/writing, 17% in mathematics, 
13% in science, 8% in arts and music, 14% in cultural activities/social studies, 10% in 
health/nutrition, and 10% in other enrichment activities.   
 

Summary of Influence of the Factor and Sub-Factors on Outcomes 
 
PACT Scores:  Average ELA PACT scores increased for students in sites that take a pedagogical 
and mixed policy approach.  ELA PACT scores also increased for students in sites with a focus 
on ELA and math subjects.  Average Social Studies PACT scores increased for students in sites 
with a child development policy approach. Social Studies PACT scores also increased for 
students in sites with an average internal environment.  Average Math PACT scores increased 
for students in sites with average and positive internal environments. 
 
Absences:   Absences for students in sites with a pedagogical policy approach decreased.  This 
was also true for sites emphasizing ELA and math. 
 
Grades:  ELA grades improved for students in sites with a pedagogical policy approach.  
Students in sites with a focus on enrichment also improved their ELA grades as well as math and 
science grades.  
 
Classroom Performance:   The classroom performance of students in sites with a pedagogical 
policy approach is superior to that of a child development or mixed policy approach.   
 

Influence of Independent Variables 
 
The independent variables had a relatively minor influence on outcomes when not analyzed as 
combinations of variables.  There were some differences noted among a few variables on PACT 
scores and other outcomes, but these relationships should be tested further before conclusions are 
reached.   

Influence of Extraneous (Demographic) Variables 
 
The influence of the extraneous variables was generally predictable or ambiguous.  Several were 
ruled out as important to predicting success.   
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Second Year Methodology 
 

Instrumentation  
 
The statistical analysis from the first year of the study, through the factor analysis, identified the 
qualitative variables which appear to be important to successful outcomes in the SC 21st CCLC 
program.   The research team used this information to develop the qualitative methodology for 
the second year of the study. 
 
The first step in the process was for the members of the team to eliminate those variables which 
had proven to have little or no influence on outcomes.  This reduced the number of variables to 
nine, seventeen when sub-variables are included. The second step in the process was for the 
members of the team to reexamine the variables and classify what each scale represents.   
 
After defining what each scale represents, the team members independently went back to the 
data from the first year and used the new scale.  They then discussed any differences that 
surfaced until agreement was reached and all scaling utilizing the first year instrumentation was 
the same as the scaling for the second year instrumentation when the same data was utilized.   A 
new format for the instrumentation and database was then designed.  The new format was then 
used to scale the data from the first year once again to test for consistency of results.   Necessary 
adjustments were made until consistency was reached.  The final qualitative variables, 
definitions and scales can be found in Appendix Two.    
 

Measurement of Qualitative Data 
 
The measurement tools are described in the Instrumentation Section above and presented in 
Appendix Two.  The method for conducting the measurements was as follows: 
 

• Thirty-nine sites representative of the possible sites were chosen.  The choices were made 
based on geographic distribution, urban/rural mix, grade level of program participants 
and program sponsorship type.   

• During September and October 2006 appointments were made with programs for visits to 
the sites during November 2006 through March 2007.   

• Telephone interviews were conducted with the Program Directors one to two weeks prior 
to the appointments.   

• The data about the feeder schools available on the SDE web site was reviewed prior to 
the site visit by the site visit team. 

• The APR information on the site was reviewed by the team prior to the site visit. 
• Teams composed generally of two members met with the site coordinator and, if 

possible, with the principal before conducting group interviews, observations and so on. 
• Either prior to or during the visit, site coordinators were asked to provide a full agenda of 

program activities.  
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• After a site visit, a summary of the visit was written by the two team members, who had 
to reach agreement on the content of the summary.   

• All information and forms were scanned into electronic files and also secured in filing 
cabinets.  

• Final ratings were completed in the Qualitative Review Database with the agreement of 
both team members.   

Sources of Quantitative Data 
 
Quantitative data for the study was obtained from four sources.  For purposes of this study, only 
the quantitative data for students who participated during the 2006-2007 grant period is used. 
This is discussed further in the Limitations section of this report. The sources for data are: 
 

• Data related to program partners, funding, program operations and activities, staffing, 
student demographics, student program attendance, student grades in school, and prior 
year PACT score data were entered into the GEMS™ by program directors and site 
coordinators.   

• Data related to student absences in school, student discipline actions in school, PACT 
score data, and demographics for the control group were obtained from the State 
Department of Education IT Office and imported into the GEMS™ database.  

• Data related to the characteristics of the feeder schools were obtained from the Common 
Core of Data list of public schools published by the Institute of Education Sciences 
National Center for Education Statistics.  The statistics for each feeder school were 
combined for each site and imported into the GEMS™ database.   

• Responses to the Teacher, Student, and Parent Surveys were scanned into three separate 
DataLink™ files using an Advantage™ 1200 Test Scanner.  The data files were then 
exported into text files and imported into the GEMS™ database.   

 

Methods for Analysis 
 
Data obtained for the study was divided into four categories for purposes of analysis.  These 
categories are: independent variables, extraneous variables, dependent variables, and control 
group data.  Each category of data was imported separately into the Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences (SPSS).  The specific analysis was conducted in five parts.   
 
The first part was to identify and examine the independent variables for analysis.  The qualitative 
and quantitative data collection methods resulted in 66 quantitative and 17 qualitative 
independent variables.  The number of independent variables was reduced to 17 through the 
creation of new composite variables from identified factors and the identification of potentially 
influential relationships between the independent variables. 
 
The second part was to prepare the extraneous variables for analysis.  The quantitative data 
collection methods resulted in nine extraneous variables at the community level and six 
extraneous variables at the student level.  The number of extraneous variables at the community 
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level was reduced to three through the creation of a new composite variable.  Due to the nature 
of the extraneous variables at the student level, mostly nominal data, the number of these types 
of variables could not be reduced. 
 
The third part was to prepare the dependent variables for analysis.  The quantitative data collection 
methods resulted in 69 dependent variables at the student level.  The number of dependent 
variables was reduced to 14 through the creation of new composite variables.  Composite variables 
were developed in two ways.  The first way was to calculate the difference between the baseline 
and the comparative data for absences, discipline, grades, and PACT scores.  The comparative data 
was analyzed against the baseline data using a paired-samples t-test to identify if the average 
change was significant.  The second way was through the identification of factors and the creation 
of new scales using factor scores and reliability analyses. 
 
The fourth part of the analysis was to identify the influences on the dependent variables for 
students in all of the sites statewide.  Regression analyses were conducted to identify the 
combination of independent variables (model) that has the greatest influence on each dependent 
variable.  Other inferential statistics were also used where linear regression was inappropriate.  
Steps were taken to attempt to control for each extraneous variable and to determine if the 
models changed.  The analyses were then summarized into a series of tables.  These tables were 
reviewed by the research team to identify common themes among the models.   
 
The final part of the analysis was to examine the difference in PACT scores between students in 
the program and all other students in the same feeder schools.  Comparisons with the control 
group were also conducted by extraneous variables to determine if any of the findings for the 
factors could be accounted for by changes in scores in the schools in general and by differences 
in scores for different student demographic variables.   
 
There were literally millions of calculations involved in the process of analyzing the data and 
hundreds of hours of staff time spent discussing the findings to determine the appropriate paths 
to continue the research in the right directions.   
 
Throughout this process, the research team met daily to review findings and assure internal 
consistency in the research process.  After all statistical analysis was completed, the team met for 
several sessions to determine the meaning of the findings and to prepare the conclusions and 
recommendations for Volume II of the study.  Recommendations are divided into implications 
for programs and implications for further research.    
 
 

Limitations of the Study 
 
An attempt was made to combine the 2005-2006 data set with the 2006-2007 data set to obtain a 
clearer and more comprehensive picture of the influence of independent variables on the 
dependent variables.  Due to limitations that arose from the data collection method used during 
the 2005-2006 grant period, the data from the 2005-2006 grant period could not be aggregated in 
the same way as the data from the 2006-2007 grant period.  Furthermore, much of the 
quantitative data collected in 2005-2006 is incomplete or missing.  Therefore, the quantitative 
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data from the 2005-2006 grant period is not utilized in the current report.  Data collection, 
preparation and analysis of site visit scores for all sites visited followed the same procedure 
during 2005-2006 and 2006-2007; therefore qualitative variables for both years are included. As 
a result, the in-depth analysis includes 2006-2007 data only for 39 sites and 3,657 students.  The 
possibility of adding the 2006-2007 data set to the 2007-2008 data set for the in depth analysis 
will be explored for the 2007-2008 study.   
 
Anomalies were observed with the attendance and discipline data provided by SDE.  Values 
were provided for every student for both 2005-2006 and 2006-2007.  This would imply that no 
new students moved into or out of the state from the 21st CCLC program during this period, 
which is known not to be the case from other sources.  Moreover, there were instances when 
large fluctuations occurred between years, for example from a value of zero in one year to over 
140 in the next.  These anomalies limit the amount of trust that can be placed in this data.   
 
Through the course of the analysis, it was discovered that several sites did not report activities 
for more than 20% of their reported program operation time.  As a result, the activity data for 29 
sites was removed from the analysis.  Furthermore, 82.9% of the remaining sites have less than 
50% of their program operation time accounted for with activities.  For this reason, the variables 
related to program operation time spent on each primary activity category were too close to zero 
to be meaningful and could not be included in the analysis.  The variables related to subject areas 
are collected with a “check all that apply” question; therefore, the scores for the subject area 
variables were much higher than the scores for the primary activity category variables and could 
be included in the analysis.  The findings identified using these variables must be viewed with 
caution; however, as the results may be different if the sites had reported 100% of their time in 
activities.  It must be noted that a function is being developed for the GEMSTM to minimize this 
limitation in the future.  Relationship between Emphasis on Academics composite and Emphasis 
on Enhanced Learning  Activities composite is positively linear (r=0.443, n=140, p=0.000), 
meaning that as the percentage of hours spent on academics increases so does the percentage of 
hours spent on Enhanced Learning  Activities.  This indicates the possibility of a reporting error. 
 
Data on student demographics and prior year PACT scores were obtained from both the State 
Department of Education and from the individual sites.  For some students, the data was 
contradictory, in that one source would report that the student scored Basic on the ELA PACT 
while the other would report that the student had scored Below Basic.  In these instances, the 
data obtained from the State Department of Education was used.  The research team felt this 
would be the most appropriate response, as the method for classification would be more 
consistent from the State Department of Education.   
 
Grades in school were provided by the individual sites.  Schools in South Carolina utilize several 
different grading scales, such as 1 to 100, A through F, and three point grading scales such as 
Consistently Demonstrates, Somewhat Demonstrates, and Rarely Demonstrates.  Grades that are 
on an A-F and grades on three point grading scales are useful in determining change for 
individual students; however, the data cannot be transformed into one scale without reducing the 
variation of grades.  Analysis of changes in grades using grades on all available scales proved 
inconsistent and was therefore rendered invalid.  As a result, only those grades on a 1 to 100 
grading scale were used for the in-depth analysis.   
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FINDINGS 
PART I: PREPARATION OF INDEPENDENT VARIABLES FOR 

IN-DEPTH ANALYSIS 
 
The qualitative and quantitative data collection methods resulted in 66 quantitative and 17 
qualitative independent variables.  Attempting to compare all 83 of these independent variables 
to the outcomes of the programs would be very complex and difficult to interpret.  Consequently, 
steps were taken to identify factors and to create new composite variables from those factors.  
The composites were then compared to each other to identify potentially influential relationships 
between the new independent variables.   
 
Principal Components Factor Analyses were conducted to estimate the combinations of variables 
that explain why each observation differs from the mean.  These analyses identified common 
threads of ideas, or components, between the independent variables.  These components, or 
factors, were then used to represent several independent variables.  Using the factors in this way 
allowed for a more efficient in-depth analysis and a clearer view of the impact of these variables 
on the dependent variables than would have been possible otherwise.   
 
First, a factor analysis was conducted on all of the qualitative independent variables.  For these 
analyses, all site visit data collected in 2005-2006 and 2006-2007 were utilized.  Then factor 
analyses were conducted on groups of quantitative independent variables utilizing data collected 
during the 2006-2007 grant period.  Due to limitations that arose from the data collection method 
used during the 2005-2006 grant period, the quantitative data from that period is not utilized in 
this report.  The limitations section provides further discussion. 
 

Identification of Composites from Qualitative Variables 
 
A factor analysis conducted on the qualitative independent variables initially identified six 
components that explained most of the variance among the variables.  Upon closer examination, 
however, three variables were identified that did not fit appropriately with the other variables.  
The style of curriculum used, the creativeness of teaching methods and the level of staff 
certification were removed from the factor analysis using the “Measure of Sampling Adequacy” 
statistic found in the Anti-Image Correlation Matrix.  This statistic, which was smaller than 
recommended (< 0.5) for each of the three variables, represents the extent to which a given 
variable fits in with the structure of the other variables.  Furthermore, the factor analysis was 
changed to replace missing values with the mean for the variable, which neutralized the missing 
values that resulted from changing the qualitative instrument prior to beginning the 2006-2007 
site visits.   
 
After removing the three variables, the factor solution was re-calculated.  The new solution 
identified four components that explained most of the variance among the variables.  The new 
model was found to be statistically appropriate for the variables in the solution.  This means that 
there is a high proportion of variance in the variables which is caused by common underlying 
factors (KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.787) and that significant relationships exist 
among the variables (Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity = 187.03, df=91, p=0.000).     
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The Site Policy Factor (Primary Factor) 
 
The first component identified in the factor solution included the variables “leadership role,” 
“enrichment,” and “program approach.”  The leadership role variable represents a continuum 
from  the site coordinator being rated as a community organizer if he or she stresses bringing in 
community resources or promotes students to do service learning, volunteer work, etc. to  the site 
coordinator being rated as an educator if he or she largely emphasizes academic instruction.  The 
enrichment variable represents the quality and range of enrichment activities.  The program 
approach variable represents a continuum from the program being rated as holistic if it develops 
social, emotional, physical and cognitive areas to the program being rated as pedagogical if the 
program’s efforts focus primarily on academic instruction.  The common thread identified in 
these variables is their relation to decisions made by the program staff in regards to where the 
program focuses its efforts.  Therefore, this component was named the “Site Policy” factor. 
 
In the 2005-2006 in-depth analysis, this same factor was identified as the factor accounting for 
the greatest proportion of variation in the dependent variables.  Therefore, this factor is classified 
as the Primary Factor.   
 

Creation of the Composite 
A cluster analysis was conducted on the Site Policy Factor to identify the different types 
(clusters) of site policies and to classify each site under one of the clusters.  The cluster analysis 
identified four different types of site policies.  The minimum distance between the final cluster 
centers is 2.607 and the maximum distance is 6.412. 
 

Description of the Clusters 
The first cluster (n=36) was named the Holistic Cluster.  The average score on the “leadership 
role” variable for sites in this cluster is 5.19 (on a scale of 1 to 7), meaning that the leaders invite 
broad involvement from the community and/or promote service learning and volunteer work.  
The average score on the “enrichment” variable is 6.08 (on a scale of 1 to 7), meaning that the 
sites have a larger number and greater variety of quality enrichment activities than sites in other 
clusters.  The average score on the “program approach” variable is 5.89 (on a scale of 1 to 7), 
meaning that the sites use a more child development approach, attempting to develop the 
students’ social, emotional, physical and cognitive abilities.   
 
The second cluster (n=23) was named the Mixed Cluster.  The average score on the “leadership 
role” variable for sites in this cluster is 4.83 (on a scale of 1 to 7), meaning that the leaders are both 
community- and academically-oriented.  The average score on the “enrichment” variable is 3.78 
(on a scale of 1 to 7), meaning that the sites have a moderate number and variety of quality 
enrichment activities.  The average score on the “program approach” variable is 4.09 (on a scale of 
1 to 7), meaning that the sites use a mix of both the academic and child development approaches.   
 
The third cluster (n=25) was named the Enriched Academics Cluster.  The average score on the 
“leadership role” variable for sites in this cluster is 2.44 (on a scale of 1 to 7), meaning that the 
leaders are primarily focused on academics.  The average score on the “enrichment” variable is 
4.64 (on a scale of 1 to 7), meaning that the sites have a moderate number and variety of quality 
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enrichment activities.  The average score on the “program approach” variable is 3.48 (on a scale 
of 1 to 7), meaning that the sites are focused primarily on developing the students’ academic 
skills with a moderate focus on other areas of child development. 
 
The fourth cluster (n=25) was named the Pedagogical Cluster.  The average score on the 
“leadership role” variable for sites in this cluster is 2.20 (on a scale of 1 to 7), meaning that the 
leaders are largely focused on academics.  The average score on the “enrichment” variable is 
1.92 (on a scale of 1 to 7), meaning that the sites have very few quality enrichment activities.  
The average score on the “program approach” variable is 2.04 (on a scale of 1 to 7), meaning that 
the sites are focused essentially on developing the students’ academic skills. 
 

The Organizational Culture and Impact on Behavior Factors 
 
The second component identified in the qualitative factor solution included the variables 
“adjustment to the learning environment,” “effectiveness of behavior management,” “school 
involvement,” “staff experience” and “staff morale.”  This factor is very similar to the secondary 
factor identified in the 2005-2006 analysis.  During the 2006-2007 analysis, however, the cluster 
analysis did not identify homogenous groups of cases which could be contextually validated.  As 
a result, the variables in this factor were divided into two components: the organizational culture 
factor and the behavior factor.   
 

Creation and Description of the Organizational Culture Composite 
The Organizational Culture factor includes the variables “school involvement,” “staff 
experience” and “staff morale.”  The school involvement variable represents the extent to which 
the 21st CCLC program receives support from the host organization or school.  The staff 
experience variable represents the continuity of teachers working in the after school program.  
The staff morale variable represents the level of energy and positive attitudes observed during 
the site visit.  The common thread identified in these variables is their relation to the underlying 
beliefs, attitudes and experiences of the host organization.  Therefore, this component was named 
the “Organizational Culture” factor. 
 
A reliability analysis determined that these items have adequate internal reliability, with a 
Cronbach alpha of 0.695, meaning that the scores for items are approximately 70% consistent 
among cases.  Additionally, Tukey’s test of non-additivity was not significant (F=0.101, df=1, 
p=0.751), which confirms that each variable in the construct is linearly related to the total score.  
Therefore, adding together the scores on these three variables for each case creates a statistically 
reliable composite measure.   
 
Of the 111 sites that were visited between 2005-2006 and 2006-2007, 99 had valid scores for all 
three of the variables.  The composite score was computed for these 99 sites.  The average score 
for the Organizational Culture composite is 16.47 (SD=3.001) on a scale of 3 to 21, where a 
higher score represents more involvement and support from the host organization, less staff 
turnover in the program, and more motivated and satisfied staff.  The scores for the composite 
are positively skewed, meaning that the majority of the scores fall at the top half of the scale.   
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Creation and Description of the Impact on Behavior Composite 
The Impact on Behavior factor includes the variables “adjustment to the learning environment” 
and “effectiveness of behavior management.”  The adjustment to the learning environment 
variable represents the observed change in students’ attitudes toward school and learning.  The 
effectiveness of behavior management variable represents the appropriateness of students’ 
behavior in the program and the ability of the program staff to manage students’ behavior.  The 
common thread identified in these variables is the perceived impact of the program on students’ 
behavior and attitudes.  Therefore, this component was named the “Impact on Behavior” factor. 
 
A reliability analysis determined that these items have adequate internal reliability, with a 
Cronbach alpha of 0.619, meaning that the scores for items are approximately 62% consistent 
among cases.  Additionally, Tukey’s test of non-additivity was not significant (F=0.096, df=1, 
p=0.758), which confirms that each variable in the construct is linearly related to the total score.  
Therefore, adding together the scores on these two variables for each case creates a statistically 
reliable composite measure.   
 
Of the 111 sites that were visited between 2005-2006 and 2006-2007, 108 had valid scores for 
both of the variables.  The composite score was computed for only these 108 sites.  The average 
score for the Impact on Behavior composite is 10.56 (SD=1.704) on a scale of 2 to 14, where a 
higher score represents a greater positive change in students’ attitudes toward learning and more 
appropriate behavior from the students.  The scores for the Impact on Behavior composite are 
positively skewed, meaning that the majority of the scores fall at the top half of the scale.   
 

The Behavior Management Style Factor 
 
The third component identified in the qualitative factor solution included the variables “influence 
on attitudes toward learning,” “type of behavior management,” “methods to build group identify,” 
and “methods for emphasizing intrinsic rewards.”  The adjustment to the learning environment 
variable represents the effort made by the staff to promote positive student attitudes toward school 
and learning.  The type of behavior management variable represents the degree to which the staff 
uses reward-oriented or punishment-oriented methods for discipline and behavior management.  
The methods to build group identify variable represents the extent to which rituals, mottoes, etc. 
are used to build group identity and an understanding of behavioral norms.  The methods for 
emphasizing intrinsic rewards variable represents the extent to which methods for rewarding 
desired behavior emphasize intrinsic or social rewards.  The common thread identified in these 
variables is their relation to how the program and/or staff attempt to manage or improve student 
behavior and attitudes.  Therefore, this component was named the “Behavior Management Style” 
factor. 
 

Creation of the Composite 

A cluster analysis was conducted on the Behavior Management Style Factor to identify the 
different types of behavior management styles (clusters) and to classify each site under one of the 
clusters.  The cluster analysis identified four different types of behavior management styles.  The 
minimum distance between the final cluster centers is 3.045 and the maximum distance is 7.258. 
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Description of the Clusters 
The first cluster (n=7) was named the Rewards Cluster.  The average score on the “influence on 
attitudes toward learning” variable for sites in this cluster is 6.57 (on a scale of 1 to 7), meaning 
that the staff makes a conscious effort to improve students attitudes toward school and learning.  
The average score on the “type of behavior management” variable is 5.57 (on a scale of 1 to 7), 
meaning that the staff primarily use positive incentives for behavior management.  The average 
score on the “methods to build group identify” variable is 5.57 (on a scale of 1 to 7), meaning 
that methods to build group identity are used more often than not.  The average score on the 
“methods for emphasizing intrinsic rewards” variable is 6.14 (on a scale of 1 to 7), meaning that 
intrinsic rewards are frequently, but not consistently used. 
 
The second cluster (n=7) was named the Intrinsic Cluster.  The average score on the “influence on 
attitudes toward learning” variable for sites in this cluster is 4.57 (on a scale of 1 to 7), meaning 
that the staff makes a moderate effort to improve students attitudes toward school and learning.  
The average score on the “type of behavior management” variable is 3.57 (on a scale of 1 to 7), 
meaning that the staff use a mix of positive incentives and punishments for behavior 
management.  The average score on the “methods to build group identify” variable is 1.86 (on a 
scale of 1 to 7), meaning that there is slight evidence of they use methods to build group identity.  
The average score on the “methods for emphasizing intrinsic rewards” variable is 5.0 (on a scale 
of 1 to 7), meaning that the use of intrinsic rewards is used more often than not. 
 
The third cluster (n=12) was named the Mixed Cluster.  The average score on the “influence on 
attitudes toward learning” variable for sites in this cluster is 4.75 (on a scale of 1 to 7), meaning 
that the staff makes a moderate effort to improve students attitudes toward school and learning.  
The average score on the “type of behavior management” variable is 4.75 (on a scale of 1 to 7), 
meaning that there is slightly more use of positive incentives than punishments for behavior 
management.  The average score on the “methods to build group identify” variable is 5.0 (on a 
scale of 1 to 7), meaning that methods to build group identity are used more often than not.  The 
average score on the “methods for emphasizing intrinsic rewards” variable is 3.92 (on a scale of 
1 to 7), meaning there is slight evidence of the use of intrinsic rewards. 
 
The fourth cluster (n=15) was named the Consequences Cluster. The average score on the 
“influence on attitudes toward learning” variable for sites in this cluster is 3.2 (on a scale of 1 to 
7), meaning that a few efforts to improve student’s attitudes toward school and learning were 
mentioned.  The average score on the “type of behavior management” variable is 3.2 (on a scale 
of 1 to 7), meaning that the primary method for behavior management is punishment. The 
average score on the “methods to build group identify” variable is 1.4 (on a scale of 1 to 7), 
meaning that there is slight to no evidence of the use of methods to build group identity.  The 
average score on the “methods for emphasizing intrinsic rewards” variable is 1.87 (on a scale of 
1 to 7), meaning that there is slight evidence of the use of intrinsic rewards. 
 

The Fourth Component 
 
The fourth component identified in the factor solution included the variables “perception of 
parental support” and “adult services.”  The perception of parental support variable represents 
the teacher and program staff’s perception of how much support parents provide to the program 
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and to the students’ involvement in the program.  The “adult services” variable represents the 
extent to which efforts to provide outreach, skill-building, parenting skills, and other adult 
services were mentioned.  The common thread in these variables appears to be connected to the 
effort of the site to promote adult and parental involvement and the extent to which parents 
themselves are motivated to participate.  However, the common thread could not be statistically 
validated with the data available.  Furthermore, additional analyses of the “parental support” and 
“adult” variables produced conflicting results.  For example, some sites may offer several adult 
services, but the majority of parents are not interested or not able to be involved.  For these 
reasons, this component was not used in this analysis; however the variables are included in the 
final list of independent variables used in the in-depth analysis.      
 

Identification of Composites from Program Activity Variables 
 
The program activity variables can be divided into three groups.  The first group is the 
percentage of program operation time spent on specific subject areas.  The second group is the 
percentage of program operation time spent on each primary activity category (i.e. academic 
enrichment, tutoring, character education, etc.).  The third group is the percentage of time spent 
providing services to adults that was spent on each primary activity category (such as parental 
involvement, adult literacy, and career skills).   
 
Through the course of the analysis, it was discovered that several sites did not report activities for 
more than 20% of their reported program operation time.  As a result, the activity data for 29 sites 
was removed from the analysis.  Furthermore, the variables related to program operation time 
spent on each primary activity category were too close to zero to be meaningful and could not be 
included in the analysis.  This is discussed in detail in the Limitations Section of this report. 
 
A factor analysis on the percentage of time spent providing services to adults that was spent on 
each primary activity category did not identify any components into which the variables could be 
combined.  This may be due in part to the small number of variables of this type and the small 
percentage of sites that reported the services they are providing to adults.   
 
A factor analysis conducted on the independent variables related to the activity subject areas 
identified two components that explained most of the variance among the variables.  This model 
was found to be statistically appropriate for the variables in the solution.  This means that there is 
a high proportion of variance in the variables which is caused by the common underlying factor 
(KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.805) and that significant relationships exist between 
the variables (Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity = 917.57, df=28, p=0.000).     
 

The Emphasis on Academics Factor 
 
The first component identified in the activity subject area factor solution included the variables 
“reading/writing,” “mathematics,” and “science.”  Each variable represents the percent of the total 
program operation time that each subject was provided.  Activities could be classified as covering 
more than one subject area.  These variables were calculated by dividing the number of hours spent 
on each type of subject area by the total number of operation hours reported.  This component was 
named the “Emphasis on Academics” factor. 



 

SDE/21stCCLC Report Volume II/SWS March 1, 2008 21 

Creation of the Emphasis on Academics Composite 
A reliability analysis determined that the “reading/writing,” “mathematics,” and “science”  
variables have good internal reliability, with a Cronbach alpha of 0.929, meaning that the scores 
for items are approximately 93% consistent among cases.  However, Tukey’s test of non-
additivity was significant (Friedman’s chi-square=69.44, df=1, p=0.000), which indicates that 
there is multiplicative interaction among the variables.  As a result, each case was raised to the 
0.242 power in order to achieve additivity.  The recalculated reliability analysis determined that 
the increased variables have good internal reliability, with a Chronbach alpha of 0.893, meaning 
that the transformed scores are approximately 89% consistent among cases.  Additionally, 
Tukey’s test of non-additivity was not significant (Friedman’s chi-square=0.917, df=1, p=0.339), 
which confirms that each variable in the construct is linearly related to the total score.  Therefore, 
adding together the transformed scores on these three variables for each case creates a 
statistically reliable composite measure.   
 

Description of the Emphasis on Academics Composite 
Of the 169 sites that were active at the end of the 2006-2007 grant period, 140 had valid scores 
for all three of the variables.  The composite score was computed for these 140 sites.  The 
average score for the Emphasis on Academics composite is 1.46 (SD=0.74) on a scale of 0 to 
2.72, where a higher score represents a greater emphasis on academic subject areas.  The scores 
for the composite are positively skewed, meaning that the majority of the scores fall at the top 
half of the scale.  It must be noted that 16 sites reported 0 emphasis on academics.  This is after 
removing those sites that reported activities for less than 20% of their operation hours. After 
removing the sites that reported 0 emphasis, the range of scores is 0.17 to 4.78.   
 

The Emphasis on Enhanced Learning Activities Factor 
 
The second component identified in the activity subject area factor solution included the variables 
“arts/music,” “cultural activities/social studies,” “entrepreneurship,” “health/nutrition,” and 
“technology/telecommunications.”  Each variable represents the percent of the total program 
operation time that each subject was provided.  Activities could be classified as covering more than 
one subject area.  These variables were calculated by dividing the number of hours spent on each 
type of subject area by the total number of operation hours reported.  This component was named 
the “Emphasis on Enhanced Learning Activities” factor. 
 

Creation of the Emphasis on Enhanced Learning Activities Composite 
A reliability analysis determined that the “arts/music,” “cultural activities/social studies,” 
“entrepreneurship,” “health/nutrition,” and “technology/telecommunications” variables have good 
internal reliability, with a Cronbach alpha of 0.825, meaning that the scores for items are 
approximately 83% consistent among cases.  However, Tukey’s test of non-additivity was 
significant (Friedman’s chi-square=205.58, df=1, p=0.000), which indicates that there is 
multiplicative interaction among the variables.  As a result, each case was raised to the 0.067 
power in order to achieve additivity.  The recalculated reliability analysis determined that the 
increased variables have adequate internal reliability, with a Chronbach alpha of 0.710, meaning 
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that the transformed scores are approximately 71% consistent among cases.  Additionally, 
Tukey’s test of non-additivity was not significant (Friedman’s chi-square=3.71, df=1, p=0.055), 
which confirms that each variable in the construct is linearly related to the total score.  Therefore, 
adding together the transformed scores on these three variables for each case creates a 
statistically reliable composite measure.   
 

Description of the Emphasis on Enhanced Learning Activities Composite 
Of the 169 sites that were active at the end of the 2006-2007 grant period, 140 had valid scores for 
all five of the variables.  The composite score was computed for these 140 sites.  The average score 
for the Emphasis on Enhanced Learning Activities composite is 2.30 (SD=1.29) on a scale of 0 to 
4.78, where a higher score represents a greater emphasis on Enhanced Learning  subject areas.  The 
scores for the composite are positively skewed, meaning that the majority of the scores fall at the 
top half of the scale.  It must be noted that 15 sites reported 0 emphasis on Enhanced Learning 
Activities.  This is after removing the sites that reported activities for less than 20% of their 
operation hours.  After removing the sites that reported 0 emphasis, the range of scores is 0.75 to 
4.78.   
 

Other Independent Variables Included in the Analysis 
 
After creating composite variables to represent groups of the independent variables, correlations were 
conducted to identify significant relationships between the new composite variables and all 
remaining independent variables.  This analysis assisted in identifying those independent variables 
that interacted with each other and that therefore may have an impact on the dependent variables.  
Each of these independent variables is included in the in-depth analysis and is described below. 
 

Average Daily Attendance, Staff Slots, and Student to Staff Ratio 
 
The variable “average daily attendance” was obtained from the GEMSTM using program 
attendance data and operation hours data.  This variable was calculated by adding all of the days 
students were present in the program during the school year and dividing the number by the total 
number of days the program operated during the school year.  Average daily attendance was 
calculated for 165 of the 169 sites that were active at the end of the 2006-2007 grant period.  The 
mean average daily attendance for these sites is 45.30 students (SD=29.55).  The range of scores 
is from 6 students to 248 students.  The distribution of scores is negatively skewed, meaning that 
the majority of scores fall at the lower half of the scale.   
 
The variable “staff slots” was reported by the sites into the GEMSTM.  This variable represents 
the number of staff that worked in the program at a given time.  The number of staff slots was 
provided by 157 of the 169 sites that were active at the end of the 2006-2007 grant period.  The 
mean number of staff slots for these sites is 10.14 staff members (SD=6.58).  The range of scores 
is from two staff members to 33.  The distribution of scores is negatively skewed, meaning that 
the majority of scores fall at the lower half of the scale.   
 
The variable “student to staff ratio” was calculated by dividing the average daily attendance by 
the number of staff slots.  The variable represents the average number of students for every one 
staff member.  The student to staff ratio was calculated for 152 of the 169 sites that were active 
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at the end of the 2006-2007 grant period.  The mean student to staff ratio for these sites is 5.58 
students for every one staff member (SD=3.44).  The range of scores is from 1.15 students for 
every one staff member to 24 students for every one staff member.  The distribution of scores is 
negatively skewed, meaning that the majority of scores fall at the lower half of the scale.   
 
Average daily attendance is positively correlated to the number of staff slots (r=0.365, n=165, 
p=0.000).  This confirms what one would expect to see, which is that as the number of students 
served increases, so does the number of staff members who work in the program.  Average daily 
attendance is also positively correlated (r=0.357, n=165, p=0.000) to the average amount of the 
grant per site (this variable is described later in this section).  This indicates that as the amount of 
funding increases, the program is able to serve a higher number of students.  Furthermore, the 
number of staff slots is positively correlated to the average amount of the grant funds per site 
(r=0.311, n=157, p=0.000).  This indicates that as the funding increases, so does the number of 
staff who work in the program at any one time.  The student to staff ratio is not significantly 
correlated to any of the other variables included in this analysis; however, due to the 
relationships described above and as noted in the literature, it is believed that the student to staff 
ratio variable may have an impact on the student outcomes.   
 

Funding and Contributions to the Programs Made by Partners 
 
The variable “average amount of grant per site” was calculated by dividing the total grant award 
by the number of sites in the grant.  This was entered into the GEMSTM by the program directors 
for all 88 programs (169 sites) that were active at the end of the 2006-2007 grant period.  The 
mean of the variable “average amount of grant per site” is $67,963.85 (SD=35,408.69).  The 
range of scores is from $25,000 to $200,000.  The distribution of scores is negatively skewed, 
meaning that the majority of scores fall at the lower half of the scale.   
 
The variable “average amount of contributions per site” was calculated by dividing the total 
amount of contributions made by partners by the number of sites in the grant.  The amount of 
contributions does not include the monetary values of subcontracts awarded to partners.  The 
data was entered into the GEMSTM by the program directors for 79 of the 88 programs (157 of 
the 169 sites) that were active at the end of the 2006-2007 grant period.  The mean of the 
variable “average amount of contributions per site” is $15,403.85 (SD=19,694.63).  The range of 
scores is from $0 to $104,960.  The distribution of scores is negatively skewed, meaning that the 
majority of scores fall at the lower half of the scale.   
 
The variable “total average amount of funding per site” was calculated by adding the average grant 
award per site to the average contributions per site.  The amount of contributions does not include 
the monetary values of subcontracts awarded to partners.  The data was available for 79 of the 88 
programs (157 of the 169 sites) that were active at the end of the 2006-2007 grant period.  The 
mean of the variable “total average amount of funding per site” is $82,808 (SD=42,438.31).  The 
range of scores is from $36,300 to $232,987.  The distribution of scores is negatively skewed, 
meaning that the majority of scores fall at the lower half of the scale.   
 
The average amount of grant per site is positively correlated to the average daily attendance 
(r=0.357, n=165, p=0.000), which means that as the amount of the grant increases, so does the 
average daily attendance.  The average amount of grant is negatively correlated to the number of 
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sites in the grant (r=-0.728, n=169, p=0.000), which means that as the number of sites increases, the 
average amount of the grant distributed to each site decreases.  It follows then that the number of 
sites in the grant is somewhat negatively correlated to the average daily attendance (r=-0.271, 
n=165, p=0.000), which means that as the number of sites in the grant increases, the number of 
students served by the site decreases.   
 
The average amount of grant per site is also positively correlated to the number of hours of adult 
services provided (r=0.319, n=156, p=0.000), which means that as the amount of the grant received 
by the site increases, the number of hours of adult services provided by the site also increases.  
Furthermore, the number of hours of adult services decreases as the number of sites in the grant 
increases (r=-0.271, n=168, p=0.000).   
 
The average contribution per site is positively correlated to the number of hours that the program 
operated (r=0.331, n=168, p=0.000), which means that as the number of hours that the program 
operates increases, so does the amount of contributions made by partners. 
 

Complete List of Independent Variables Included in the Analysis 
 
The analysis of qualitative and quantitative independent variables resulted in 18 independent 
variables that are believed to have a potential impact on the dependent variables.  These are the 
variables that are included in the in-depth analysis.  It must be noted that all the data for these 
variables is for the 2006-2007 school year only.  This is explained further in the Methodology 
section of this report.   
 

○ Site Policy Factor (nominal) 
○ Organizational Culture (continuous) 
○ Perceived Impact on Behavior (continuous) 
○ Behavior Management Style (nominal) 
○ Parental Involvement (ordinal) 
○ Adult Services (ordinal) 
○ Emphasis on Academics (continuous) 
○ Emphasis on Enhanced Learning Activities (continuous) 
○ Average Daily Attendance (continuous) 
○ Staff Slots (continuous) 
○ Student to Staff Ratio (continuous) 
○ Average Grant Amount Per Site (continuous) 
○ Average Contributions Per Site (continuous) 
○ Total Average Funding Per Site (continuous) 
○ Number of Hours of Program Operation (continuous) 
○ Number of Hours of Adult Services (continuous) 
○ Number of Adults Served (continuous) 
○ Students’ Number of Days Present in Program 
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FINDINGS  
PART II: PREPARATION OF EXTRANEOUS VARIABLES FOR 

IN-DEPTH ANALYSIS 
 
The quantitative data collection methods resulted in nine extraneous variables at the community 
level and six extraneous variables at the student level.  Attempting to control for each of these 
extraneous variables individually would be very complex and difficult to interpret.  As a result, 
steps were taken to create new composite variables.   
 
The extraneous variables are the characteristics of the community and the student.  Therefore, 
factor analyses are not appropriate, since there are several intervening and immeasurable 
variables that could explain why each observation differs from the mean.  Instead, the variables 
were reviewed and placed into grouping of variables based on the concept each variable 
represents and the measurement of that concept.   
 

Identification of Community Variables 
 
The community variables for each site consist of the type of organization that hosts the site, the 
location of the site (rural or urban), the total number of feeder schools for the site, the percentage 
of those feeder schools that are Title I eligible, the total number of students served by the feeder 
schools, the percentage of those students that are African American, Hispanic, White, and other 
ethnic groups, the percentage of students who receive free or reduced lunch, and the average 
pupil to teacher ratio at the schools.   
 

The Feeder School Characteristics Variables 
 
The variables that can be grouped to form one variable representing the student characteristics at 
the feeder schools are the percentage of those students who are African American, Hispanic, 
Caucasian, and other ethnic groups, the percentage of students who receive free or reduced lunch, 
and the average pupil to teacher ratio at the schools.  The data for these variables was obtained 
from the Institute of Education Sciences National Center for Education Statistics.  These variables 
were loaded into a cluster analysis to identify the homogenous groups of feeder schools served by 
the sites.  The cluster analysis identified four different types of feeder schools.  The minimum 
distance between the final cluster centers is 39.97 and the maximum distance is 100.4. 
 
The first cluster (n=62) was named the Cluster A.  On average, the students in the feeder schools 
for sites in this cluster are 49.1% African American, 3.9% Hispanic, 45.2% Caucasian, and 1.5% 
Other ethnic groups.  In addition, the average percentage of students who receive free or reduced 
lunch is 66.7%.  The average pupil to teacher ratio for the feeder schools of sites in this cluster is 
14.46 students for every teacher.   
 
The second cluster (n=64) was named the Cluster B.  On average, the students in the feeder 
schools for sites in this cluster are 85.7% African American, 3.2% Hispanic, 10.2% Caucasian, 
and 0.6% Other ethnic groups.  In addition, the average percentage of students who receive free 
or reduced lunch is 86.2%.  The average pupil to teacher ratio for the feeder schools of sites in 
this cluster is 13.03 students for every teacher.   
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The third cluster (n=5) was named the Cluster C.  On average, the students in the feeder schools 
for sites in this cluster are 22.9% African American, 33.1% Hispanic, 41.5% Caucasian, and 
1.9% Other ethnic groups.  In addition, the average percentage of students who receive free or 
reduced lunch is 72.8%.  The average pupil to teacher ratio for the feeder schools of sites in this 
cluster is 12.6 students for every teacher.   
 
The fourth cluster (n=36) was named the Cluster D.  On average, the students in the feeder 
schools for sites in this cluster are 19.2% African American, 2.5% Hispanic, 77.1% Caucasian, 
and 1.0% Other ethnic groups.  In addition, the average percentage of students who receive free 
or reduced lunch is 52.1%.  The average pupil to teacher ratio for the feeder schools of sites in 
this cluster is 15.05 students for every teacher.   
 

Other Community Variables Used in the Analysis 
 

Data on the type of organization that hosts the site was entered into GEMSTM by the site 
coordinators or program directors.  Data on the center type was available for all 169 sites that 
were active at the end of the 2006-2007 grant period.  Of the 169 sites, 153 (90.5%) are hosted 
by a school or school district, three (1.8%) are hosted by a community based organization, 12 
(7.1%) are hosted by a faith based organization, and one (0.6%) is hosted by a Nationally 
Affiliated Nonprofit Agency.  It must be noted that the center type is different from the grantee 
type.  For example, in many cases, the grant is awarded to a community based organization 
which in turn assists in developing and managing a program that is located within a school.  Of 
the 88 grantees that were active at the end of the 2006-2007 grant period, 14 (15.9%) were 
community based organizations, two (2.3%) were Boys & Girls Clubs, one (1.1%) was a college 
or university, eight (9.1%) were faith-based organizations, two (2.3%) were for-profit 
organizations, one (1.1%) was a Nationally Affiliated Non-Profit Organization, 57 (64.8%) were 
schools or school districts, and three (3.4%) were classified as other.   
 
Data on the location of the site (rural or urban) was obtained from the Institute of Education 
Sciences National Center for Education Statistics.  Data on the location of the site was available 
for 166 of the 169 sites that were active at the end of the 2006-2007 grant period.  Of the 166 
sites, 68 (41%) are located in rural areas and 98 (59%) are located in urban areas.   
 

Identification of Student Variables 
 
The extraneous (demographic) variables for each student consist of the student’s gender, 
ethnicity, grade level, free or reduced lunch status, special needs status, and limited English 
proficiency status.  All of these variables are nominal variables, meaning that one classification 
is not better than another.  Furthermore, an average of scores to one variable would not provide 
any meaningful information.  Therefore, in order to group these variables, one would have to 
create 256 different classifications of students (2 genders x 4 races x 4 grouped grade levels x 2 
free and reduced lunch statuses x 2 special needs statuses x 2 limited English proficiency 
statuses).  Creating a new variable with this many different categories would not be helpful in 
analyzing the data.  As a result, the demographic variables for each student are included in the 
in-depth analysis as separate extraneous variables.   
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The 169 sites that were active at the end of the 2006-2007 grant period reported a total of 14,864 
students participating in their programs.  Of these, 6,998 (47.1%) are female and 7,866 (52.9%) 
are male.  The majority of the students (n=10,455, 70.3%) are African American, with 3,532 
(23.8%) Caucasian students, 658 (4.4%) Hispanic students, and 219 (1.5%) students of other 
ethnicities.  The majority of the students (n=13,072, 87.9%) receive free or reduced lunch.  Only 
9.7% of the students (n=1,441) are reported as having a special need, and 2.4% (n=356) are 
reported as having limited English proficiency.  Of the 14,864 students served during the 2006-
2007 grant period, 2,264 (15.2%) are in Kindergarten through 2nd grade (Primary School), 7,334 
(49.3%) are in the 3rd through 5th grades (Intermediate School), 4,902 (33%) are in the 6th 
through 8th grades (Middle School), and 364 (2.4%) are in the 9th through 12th grades (High 
School).   
 

Complete List of Extraneous Variables Included in the Analysis 
 
The analysis of extraneous variables resulted in nine independent variables that are believed to 
have a potential impact on the dependent variables.  These are the variables that are included in 
the in-depth analysis.  It must be noted that all the data for the student demographic variables is 
for students who participated during the school year.  This is explained further in the 
Methodology section of this report.   
 

○ Feeder School Characteristics (nominal) 
○ Site Organization Type (nominal) 
○ Site Location (nominal) 
○ Student Gender (nominal) 
○ Student Race (nominal) 
○ Student Grade Level Grouped (ordinal) 
○ Student Lunch Status (nominal) 
○ Student Special Needs Status (nominal) 
○ Student Limited English Proficiency Status (nominal) 
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FINDINGS 
PART III: PREPARATION OF DEPENDENT VARIABLES FOR 

IN-DEPTH ANALYSIS 
 
The quantitative data collection methods identified 69 dependent variables at the student level.  
Attempting to explain the influences on each of these dependent variables individually would be 
very complex and difficult to interpret.  Rather than attempt such a confusing procedure, steps 
were taken to create new, composite variables.   
 
Of the 69 dependent variables at the student level, 28 are related to absences from school, 
discipline actions at school, grades in school, and standardized PACT test scores, all variable 
having to do with school performance.  These school performance variables were reduced by 
creating new variables which measured the change from one point in time to another.   
 
Principal Components Factor Analyses were conducted on the Teacher and Student Survey 
questions to estimate the combinations of variables which explain why each observation differs 
from the mean.  These analyses identified common threads of ideas, or components, among the 
dependent variables.  These components, or factors, were then used to represent several 
dependent variables.  Using the factors in this way allowed for a more efficient in-depth analysis 
and a clearer view of the impact of these variables on the dependent variables.   
 
Data for all students served during the 2006-2007 grant period were utilized in identifying the 
new composites for the dependent variables.  Utilizing all of the data strengthens the analysis 
because it allows for a greater quantity of data and neutralizes the potential influence of a small 
number of sites being analyzed rather than a larger number.   
 

Identification of Variables from School Performance Data 
 
The school performance variables are measured on a student level basis.  For each student, the 
variables are: absences from school in academic years 2005-2006 and 2006-2007; discipline 
actions at school in academic years 2005-2006 and 2006-2007; grades in school in the Fall and in 
the Spring of the academic year 2006-2007 for four subject areas; and standardized PACT test 
scores in 2006 and 2007 for four subject areas.   
 

Absences from School 
 
Absences from school were obtained for each student for the academic years 2005-2006 and 
2006-2007.  In 2005-2006, students served by the SC 21st CCLC programs in 2006-2007 were 
absent from school for an average of 4.23 days (n=13,714, SD=5.82).  In 2006-2007, students 
served by the SC 21st CCLC programs in 2006-2007 were absent from school for an average of 
6.18 days (n=13,714, SD=6.63).   A paired samples t-test indicates that the change in absences 
from 2005-2006 to 2006-2007 is statistically significant (t=-33.91, df=13,713, p=0.000).  
Therefore, students who were in the program in 2006-2007 had a significant overall increase in 
absences from school.   
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The change in absences was calculated for each student by subtracting the student’s absences in 
2005-2006 from their absences in 2006-2007.  This variable shows that students in the SC 21st 
CCLC programs in 2006-2007 had an average increase of 1.96 days absent from school 
(n=13,714, SD=6.75).  A closer examination of the variable reveals that the data clusters with 
long tails (Kurtosis=8.719, std. error=0.042) and has a long right tail (Skewness=1.23, std. 
error=0.021).  This indicates that the data for the variable is clustered at the bottom half of the 
scale (where scores indicate a decrease in absences), which is contradictory to the paired-samples 
t-test findings.  The variable was modified to exclude the outliers in the data, which are those 
cases where the number of absences for a particular year was greater than 40 days.   
 
The change in absences from 2005-2006 to 2006-2007, excluding the outliers, remains a 
significant increase (t=-35.26, df=13,632, p=0.000).  However, the skewness statistic is not 
significant (Skewness=0.861, std. error=0.021), meaning that the data approaches normal.  It 
must be noted that the Kurtosis statistic is still significant (Kurtosis=4.34, std. error=0.042), 
meaning that the data clusters and has long tails.  The average for the Change in Absences 
variable, after excluding the outliers, is an increase of 1.87 days absent from school (n=13,633, 
SD=6.21, Range=-37 to 39).   
 

Discipline Actions at School 
 
Discipline actions at school were obtained for each student for the academic years 2005-2006 
and 2006-2007.  In 2005-2006, students served by the SC 21st CCLC programs in 2006-2007 had 
an average of 1.72 discipline actions (n=13,714, SD=5.25).  Students served by the SC 21st 
CCLC programs in 2006-2007 had an average of 2.98 discipline actions (n=13,714, SD=7.03).   
A paired samples t-test indicates that the change in discipline from 2005-2006 to 2006-2007 is 
statistically significant (t=-28.06, df=13,713, p=0.000).  Therefore, students who were in the 
program in 2006-2007 had a significant overall increase in discipline actions during the regular 
school day.   
 
The change in discipline was calculated for each student by subtracting the student’s discipline 
actions in 2005-2006 from their discipline actions in 2006-2007.  This variable shows that 
students in the SC 21st CCLC programs in 2006-2007 had an average increase of 1.26 discipline 
actions (n=13,714, SD=5.27).  A closer examination of the variable reveals that the data clusters 
with long tails (Kurtosis=61.34, std. error=0.042) and has a long right tail (Skewness=4.77, std. 
error=0.021).  This indicates that the data for the variable is clustered at the bottom half of the 
scale (where scores indicate a decrease in discipline), which is contradictory to the paired-
samples t-test findings.  The variable was modified to exclude the outliers in the data, which are 
those cases where the number of discipline actions for a particular year was greater than 50 
instances.   
 
The change in discipline from 2005-2006 to 2006-2007, excluding the outliers, remains a 
significant increase (t=-29.27, df=13,668, p=0.000).  In this variable, removing the outliers does 
not adequately improve the skewness statistic (Skewness=2.47, std. error=0.021) nor the 
Kurtosis statistic (Kurtosis=18.76, std. error=0.042).  Therefore, this dependent variable is not 
normally distributed.  The average for the Change in Discipline variable, after excluding the 
outliers, is an increase of 1.17 discipline actions (n=13,669, SD=4.66, Range=-36 to 50).   
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Grades in School 
 
Grades in school were calculated in two ways.  The first way was to use the first available grade 
in the Fall Semester for each subject and the last available grade in the Spring Semester for each 
subject.  The second way was to average all available grades by subject for the Fall Semester and 
average all available grades by subject for the Spring Semester.  The difference in grades was 
calculated for both ways by subtracting the Fall grade from the Spring grade for each subject.  
An analysis of the distributions of the change variables indicates that using the average grades by 
semester (the second method) results in data that has smaller standard deviations and less 
extreme values than using the first and last grades by semester (the first method).  Specifically, 
the range of values for the change in first and last ELA grades is from -72 to 73, whereas the 
range of values for the change in average ELA grades is from -39 to 36.  Therefore, the second 
method (average grades by semester) is utilized in creating the change variables for grades. 
 

Math Grades  
Students served by the SC 21st CCLC programs in 2006-2007 had an average math grade for the 
Fall Semester of 80.13 (n=8,266, SD=9.79), and an average math grade for the Spring Semester 
of 80.19 (n=8,266, SD=9.56).  A paired samples t-test indicates that the change in average math 
grades from the Fall semester to the Spring semester is not statistically significant (t=-0.787, 
df=8,265, p=0.431).  Therefore, there is no significant difference in average math grades from 
the Fall semester to the Spring semester.   
 
The change in average math grades was calculated for each student by subtracting the student’s 
Fall semester average grade from their Spring semester average grade.  This variable shows that 
students in the SC 21st CCLC programs in 2006-2007 had an average increase of 0.06 points 
(n=8,266, SD=6.85, Range=-36 to 56).  A closer examination of the variable reveals that the data 
clusters with long tails (Kurtosis=2.29, std. error=0.054) and is symmetrical (Skewness=0.187, 
std. error=0.027).  This indicates that the data for the variable approaches a normal distribution 
with some clustering.   
 

ELA Grades  
Students served by the SC 21st CCLC programs in 2006-2007 had an average ELA grade for the 
Fall Semester of 80.34 (n=8,236, SD=9.25), and an average ELA grade for the Spring Semester 
of 80.6 (n=8,236, SD=9.12).  A paired samples t-test indicates that the change in average ELA 
grades from the Fall semester to the Spring semester is statistically significant (t=-3.57, 
df=8,235, p=0.000).  Therefore, students who were in the program in 2006-2007 had a 
significant overall increase in average ELA grades from the Fall semester to the Spring semester.   
 
The change in average ELA grades was calculated for each student by subtracting the student’s 
Fall semester average grade from their Spring semester average grade.  This variable shows that 
students in the SC 21st CCLC programs in 2006-2007 had an average increase of 0.26 points 
(n=8,236, SD=6.68, Range=-39 to 36).  A closer examination of the variable reveals that the data 
clusters with long tails (Kurtosis=1.86, std. error=0.054) and is symmetrical (Skewness=0.028, 
std. error=0.027).  This indicates that the data for the variable approaches a normal distribution 
with some clustering.   
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Science Grades  
Students served by the SC 21st CCLC programs in 2006-2007 had an average Science grade for 
the Fall Semester of 81.5 (n=7,872, SD=9.2), and an average Science grade for the Spring 
Semester of 81.67 (n=7,872, SD=9.47).  A paired samples t-test indicates that the change in 
average Science grades from the Fall semester to the Spring semester is statistically significant 
(t=-2.13, df=7,871, p=0.033).  Therefore, students who were in the program in 2006-2007 had a 
significant overall increase in average Science grades from the Fall semester to the Spring 
semester.   
 
The change in average Science grades was calculated for each student by subtracting the 
student’s Fall semester average grade from their Spring semester average grade.  This variable 
shows that students in the SC 21st CCLC programs in 2006-2007 had an average increase of 0.17 
points (n=7,872, SD=7.25, Range=-56 to 45).  A closer examination of the variable reveals that 
the data clusters with long tails (Kurtosis=1.77, std. error=0.055) and is symmetrical 
(Skewness=-0.09, std. error=0.028).  This indicates that the data for the variable approaches a 
normal distribution with some clustering.   
 

Social Studies Grades  
Students served by the SC 21st CCLC programs in 2006-2007 had an average Social Studies 
grade for the Fall Semester of 80.63 (n=7,692, SD=9.7), and an average Social Studies grade for 
the Spring Semester of 81.02 (n=7,692, SD=9.56).  A paired samples t-test indicates that the 
change in average Social Studies grades from the Fall semester to the Spring semester is 
statistically significant (t=-4.69, df=7,691, p=0.000).  Therefore, students who were in the 
program in 2006-2007 had a significant overall increase in average Social Studies grades from 
the Fall semester to the Spring semester.   
 
The change in average Social Studies grades was calculated for each student by subtracting the 
student’s Fall semester average grade from their Spring semester average grade.  This variable 
shows that students in the SC 21st CCLC programs in 2006-2007 had an average increase of 0.39 
points (n=7,692, SD=7.3, Range=-33 to 38).  A closer examination of the variable reveals that 
the data clusters with long tails (Kurtosis=1.29, std. error=0.056) and is symmetrical 
(Skewness=-0.001, std. error=0.028).  This indicates that the data for the variable approaches a 
normal distribution with some clustering.   
 

Standardized PACT Test Scores 
 
Standardized PACT test scores in Math, ELA, Science and Social Studies were obtained for each 
student for the academic years 2005-2006 and 2006-2007. 
  

Math PACT scores  
In 2005-2006, students served by the SC 21st CCLC programs in 2006-2007 had an average 
Math PACT score of 1.74 (n=8,427, SD=0.76), which is almost a score of Basic.  In 2006-2007, 
students served by the SC 21st CCLC programs in 2006-2007 had an average Math PACT score 
of 1.74 (n=8,427, SD=0.73), which is also almost a score of Basic.  A paired samples t-test 
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indicates that the change in Math PACT scores from 2005-2006 to 2006-2007 is not statistically 
significant (t=0.67, df=8,426, p=0.501).  Therefore, there is no significant difference in Math 
PACT scores from 2005-2006 to 2006-2007. 
 
The change in average Math PACT scores was calculated for each student by subtracting the 
student’s 2005-2006 Math PACT score from their 2006-2007 Math PACT score.  This variable 
shows that students in the SC 21st CCLC programs in 2006-2007 had an average decrease of 
0.005 points (n=8,427, SD=0.66, Range=-3 to 3).  A closer examination of the variable reveals 
that the data has a normal distribution (Kurtosis=0.766, std. error=0.053) and is symmetrical 
(Skewness=0.008, std. error= 0.027).   
 

ELA PACT scores  
In 2005-2006, students served by the SC 21st CCLC programs in 2006-2007 had an average ELA 
PACT score of 1.76 (n=8,344, SD=0.74), which is almost a score of Basic.  In 2006-2007, 
students served by the SC 21st CCLC programs in 2006-2007 had an average ELA PACT score 
of 1.66 (n=8,344, SD=0.69), which is between a score of Basic and a score of Below Basic.  A 
paired samples t-test indicates that the change in ELA PACT scores from 2005-2006 to 2006-
2007 is statistically significant (t=14.77, df=8,343, p=0.000).  Therefore, students who were in 
the program in 2006-2007 had a significant overall decrease in average ELA PACT scores from 
2005-2006 to 2006-2007.   
 
The change in average ELA PACT scores was calculated for each student by subtracting the 
student’s 2005-2006 ELA PACT score from their 2006-2007 ELA PACT score.  This variable 
shows that students in the SC 21st CCLC programs in 2006-2007 had an average decrease of 0.1 
points (n=8,344, SD=0.62, Range=-3 to 2).  A closer examination of the variable reveals that the 
data has a normal distribution (Kurtosis=0.553, std. error=0.054) and is symmetrical 
(Skewness=-0.108, std. error=0.027).   
 

Science PACT scores  
In 2005-2006, students served by the SC 21st CCLC programs in 2006-2007 had an average 
Science PACT score of 1.41 (n=5,925, SD=0.67), which is between a score of Basic and a score 
of Below Basic.  In 2006-2007, students served by the SC 21st CCLC programs in 2006-2007 
had an average Science PACT score of 1.55 (n=5,925, SD=0.79), which is between a score of 
Basic and a score of Below Basic.  A paired samples t-test indicates that the change in Science 
PACT scores from 2005-2006 to 2006-2007 is statistically significant (t=-15.65, df=5,924, 
p=0.000).  Therefore, students who were in the program in 2006-2007 had a significant overall 
increase in average Science PACT scores from 2005-2006 to 2006-2007.   
 
The change in average Science PACT scores was calculated for each student by subtracting the 
student’s 2005-2006 Science PACT score from their 2006-2007 Science PACT score.  This 
variable shows that students in the SC 21st CCLC programs in 2006-2007 had an average 
increase of 0.14 points (n=5,925, SD=0.69, Range=-3 to 3).  A closer examination of the variable 
reveals that the data clusters with long tails (Kurtosis=1.895, std. error=0.064) and is 
symmetrical (Skewness=0.306, std. error=0.032).  This indicates that the data for the variable 
approaches a normal distribution with some clustering.   
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Social Studies PACT scores  
In 2005-2006, students served by the SC 21st CCLC programs in 2006-2007 had an average Social 
Studies PACT score of 1.64 (n=5,899, SD=0.76), which is between a score of Basic and a score of 
Below Basic.  In 2006-2007, students served by the SC 21st CCLC programs in 2006-2007 had an 
average Social Studies PACT score of 1.61 (n=5,899, SD=0.75), which is between a score of Basic 
and a score of Below Basic.  A paired samples t-test indicates that the change in Social Studies 
PACT scores from 2005-2006 to 2006-2007 is statistically significant (t=3.39, df=5,898, p=0.001).  
Therefore, students who were in the program in 2006-2007 had a significant overall decrease in 
average Social Studies PACT scores from 2005-2006 to 2006-2007.   
 
The change in average Social Studies PACT scores was calculated for each student by 
subtracting the student’s 2005-2006 Social Studies PACT score from their 2006-2007 Social 
Studies PACT score.  This variable shows that students in the SC 21st CCLC programs in 2006-
2007 had an average decrease of 0.03 points (n=5,899, SD=0.74, Range=-3 to 3).  A closer 
examination of the variable reveals that the data has a normal distribution (Kurtosis=0.996, std. 
error=0.064) and is symmetrical (Skewness=-0.063, std. error=0.032).   
 
 

Identification of Variables from Teacher Survey Data 
 
The teacher survey data variables are measured on a student level basis.  For each student, the 
variables are taken directly from the questions on the teacher survey.  These variables are 
improvement in: turning in homework on time; completing homework satisfactorily; 
participating in class; volunteering; attending class regularly; attentive in class; satisfactory or 
better classroom academic performance; coming to school ready and prepared to learn; getting 
along well with other students.   
 
A factor analysis conducted on the responses to the teacher surveys identified one component 
that explained most of the variance between the variables.  This model was found to be 
statistically appropriate for the variables in the solution.  This means that there is a high 
proportion of variance in the variables which is caused by the common underlying factor (KMO 
Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.937) and that significant relationships exist between the 
variables (Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity = 48,054.88, df=45, p=0.000).     
 

Creation of the Change in Classroom Performance Composite 
 
A reliability analysis determined that the items on the teacher survey have good internal 
reliability, with a Cronbach alpha of 0.959, meaning that the scores for items are approximately 
96% consistent among cases.  Additionally, Tukey’s test of non-additivity was not significant 
(Friedman’s chi-square=1.41, df=1, p=0.235), which confirms that each variable in the construct 
is linearly related to the total score.  Therefore, adding together the scores on these ten variables 
for each case creates a statistically reliable composite measure.   
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Description of the Change in Classroom Performance Composite 
 
Of the 14,477 students who were served during the 2006-2007 grant period, 4,581 had valid scores 
for all ten of the variables.  The composite score was computed for these students.  The average 
score for the Change in Classroom Performance composite is 50.93 (SD=13.73) on a scale of 10 to 
80, where a higher score represents a greater improvement in classroom performance, a score of 40 
represents little change in classroom performance, and a lower score indicates a decline in 
classroom performance.  The scores for the composite are normally distributed (Kurtosis=0.096, 
std. error=0.072) and are symmetrical (Skewness=-0.529, std. error=0.036).   
 

Identification of Variables from Student Survey Data 
 
The student survey data variables are measured on a student level basis.  For each student, the 
variables are taken directly from the questions on the student survey.  There are 31 different 
variables for the student survey.  A copy of the student survey is included in Appendix Three.   
 
A factor analysis conducted on the responses to the student surveys initially identified four components 
that explained most of the variance among the variables.  Upon closer examination, it was found that 
four of the variables (“like the program,” “attend again,” “helpful with school attendance,” and “go to 
fun places”) had extraction communalities that were less than 0.5, which indicates that less than half of 
the variance in the variable is accounted for by the factors in the solution.   
 
After removing the four variables, the factor analysis identified three components that explained 
most of the variance among the variables.  This model was found to be statistically appropriate 
for the variables in the solution.  This means that there is a high proportion of variance in the 
variables which is caused by the common underlying factors (KMO Measure of Sampling 
Adequacy = 0.979) and that significant relationships exist among the variables (Bartlett’s Test of 
Sphericity = 48,054.88, df=45, p=0.000).     
 
Reliability analyses were undertaken to develop scales for each of the components; however, 
each analysis identified multiplicative interaction among the variables.  Additivity could not be 
achieved.  As a result, the factor scores from the factor solution were saved to be used in the in-
depth analysis.  The factor scores are computed by first multiplying the values in each variable 
that makes up the component by the correlation between the variable and the component.  These 
values are then added together to get the factor score.  
 

The Change in Social Skills Composite 
 
The first component identified in the student survey factor solution included the variables “helped 
with goals,” “turn to adults,” “be a good citizen,” “violence is wrong,” “teamwork is important,” 
“follow rules,” “respect others,” “respect self,” “be drug free,” “improve in sports,” “improve in 
self expression,” “improve in making friends,” “improve in getting along with others,” “improve in 
solving problems,” “improve in helping others,” “safe environment,” and “adults who care.”  Each 
variable represents the degree to which students agree with the statement on a scale of 1 to 3.  This 
component was named the “Change in Social Skills” factor. 
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Of the 14,477 students who were served during the 2006-2007 grant period, 5,444 had valid 
scores for all of the variables on the student survey.  The composite score was computed for 
these students.  The average score for the Change in Social Skills composite is 0.0 (SD=1.0) on a 
scale of -7.02 to 2.35, where a higher score represents a greater perceived improvement in social 
skills.  A closer examination of the variable reveals that the data clusters with long tails 
(Kurtosis=8.7, std. error=0.066) and has a long left tail (Skewness=-2.22, std. error=0.033).  This 
indicates that the data for the variable is clustered at the top half of the scale (where scores 
indicate a self-perceived improvement in social skills). 
 

The Change in Academics Composite 
 
The second component identified in the student survey factor solution included the variables 
“helped with homework,” “helped with grades,” “helped with math,” and “helped with reading.” 
Each variable represents the degree to which students agree with the statement on a scale of 1 to 
3.  This component was named the “Change in Academics” factor. 
 
Of the 14,477 students who were served during the 2006-2007 grant period, 5,444 had valid 
scores for all of the variables on the student survey.  The composite score was computed for 
these students.  The average score for the Change in Academics composite is 0.0 (SD=1.0) on a 
scale of -4.22 to 3.63, where a higher score represents a greater perceived improvement in 
academic skills.  A closer examination of the variable reveals that the data clusters with long tails 
(Kurtosis=1.2, std. error=0.066) and is symmetrical (Skewness=-0.864, std. error=0.033).  This 
indicates that the data for the variable approaches a normal distribution with some clustering.   
 

The Change in Enhanced Learning Skills Composite 
 
The second component identified in the student survey factor solution included the variables 
“helped with art and music,” “helped with technology,” “helped with career,” “helped with 
culture,” and “improved computer skills.” Each variable represents the degree to which students 
agree with the statement on a scale of 1 to 3.  This component was named the “Change in 
Enhanced Learning Skills” factor. 
 
Of the 14,477 students who were served during the 2006-2007 grant period, 5,444 had valid 
scores for all of the variables on the student survey.  The composite score was computed for 
these students.  The average score for the Change in Enhanced Learning  Skills composite is 0.0 
(SD=1.0) on a scale of -3.37 to 3.33, where a higher score represents a greater perceived 
improvement in skills related to Enhanced Learning  activities.  The scores for the composite are 
normally distributed (Kurtosis=-0.278, std. error=0.066) and is symmetrical (Skewness=-0.596, 
std. error=0.033).   
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Complete List of Dependent Variables Included in the Analysis 
 
The analysis of dependent variables resulted in 14 dependent variables that are believed to 
measure the outcomes desired from the grant.  These are the variables that are included in the in-
depth analysis.  It must be noted that all the data is for students who participated during the 
school year.  This is explained further in the Methodology section of this report.   
 

○ Difference in Absences (continuous) 
○ Difference in Discipline (continuous) 
○ Difference in Average Math Grade (continuous) 
○ Difference in Average ELA Grade (continuous) 
○ Difference in Average Science Grade (continuous) 
○ Difference in Average Social Studies Grade (continuous) 
○ Difference in Average Math PACT score (continuous) 
○ Difference in Average ELA PACT score (continuous) 
○ Difference in Average Science PACT score (continuous) 
○ Difference in Average Social Studies PACT score (continuous) 
○ Change in Classroom Performance (continuous) 
○ Change in Social Skills (continuous) 
○ Change in Academics (continuous) 
○ Change in Enhanced Learning  Skills (continuous) 
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FINDINGS  
PART IV: IN-DEPTH ANALYSIS 

 
The purpose of the in-depth analysis is to identify the combinations of inputs that are most likely 
to produce the desired outcomes.  For each outcome, regression analyses were conducted to 
identify the combination of independent variables (the model) that has the greatest influence on 
the dependent variable.  For each model, a subset of the population was selected as the “desired 
group.”  This desired group includes the students for whom the model had predicted a desired 
outcome and that desired outcome had been achieved.  The desired group was compared with the 
rest of the population to determine if the inputs in the regression model were significantly 
different by group.  This adds strength to the analysis by providing not only the strength of the 
relationship between the variables, but also what the approximate value of the independent 
variable should be to produce the desired outcome.  The analyses were then summarized into a 
series of tables.  These tables were reviewed by the research team to identify common themes 
among the models.   
 
It must be noted that some of the independent variables represent the same data presented in 
different ways.  For example, the student to staff ratio variable is derived from the same data as 
the average daily attendance and staff slots variables.  For each dependent variable, these 
variables were entered into the analysis separately.  The variable for which the model resulted in 
a higher R squared value is the model that was used in the final analysis.   
 

Change in Discipline Actions 
 
A linear regression analysis was conducted on the Change in Discipline dependent variable using 
the Backward Stepwise method for entering the variables into the model.  All ordinal and 
continuous independent variables were entered into the analysis.  After 6 iterations, a model was 
identified where all variables had t values greater than 2 or less than -2.  The model is 
statistically significant (F=27.66, df=10, p=0.000).  However, the model accounts for only 7.1% 
of the variation in the Change in Discipline (R squared=0.071).   
 
Several attempts were made to achieve a greater R squared value and account for a greater 
amount of the variance in the dependent variable.  It is believed that a higher R squared value 
could not be achieved due to having only a partial set of independent and extraneous variables.  
This research study is evaluating the impact of independent variables related to the 21st CCLC 
programs.  The study does not presume to, nor could it possibly, account for all of the inputs that 
may affect a student’s observed change in the dependent variable, such as teachers in the regular 
school day, community role models, parenting methods, and family beliefs, just to name a few.  
Only one of the models identified in this study account for more than 20% of the variation in the 
dependent variable.  It is hypothesized that the programs only have a limited amount of influence 
over the outcomes, given the inputs available to them.  Therefore, this model is considered to 
provide the most accurate depiction of the influence of the independent variables on the students’ 
Change in Discipline.   
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Description of the Model 
 
The regression analysis identified 10 independent variables that interact to influence the Change 
in Discipline variable.  These independent variables are: the Site Policy Factor, the 
Organizational Culture, the Behavior Management Style, Parental Involvement, Emphasis on 
Academics, Student to Staff Ratio, Average Grant Amount Per Site, Number of Hours of 
Program Operation, Number of Adults Served, and number of days the student was Present in 
the Program.  The model is: 
 
ChangeDisc =  4.392 + 0.35(SitePolicy) – 0.224(OrgCulture) – 0.213(BehMgmtStyle)  

+ 0.646(ParentInvolv) – 0.711(EmphAcad) – 0.047(StudStaffRatio)  
– 0.00000837(GrantAmt) + 0.001(HoursOp) – 0.561(NuAdultsSvd)  
– 0.005(SYDaysPresProg) 

 
For the model above, the change in discipline can be predicted summing the product of the 
unstandardized coefficients and the observed value of each variable.  A review of this model 
identifies several variables that have a positive impact on the dependent variable.  The desired 
impact on the Change in Discipline variable is a decrease; therefore, the variables that have a 
positive impact are the organizational culture, the behavior management style, the emphasis on 
academics, the student to staff ratio, the amount of the grant, the number of adults served, and 
the number of days the student was present in the program.  For these variables, the greater the 
input (i.e. the higher the value of the independent variable), the more the students’ discipline 
actions will decrease.   
 

Characteristics of the “Desired Group” 
 
To assist in the development of best practice models, a subset of the population was selected as the 
“desired group.”  This desired group includes those students for whom the inputs had predicted a 
desired outcome and that desired 
outcome had been achieved.  In 
this instance, the desired outcome 
is a decrease in discipline actions.  
Therefore, the desired group 
includes those students where the 
predicted value is less than 0 and 
the observed value is less than 0.  
(See Figure 1.)   
 
The desired group was 
compared with the portion of the 
population that the model 
predicted would not improve 
and that did not improve to 
determine if the inputs in the regression model were significantly different by group.  The 
average values for the desired group where the difference in the variable is statistically 
significant were entered into the Model Summary Chart to assist in identifying best practices 
(See Figure 15 at the end of this section of the report).   

Figure 1: Change in Discipline 
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A chi-square analysis determined that students in the desired group were more likely to attend 
programs with a Holistic or Mixed approach as the Site Policy (the observed values are 73 and 
20, respectively, compared to expected values of 30.2 and 10, respectively) than they were to 
attend programs with an Enriched Academic or Pedagogical approach (the observed values are 7 
and 0, respectively, compared to expected values of 35.5 and 24.3, respectively).  The 
relationship is statistically significant (chi-square = 122.2, df=3, p=0.000).   
 
A chi-square analysis determined that students in the desired group were more likely to attend 
programs that utilize the Rewards or Mixed Style for Behavior Management (the observed 
values are 33 and 36, respectively, compared to expected values of 20.6 and 26.5, respectively) 
than they were to attend programs that utilize the Intrinsic or Consequences Styles (the observed 
values are 0 and 31, respectively, compared to expected values of 16.8 and 36.2, respectively).  
The relationship is statistically significant (chi-square = 29.6, df=3, p=0.000).   
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a higher average rating for Organizational Culture (mean=18.1, n=100, SD=2.79) than 
the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=16.8, 
n=2,568, SD=3.13).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-4.4, df=108.9, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a higher average rating for Parental Involvement (mean=4.7, n=100, SD=0.79) than 
the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=4.5, 
n=2,344, SD=1.27).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-2.2, df=121.9, p=0.027). 
 
No statistically significant difference was found for the program’s Emphasis on Academics 
according to whether or not the student was included in the desired group (t=0.28, df=2,395, 
p=0.978).  Therefore, this variable was removed from the final model. 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a higher student to staff ratio (mean=11.9, n=100, SD=8.6) than the programs attended 
by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=5.1, n=2,359, SD=2.88).  This 
difference is statistically significant (t=-7.8, df=99.9, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a higher average grant award per site (mean=$115,315, n=100, SD=20,907) than the 
programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=$80,199.9, 
n=2,568, SD=33,824.2).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-16.0, df=120.1, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired group 
operated for a fewer number of total hours during the school year (mean=247.9, n=68, SD=361.4) than 
the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=644.0, 
n=2,427, SD=705.7).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-8.6, df=82.1, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group served a greater number of adults during the school year (mean=1.44, n=100, SD=0.83) than 
the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=0.99, 
n=2,568, SD=1.07).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-4.2, df=2,666, p=0.000). 
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An independent samples t-test determined that the average for the number of days present in the 
school year program was greater for students in the desired group (mean=121, n=100, SD=34.3) 
than for the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=66.6, n=2,568, 
SD=43.4).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-15.4, df=111.8, p=0.000). 
 
It must be noted that students in the desired group were more likely to be in grades K-2 or 3-5 
(the observed values are 22 and 78, respectively, compared to expected values of 14.7 and 46.9, 
respectively) than they were to be in grades 6-8 or 9-12 (the observed values are 0 and 0, 
respectively, compared to expected values of 29.4 and 9, respectively).  The relationship is 
statistically significant (chi-square = 65.1, df=3, p=0.000).   
 
 

Change in Absences from School 
 
A linear regression analysis was conducted on the Change in Absences dependent variable using 
the Backward Stepwise method for entering the variables into the model.  All ordinal and 
continuous independent variables were entered into the analysis.  After 10 iterations, a model 
was identified where all variables had t values greater than 2 or less than -2.  The model is 
statistically significant (F=15.02, df=6, p=0.000).  However, the model accounts for only 2.2% 
of the variation in the Change in Absences (R squared=0.022).   
 
Several attempts were made to achieve a greater R squared value and account for a greater 
amount of the variance in the dependent variable.  It is believed that a higher R squared value 
could not be achieved due to having only a partial set of independent and extraneous variables.  
This research study is evaluating the impact of independent variables related to the 21st CCLC 
programs.  The study does not presume to, nor could it possibly, account for all of the inputs that 
may affect a student’s observed change in the dependent variable, such as teachers in the regular 
school day, community role models, parenting methods, and family beliefs, just to name a few.  
Only one of the models identified in this study account for more than 20% of the variation in the 
dependent variable.  It is hypothesized that the programs only have a limited amount of influence 
over the outcomes, given the inputs available to them.  Therefore, this model is considered to 
provide the most accurate depiction of the influence of the independent variables on the students’ 
Change in Absences.   
 

Description of the Model 
 
The regression analysis identified six independent variables that interact to influence the Change 
in Absences variable.  These independent variables are the Organizational Culture, the Impact on 
Behavior, Services to Adults, Emphasis on Academics, Emphasis on Enhanced Learning 
Activities, and number of days the student was Present in the Program.  The model is: 
 
ChangeAbs =  1.434 + 0.35(SitePolicy) – 0.212(OrgCulture) + 0.385(ImpactBehav)  

+ 0.109(AdultSvcs) + 0.792(EmphAcad) – 0.286(EnhLrngAct)  
– 0.012(SYDaysPresProg) 
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For the model above, the change in absences can be predicted summing the product of the 
unstandardized coefficients and the observed value of each variable.  A review of this model 
identifies several variables that have a positive impact on the dependent variable.  The desired 
impact on the Change in Absences variable is a decrease; therefore, the variables that have a 
positive impact are the organizational culture, the emphasis on Enhanced Learning Activities, 
and the number of days the student was present in the program.  For these variables, the greater 
the input (i.e. the higher the value of the independent variable), the more the students’ absences 
from school will decrease.   
 

Characteristics of the “Desired Group” 
 
To assist in the development of best practice models, a subset of the population was selected as 
the “desired group.”  This desired group includes those students for whom the inputs had 
predicted a desired outcome and 
that desired outcome had been 
achieved.  In this instance, the 
desired outcome is a decrease in 
absences.  Therefore, the desired 
group includes those students 
where the predicted value is less 
than 0 and the observed value is 
less than 0.  (See Figure 1.)   
 
The desired group was compared 
with the portion of the population 
that the model predicted would not 
improve and that did not improve 
to determine if the inputs in the 
regression model were significantly different by group.  The average values for the desired group 
where the difference in the variable is statistically significant were entered into the Model Summary 
Chart to assist in identifying best practices (See Figure 15 at the end of this section of the report).   
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a higher average rating for Organizational Culture (mean=17.8, n=36, SD=1.17) than 
the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=16.9, 
n=2,447, SD=3.22).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-4.5, df=43.3, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a lower average rating for Impact on Behavior (mean=9.6, n=36, SD=1.02) than the 
programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=10.4, 
n=2,300, SD=1.91).  This difference is statistically significant (t=4.3, df=38.95, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a lower score on the Emphasis on Academics variable (mean=0.58, n=36, SD=0.4) than 
the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=1.38, 
n=2,064, SD=0.65).  This difference is statistically significant (t=11.5, df=38.1, p=0.000). 

Figure 2: Change in Absences 
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An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a higher score on the Emphasis on Enhanced Learning Activities variable (mean=2.91, 
n=36, SD=0.15) than the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired 
group (mean=2.1, n=2,064, SD=1.16).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-22.7, 
df=148.8, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the average for the number of days present in the 
school year program was greater for students in the desired group (mean=134.1, n=36, SD=13.8) 
than for the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=70.0, n=2,447, 
SD=45.98).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-25.8, df=47.3, p=0.000). 
 
It must be noted that students in the desired group were more likely to be in grades K-2 or 3-5 
(the observed values are 9 and 27, respectively, compared to expected values of 5.9 and 16, 
respectively) than they were to be in grades 6-8 or 9-12 (the observed values are 0 and 0, 
respectively, compared to expected values of 10.5 and 3.5, respectively).  The relationship is 
statistically significant (chi-square = 23.5, df=3, p=0.000).   
 

Change in Math Grades 
 
A linear regression analysis was conducted on the Change in Math Grades dependent variable 
using the Backward Stepwise method for entering the variables into the model.  All ordinal and 
continuous independent variables were entered into the analysis.  After 7 iterations, a model was 
identified where all variables had t values greater than 2 or less than -2.  The model is 
statistically significant (F=17.3, df=7, p=0.000).  However, the model accounts for only 3% of 
the variation in the Change in Math Grades (R squared=0.030).   
 
Several attempts were made to achieve a greater R squared value and account for a greater 
amount of the variance in the dependent variable.  It is believed that a higher R squared value 
could not be achieved due to having only a partial set of independent and extraneous variables.  
This research study is evaluating the impact of independent variables related to the 21st CCLC 
programs.  The study does not presume to, nor could it possibly, account for all of the inputs that 
may affect a student’s observed change in the dependent variable, such as teachers in the regular 
school day, community role models, parenting methods, and family beliefs, just to name a few.  
Only one of the models identified in this study accounts for more than 20% of the variation in the 
dependent variable.  It is hypothesized that the programs only have a limited amount of influence 
over the outcomes, given the inputs available to them.  Therefore, this model is considered to 
provide the most accurate depiction of the influence of the independent variables on the students’ 
Change in Math Grades.   

Description of the Model 
 
The regression analysis identified seven independent variables that interact to influence the Change 
in Math Grades variable.  These independent variables are the Organizational Culture, the Impact 
on Behavior, Parental Involvement, Services to Adults, Emphasis on Academics, Emphasis on 
Enhanced Learning Activities, and the Average Amount of the Grant Awarded per site.  The model 
is: 
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ChangeMathGrd =  -1.194 - 0.106(OrgCulture) + 0.154(ImpactBehav) + 0.610(ParInvolv) 

- 0.348(AdultSvcs) – 0.361(EmphAcad) + 0.634(EnhLrngAct)  
– 0.000000532(AveGrantAmt) 

 
For the model above, the change in math grades can be predicted summing the product of the 
unstandardized coefficients and the observed value of each variable.  A review of this model 
identifies several variables that have a positive impact on the dependent variable.  The desired 
impact on the Change in Math Grades variable is an increase; therefore, the inputs that have a 
positive impact are the impact on behavior, the parental involvement, and emphasis on Enhanced 
Learning Activities.  For these variables, the greater the input (i.e. the higher the value of the 
independent variable), the more the students’ math grades will increase.   
 

Characteristics of the “Desired Group” 
 
To assist in the development of best practice models, a subset of the population was selected as 
the “desired group.”  This desired group includes those students for whom the inputs had 
predicted a desired outcome and 
that desired outcome had been 
achieved.  In this instance, the 
desired outcome is an increase 
in average math grades.  
Therefore, the desired group 
includes those students where 
the predicted value is greater 
than 0 and the observed value is 
greater than 0.  (See Figure 3.)   
 
The desired group was 
compared with the portion of the 
population that the model 
predicted would not improve 
and that did not improve to determine if the inputs in the regression model were significantly 
different by group.  The average values for the desired group where the difference in the variable 
is statistically significant were entered into the Model Summary Chart to assist in identifying 
best practices (See Figure 15 at the end of this section of the report).   
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a higher average rating for Organizational Culture (mean=17.6, n=790, SD=2.73) than 
the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=17.3, 
n=341, SD=1.29).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-2.28, df=1120.3, p=0.023). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a lower average rating for Impact on Behavior (mean=10.4, n=709, SD=1.91) than the 
programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=11.4, 
n=309, SD=1.15).  This difference is statistically significant (t=10.79, df=919.0, p=0.000). 

Figure 3: Change in Math Grades 
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An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a higher score on the Parental Involvement variable (mean=4.9, n=790, SD=1.1) than 
the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=3.14, 
n=341, SD=0.98).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-26.7, df=722.0, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a lower score on the Adult Services variable (mean=3.12, n=790, SD=1.82) than the 
programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=3.88, 
n=341, SD=1.47).  This difference is statistically significant (t=7.43, df=789.3, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a slightly higher score on the Emphasis on Academics variable (mean=1.4, n=691, 
SD=0.65) than the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group 
(mean=1.2, n=277, SD=0.7).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-4.0, df=477.9, 
p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a much greater score on the Emphasis on Enhanced Learning  Activities variable 
(mean=2.6, n=691, SD=1.0) than the programs attended by the students who were not included 
in the desired group (mean=1.09, n=277, SD=0.87).  This difference is statistically significant 
(t=-21.9, df=966, p=0.000). 
 
No statistically significant difference was found for the program’s Average Grant Amount Per 
Site according to whether or not the student was included in the desired group (t=1.41, df=524.7, 
p=0.16).  Therefore, this variable was removed from the final model. 
 
It must be noted that students in the desired group were more likely than expected to be in grades 
K-2 or 9-12 (the observed values are 66 and 29, respectively, compared to expected values of 
56.6 and 20.3, respectively) than they were to be in grades 3-5 or 6-8 (the observed values are 
450 and 245, respectively, compared to expected values of 470.8 and 242.4, respectively).  The 
relationship is statistically significant (chi-square = 20.86, df=3, p=0.000).   
 

Change in ELA Grades 
 
A linear regression analysis was conducted on the Change in ELA Grades dependent variable 
using the Backward Stepwise method for entering the variables into the model.  All ordinal and 
continuous independent variables were entered into the analysis.  After 8 iterations, a model was 
identified where all variables had t values greater than 2 or less than -2.  The model is 
statistically significant (F=16.8, df=6, p=0.000).  However, the model accounts for only 2.5% of 
the variation in the Change in ELA Grades (R squared=0.025).   
 
Several attempts were made to achieve a greater R squared value and account for a greater 
amount of the variance in the dependent variable.  It is believed that a higher R squared value 
could not be achieved due to having only a partial set of independent and extraneous variables.  
This research study is evaluating the impact of independent variables related to the 21st CCLC 
programs.  The study does not presume to, nor could it possibly, account for all of the inputs that 
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may affect a student’s observed change in the dependent variable, such as teachers in the regular 
school day, community role models, parenting methods, and family beliefs, just to name a few.  
Only one of the models identified in this study accounts for more than 20% of the variation in the 
dependent variable.  It is hypothesized that the programs only have a limited amount of influence 
over the outcomes, given the inputs available to them.  Therefore, this model is considered to 
provide the most accurate depiction of the influence of the independent variables on the students’ 
Change in ELA Grades.   
 

Description of the Model 
 
The regression analysis identified seven independent variables that interact to influence the 
Change in ELA Grades variable.  These independent variables are the Site Policy, the 
Organizational Culture, the Impact on Behavior, Parental Involvement, Emphasis on Academics, 
and Emphasis on Enhanced Learning Activities.  The model is: 
 
ChangeELAGrd =  -2.967 + 0.260(SitePolicy) - 0.075(OrgCulture) + 0.198(ImpactBehav) 

+ 0.412(ParInvolv) – 1.079(EmphAcad) + 0.506(EnhLrgnAct)  
 
For the model above, the change in ELA grades can be predicted summing the product of the 
unstandardized coefficients and the observed value of each variable.  A review of this model 
identifies several variables that have a positive impact on the dependent variable.  The desired 
impact on the Change in ELA Grades variable is an increase; therefore, the inputs that have a 
positive impact are the Site Policy, the impact on behavior, the parental involvement, and 
emphasis on Enhanced Learning Activities.  For these variables, the greater the input (i.e. the 
higher the value of the independent variable), the more the students’ ELA grades will increase.   
 

Characteristics of the “Desired Group” 
 
To assist in the development of best practice models, a subset of the population was selected as 
the “desired group.”  This desired group includes those students for whom the inputs had 
predicted a desired outcome and 
that desired outcome had been 
achieved.  In this instance, the 
desired outcome is an increase 
in average ELA grades.  
Therefore, the desired group 
includes those students where 
the predicted value is greater 
than 0 and the observed value is 
greater than 0.  (See Figure 4.)   
 
The desired group was 
compared with the portion of the 
population that the model 
predicted would not improve 

Figure 4: Change in ELA Grades 
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and that did not improve to determine if the inputs in the regression model were significantly 
different by group.  The average values for the desired group where the difference in the variable 
is statistically significant were entered into the Model Summary Chart to assist in identifying 
best practices (See Figure 15 at the end of this section of the report).   
 
A chi-square analysis determined that students in the desired group were more likely to attend 
programs with an Pedagogical or Mixed approach as the Site Policy (the observed values are 175 
and 66, respectively, compared to expected values of 86.1 and 49.2, respectively) than they were 
to attend programs with an Enriched Academic or Holistic approach (the observed values are 156 
and 25, respectively, compared to expected values of 167.1 and 119.6, respectively).  The 
relationship is statistically significant (chi-square = 265.6, df=3, p=0.000).   
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a higher average rating for Organizational Culture (mean=18.1, n=422, SD=1.85) than 
the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=17.1, 
n=788, SD=2.74).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-7.24, df=1146.0, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a higher average rating for Impact on Behavior (mean=11.0, n=313, SD=0.83) than 
the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=10.5, 
n=788, SD=2.03).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-5.7, df=1098.5, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a higher score on the Parental Involvement variable (mean=5.2, n=422, SD=0.86) than 
the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=3.9, 
n=788, SD=1.24).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-20.8, df=1130.98, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a lower score on the Emphasis on Academics variable (mean=1.01, n=387, SD=0.78) 
than the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group 
(mean=1.6, n=619, SD=0.44).  This difference is statistically significant (t=13.99, df=537.6, 
p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a higher score on the Emphasis on Enhanced Learning Activities variable (mean=2.3, 
n=387, SD=1.3) than the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired 
group (mean=1. 9, n=619, SD=0.44).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-5.1, 
df=677.3, p=0.000). 
 
It must be noted that students in the desired group were more likely than expected to be in grades 
6-8 or 9-12 (the observed values are 171 and 20, respectively, compared to expected values of 
113 and 7, respectively) than they were to be in grades K-2 or 3-5 (the observed values are 37 
and 194, respectively, compared to expected values of 41.2 and 260.9, respectively).  The 
relationship is statistically significant (chi-square = 110.03, df=3, p=0.000).   
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Change in Science Grades 
 
A linear regression analysis was conducted on the Change in Science Grades dependent variable 
using the Backward Stepwise method for entering the variables into the model.  All ordinal and 
continuous independent variables were entered into the analysis.  The initial analysis did not 
identify any models with an R squared value greater than 0.01.  Therefore, the variables related 
to the students’ perceptions of how the program helped them (Change in Social Skills, Change in 
Enhanced Learning Skills, and Change in Academic Skills) were added to the analysis.  The 
aforementioned variables are short-term outcomes; they may lead to the long-term outcomes and 
therefore can be considered as both independent and dependent variables.   
 
After adding the three additional variables, the linear regression analysis was re-calculated.  
After 9 iterations, a model was identified where all variables had t values greater than 2 or less 
than -2.  The model is statistically significant (F=5.98, df=8, p=0.000).  However, the model 
accounts for only 6.7% of the variation in the Change in Science Grades (R squared=0.067).   
 
Several attempts were made to achieve a greater R squared value and account for a greater amount of 
the variance in the dependent variable.  It is believed that a higher R squared value could not be 
achieved due to having only a partial set of independent and extraneous variables.  This research 
study is evaluating the impact of independent variables related to the 21st CCLC programs.  The 
study does not presume to, nor could it possibly, account for all of the inputs that may affect a 
student’s observed change in the dependent variable, such as teachers in the regular school day, 
community role models, parenting methods, and family beliefs, just to name a few.  Only one of the 
models identified in this study accounts for more than 20% of the variation in the dependent variable.  
It is hypothesized that the programs only have a limited amount of influence over the outcomes, 
given the inputs available to them.  Therefore, this model is considered to provide the most accurate 
depiction of the influence of the independent variables on the students’ Change in Science Grades.   
 

Description of the Model 
 
The regression analysis identified seven independent variables that interact to influence the 
Change in Science Grades variable.  These independent variables are the Site Policy, the 
Organizational Culture, the Behavior Management Style, the Impact on Behavior, Parental 
Involvement, Emphasis on Academics, Average Amount of Grant Awarded to Site, and 
Student’s Perceived Change in Enhanced Learning Skills.  The model is: 
 
ChangeSciGrd =  10.933 + 1.368(SitePolicy) + 0.653(OrgCulture)  - 1.219(BehavMgmtStyle) 

- 1.61(ImpactBehav) + 0.824(ParInvolv) – 2.706(EmphAcad)  
- 0.00000537(AveGrantAmt) - 0.602(ChgExtCurric)  

 
For the model above, the change in Science grades can be predicted summing the product of the 
unstandardized coefficients and the observed value of each variable.  A review of this model 
identifies several variables that have a positive impact on the dependent variable.  The desired 
impact on the Change in Science Grades variable is an increase; therefore, the inputs that have a 
positive impact are the Site Policy, the organizational culture, and parental involvement.  For 
these variables, the greater the input (i.e. the higher the value of the independent variable), the 
more the students’ Science grades will increase.   
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Characteristics of the “Desired Group” 
 
To assist in the development of best practice models, a subset of the population was selected as 
the “desired group.”  This desired group includes those students for whom the inputs had 
predicted a desired outcome and that desired outcome had been achieved.  In this instance, the 
desired outcome is an increase in average Science grades.  Therefore, the desired group includes 
those students where the 
predicted value is greater than 0 
and the observed value is greater 
than 0.  (See Figure 5.)   
 
The desired group was compared 
with the portion of the population 
that the model predicted would 
not improve and that did not 
improve to determine if the inputs 
in the regression model were 
significantly different by group.  
The average values for the desired 
group where the difference in the 
variable is statistically significant were entered into the Model Summary Chart to assist in 
identifying best practices (See Figure 15 at the end of this section of the report).   
 
A chi-square analysis determined that students in the desired group were more likely to attend 
programs with an Enriched Academic or Mixed approach as the Site Policy (the observed values 
are 72 and 62, respectively, compared to expected values of 66.7 and 32.5, respectively) than 
they were to attend programs with an Pedagogical or Holistic approach (the observed values are 
20 and 36, respectively, compared to expected values of 36.2 and 54.6, respectively).  The 
relationship is statistically significant (chi-square = 85.6, df=3, p=0.000).   
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a higher average rating for Organizational Culture (mean=17.6, n=190, SD=2.91) than 
the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=16.6, 
n=172, SD=3.16).  This difference is statistically significant (t=3.08, df=348.4, p=0.002). 
 
A chi-square analysis determined that students in the desired group were more likely to attend 
programs with an Intrinsic or Mixed approach to Behavior Management (the observed values are 
37 and 60, respectively, compared to expected values of 19.9 and 46.2, respectively) than they 
were to attend programs with an Rewards or Consequences approach (the observed values are 36 
and 57, respectively, compared to expected values of 54.1 and 69.8, respectively).  The 
relationship is statistically significant (chi-square = 57.03, df=3, p=0.000).   
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a lower average rating for Impact on Behavior (mean=10.3, n=190, SD=2.2) than the 
programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=10.8, 
n=172, SD=2.04).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-2.25, df=359.8, p=0.000).  

Figure 5: Change in Science Grades 
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An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a higher score on the Parental Involvement variable (mean=4.8, n=190, SD=1.28) than 
the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=4.22, 
n=172, SD=1.02).  This difference is statistically significant (t=4.4, df=354.6, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a lower score on the Emphasis on Academics variable (mean=1.4, n=190, SD=0.57) than 
the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=1.82, 
n=172, SD=0.33).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-9.26, df=306.2, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired group 
had a smaller average amount of grant awarded per site (mean=$81,228.2, n=190, SD=27907.2) than 
the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=$102,333.5, 
n=172, SD=27297.8).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-7.26, df=360, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the students in the desired group had rated their 
program higher on helping them to improve their skills in Enhanced Learning Activities (mean=-
0.22, n=190, SD=1.01) than the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=-0.35, 
n=172, SD=1.11).  This difference is statistically significant (t=2.96, df=360, p=0.003). 
 
It must be noted that students in the desired group were more likely than expected to be in grades 
K-2 or 3-5 (the observed values are 29 and 110, respectively, compared to expected values of 
15.7 and 103.9, respectively) than they were to be in grades 6-8 or 9-12 (the observed values are 
47 and 4, respectively, compared to expected values of 68.2 and 2.1, respectively).  The 
relationship is statistically significant (chi-square = 41.83, df=3, p=0.000).   
 
Change in Social Studies Grades 
 
A linear regression analysis was conducted on the Change in Social Studies Grades dependent 
variable using the Backward Stepwise method for entering the variables into the model.  All 
ordinal and continuous independent variables were entered into the analysis.  After 9 iterations, a 
model was identified where all variables had t values greater than 2 or less than -2.  The model is 
statistically significant (F=3.62, df=8, p=0.000).  However, the model accounts for only 3.6% of 
the variation in the Change in Science Grades (R squared=0.036).   
 
Several attempts were made to achieve a greater R squared value and account for a greater amount of 
the variance in the dependent variable.  It is believed that a higher R squared value could not be 
achieved due to having only a partial set of independent and extraneous variables.  This research study 
is evaluating the impact of independent variables related to the 21st CCLC programs.  The study does 
not presume to, nor could it possibly, account for all of the inputs that may affect a student’s observed 
change in the dependent variable, such as teachers in the regular school day, community role models, 
parenting methods, and family beliefs, just to name a few.  Only one of the models identified in this 
study accounts for more than 20% of the variation in the dependent variable.  It is hypothesized that the 
programs only have a limited amount of influence over the outcomes, given the inputs available to 
them.  Therefore, this model is considered to provide the most accurate depiction of the influence of the 
independent variables on the students’ Change in Social Studies Grades.   



 

SDE/21stCCLC Report Volume II/SWS March 1, 2008 50 

Description of the Model 
 

The regression analysis identified seven independent variables that interact to influence the 
Change in Social Studies Grades variable.  These independent variables are: the Organizational 
Culture, the Behavior Management Style, the Impact on Behavior, Parental Involvement, 
Services to Adults, Emphasis on Extra Curricular Activities, Average Amount of Grant Awarded 
to Site, and Average Amount of Partner Contributions per Site.  The model is: 
 

ChgSocStudGrd =  5.575 + 2.056(OrgCulture) - 1.356(BehavMgmtStyle)  
- 2.997(ImpactBehav) + 1.115(ParInvolv) – 0.892(AdultSvcs)  
- 1.87(EnhLrngAct) - 0.0000248(AveGrantAmt)  
- 0.0000478(AvePartContrib)  

 
For the model above, the change in Social Studies grades can be predicted summing the product 
of the unstandardized coefficients and the observed value of each variable.  A review of this 
model identifies several variables which have a positive impact on the dependent variable.  The 
desired impact on the Change in Social Studies Grades variable is an increase; therefore, the 
inputs that have a positive impact are the organizational culture and parental involvement.  For 
these variables, the greater the input (i.e. the higher the value of the independent variable), the 
more the students’ Social Studies grades will increase.   
 

Characteristics of the “Desired Group” 
 

To assist in the development of best practice models, a subset of the population was selected as the 
“desired group.”  This desired group includes those students for whom the inputs had predicted a 
desired outcome and that desired outcome had been achieved.  In this instance, the desired 
outcome is an increase in average 
Social Studies grades.  Therefore, the 
desired group includes those students 
where the predicted value is greater 
than 0 and the observed value is 
greater than 0.  (See Figure 6.)   
 
The desired group was compared with 
the portion of the population that the 
model predicted would not improve 
and that did not improve to determine 
if the inputs in the regression model 
were significantly different by group.  
The average values for the desired 
group where the difference in the 
variable is statistically significant were entered into the Model Summary Chart to assist in identifying 
best practices (See Figure 15 at the end of this section of the report).   
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a higher average rating for Organizational Culture (mean=17.95, n=484, SD=2.25) than 
the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=17.03, 
n=275, SD=2.87).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-4.56, df=466.5, p=0.000). 

Figure 6: Change in Social Studies Grades 
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A chi-square analysis determined that students in the desired group were more likely than 
expected to attend programs with an Intrinsic or Consequences approach to Behavior 
Management (the observed values are 121 and 185, respectively, compared to expected values of 
109.7 and 156.2, respectively) than they were to attend programs with a Rewards or Mixed 
approach (the observed values are 79 and 99, respectively, compared to expected values of 797 
and 138.4, respectively).  The relationship is statistically significant (chi-square = 48.79, df=3, 
p=0.000).   
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a slightly lower average rating for Impact on Behavior (mean=10.44, n=484, 
SD=1.96) than the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group 
(mean=10.72, n=275, SD=1.57).  This difference is statistically significant (t=1.98, df=757, 
p=0.048). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a lower score on the Parental Involvement variable (mean=4.38, n=484, SD=1.43) than 
the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=4.87, 
n=275, SD=1.21).  This difference is statistically significant (t=4.99, df=649.2, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a lower score on the Adult Services variable (mean=2.91, n=484, SD=1.78) than the 
programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=4.42, n=275, 
SD=1.86).  This difference is statistically significant (t=11.1, df=757, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired group 
had a higher score on the Emphasis on Enhanced Learning Activities variable (mean=2.57, n=484, 
SD=1.05) than the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group 
(mean=2.18, n=275, SD=0.83).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-5.21, df=757, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a lower average amount of grant awarded per site (mean=$84,080.91, n=484, 
SD=31,161.48) than the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired 
group (mean=$90,756.36, n=275, SD=29,580.01).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-
2.93, df=594.4, p=0.004). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a lower average amount of contributions per site (mean=$7,899.35, n=484, 
SD=6,823.94) than the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired 
group (mean=$41,349.2, n=275, SD=41,316.96).  This difference is statistically significant 
(t=13.3, df=282.5, p=0.000). 
 
It must be noted that students in the desired group were more likely than expected to be in grades 
K-2, 3-5, or 9-12 (the observed values are 44, 295, and 20, respectively, compared to expected 
values of 29.3, 295, and 12.8, respectively) than they were to be in grades 6-8 (the observed 
value is 125, compared to an expected value of 164.5).  The relationship is statistically 
significant (chi-square = 60.9, df=3, p=0.000).   
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Change in Math PACT Scores 
 
A linear regression analysis was conducted on the Change in Math PACT Scores dependent 
variable using the Backward Stepwise method for entering the variables into the model.  All 
ordinal and continuous independent variables were entered into the analysis.  After 11 iterations, 
a model was identified where all variables had t values greater than 2 or less than -2.  The model 
is statistically significant (F=8.33, df=6, p=0.000).  However, the model accounts for only 8% of 
the variation in the Change in Math PACT Scores (R squared=0.080).   
 
Several attempts were made to achieve a greater R squared value and account for a greater 
amount of the variance in the dependent variable.  It is believed that a higher R squared value 
could not be achieved due to having only a partial set of independent and extraneous variables.  
This research study is evaluating the impact of independent variables related to the 21st CCLC 
programs.  The study does not presume to, nor could it possibly, account for all of the inputs that 
may affect a student’s observed change in the dependent variable, such as teachers in the regular 
school day, community role models, parenting methods, and family beliefs, just to name a few.  
Only one of the models identified in this study accounts for more than 20% of the variation in the 
dependent variable.  It is hypothesized that the programs only have a limited amount of influence 
over the outcomes, given the inputs available to them.  Therefore, this model is considered to 
provide the most accurate depiction of the influence of the independent variables on the students’ 
Change in Math PACT Scores.   
 

Description of the Model 
 

The regression analysis identified six independent variables that interact to influence the Change 
in Math PACT Scores variable.  These independent variables are the Organizational Culture, the 
Impact on Behavior, Parental Involvement, Emphasis on Academics, Emphasis on Enhanced 
Learning Activities, and Average Amount of Partner Contributions per Site.  The model is: 
 
ChgMathPACT =  -0.583 -0.049(OrgCulture) + 0.119(ImpactBehav)  

– 0.099(ParInvolv) + 0.268(EmphAcad)  
+ 0.075(EnhLrngAct) + 0.00000369(AvePartContrib)  

 
For the model above, the change in Math PACT Scores can be predicted summing the product of 
the unstandardized coefficients and the observed value of each variable.  A review of this model 
identifies several variables that have a positive impact on the dependent variable.  The desired 
impact on the Change in Math PACT Scores variable is an increase; therefore, the inputs that 
have a positive impact are the impact on behavior, emphasis on academics, emphasis on 
Enhanced Learning Activities, and average partner contribution per site.  For these variables, the 
greater the input (i.e. the higher the value of the independent variable), the more the students’ 
Math PACT Scores will increase.   
 

 

Characteristics of the “Desired Group” 
 
To assist in the development of best practice models, a subset of the population was selected as 
the “desired group.”  This desired group includes those students for whom the inputs had 
predicted a desired outcome and that desired outcome had been achieved.  In this instance, the 
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desired outcome is an increase in 
average Math PACT Scores.  
Therefore, the desired group 
includes those students where the 
predicted value is greater than 0 
and the observed value is greater 
than 0.  (See Figure 7.)   
 
The desired group was compared 
with the portion of the population 
that the model predicted would not 
improve and that did not improve 
to determine if the inputs in the 
regression model were significantly 
different by group.  The average 
values for the desired group where 
the difference in the variable is statistically significant were entered into the Model Summary Chart to 
assist in identifying best practices (See Figure 15 at the end of this section of the report).   
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a lower average rating for Organizational Culture (mean=17.08, n=190, SD=3.58) than 
the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=18.26, 
n=466, SD=1.26).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-4.43, df=208.4, p=0.000). 
 
No statistically significant difference was found for the program’s Average Impact on Behavior 
according to whether or not the student was included in the desired group (t=1.58, df=311.9, 
p=0.114).  Therefore, this variable was removed from the final model. 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a higher score on the Parental Involvement variable (mean=4.76, n=190, SD=1.12) than 
the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=4.04, 
n=466, SD=1.58).  This difference is statistically significant (t=6.56, df=488.8, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a higher score on the Emphasis on Academics variable (mean=1.88, n=190, SD=0.25) 
than the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=1.11, 
n=466, SD=0.46).  This difference is statistically significant (t=27.43, df=604.96, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired group 
had a higher score on the Emphasis on Enhanced Learning Activities variable (mean=2.22, n=190, 
SD=0.76) than the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group 
(mean=1.74, n=466, SD=1.2).  This difference is statistically significant (t=6.12, df=488.8, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a greater average amount of contributions per site (mean=$32,835.63, n=190, 
SD=38,580.26) than the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired 
group (mean=$7,882.95, n=466, SD=9884.21).  This difference is statistically significant (t=8.8, 
df=199.2, p=0.000). 

Figure 7: Change in Math PACT Scores 
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It must be noted that students in the desired group were more likely than expected to be in grades 
6-8 (the observed value is 101, compared to the expected value of 75.1) than they were to be in 
grades 3-5 (the observed value is 86, compared to an expected value of 111.9).  The relationship 
is statistically significant (chi-square = 20.9, df=1, p=0.000).   
 
Change in ELA PACT Scores 
 
A linear regression analysis was conducted on the Change in ELA PACT Scores dependent 
variable using the Backward Stepwise method for entering the variables into the model.  All 
ordinal and continuous independent variables were entered into the analysis.  After 13 iterations, 
a model was identified where all variables had t values greater than 2 or less than -2.  The model 
is statistically significant (F=15.8, df=4, p=0.000).  However, the model accounts for only 10.5% 
of the variation in the Change in ELA PACT Scores (R squared=0.105).   
 
Several attempts were made to achieve a greater R squared value and account for a greater 
amount of the variance in the dependent variable.  It is believed that a higher R squared value 
could not be achieved due to having only a partial set of independent and extraneous variables.  
This research study is evaluating the impact of independent variables related to the 21st CCLC 
programs.  The study does not presume to, nor could it possibly, account for all of the inputs that 
may affect a student’s observed change in the dependent variable, such as teachers in the regular 
school day, community role models, parenting methods, and family beliefs, just to name a few.  
Only one of the models identified in this study accounts for more than 20% of the variation in the 
dependent variable.  It is hypothesized that the programs only have a limited amount of influence 
over the outcomes, given the inputs available to them.  Therefore, this model is considered to 
provide the most accurate depiction of the influence of the independent variables on the students’ 
Change in ELA PACT Scores.   
 

Description of the Model 
 
The regression analysis identified six independent variables that interact to influence the Change 
in ELA PACT Scores variable.  These independent variables are: the Organizational Culture, the 
Impact on Behavior, Adult Services, and Average Amount of Partner Contributions per Site.  
The model is: 
 
ChgELAPACT=  0.049 - 0.048(OrgCulture) + 0.087(ImpactBehav)  

– 0.104(AdultSvcs) + 0.00000605(AvePartContrib)  
 
For the model above, the change in ELA PACT Scores can be predicted summing the product of 
the unstandardized coefficients and the observed value of each variable.  A review of this model 
identifies several variables that have a positive impact on the dependent variable.  The desired 
impact on the Change in ELA PACT Scores variable is an increase; therefore, the inputs that 
have a positive impact are the impact on behavior and average partner contribution per site.  For 
these variables, the greater the input (i.e. the higher the value of the independent variable), the 
more the students’ ELA PACT Scores will increase.   
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Characteristics of the “Desired Group” 
 
To assist in the development of best practice models, a subset of the population was selected as the 
“desired group.”  This desired group includes those students for whom the inputs had predicted a 
desired outcome and that desired 
outcome had been achieved.  In this 
instance, the desired outcome is an 
increase in average ELA PACT Scores.  
Therefore, the desired group includes 
those students where the predicted 
value is greater than 0 and the observed 
value is greater than 0.  (See Figure 8.)   
 
The desired group was compared with 
the portion of the population that the 
model predicted would not improve and 
that did not improve to determine if the 
inputs in the regression model were 
significantly different by group.  The average values for the desired group where the difference in 
the variable is statistically significant were entered into the Model Summary Chart to assist in 
identifying best practices (See Figure 15 at the end of this section of the report).   
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a lower average rating for Organizational Culture (mean=16.97, n=174, SD=3.55) than 
the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=17.72, 
n=903, SD=2.75).  This difference is statistically significant (t=2.67, df=214.9, p=0.008). 
 
No statistically significant difference was found for the program’s Average Impact on Behavior 
according to whether or not the student was included in the desired group (t=-1.86, df=233.3, 
p=0.065).  Therefore, this variable was removed from the final model. 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a lower score on the Adult Services variable (mean=3.07, n=174, SD=2.03) than the 
programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=3.9, n=903, 
SD=1.79).  This difference is statistically significant (t=5.0, df=224.9, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a greater average amount of contributions per site (mean=$23,645.28, n=174, 
SD=33,046.2) than the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired 
group (mean=$11,713.33, n=903, SD=13,815.8).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-
4.69, df=184.8, p=0.000). 
 
It must be noted that students in the desired group were more likely than expected to be in grades 
6-8 (the observed value is 112, compared to the expected value of 47.3) than they were to be in 
grades 3-5 (the observed value is 59, compared to an expected value of 123.7).  The relationship 
is statistically significant (chi-square = 145.8, df=1, p=0.000).   
 

Figure 8: Change in ELA PACT Scores 
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Change in Science PACT Scores 
 
A linear regression analysis was conducted on the Change in Science PACT Scores dependent 
variable using the Backward Stepwise method for entering the variables into the model.  All 
ordinal and continuous independent variables were entered into the analysis.  After 9 iterations, a 
model was identified where all variables had t values greater than 2 or less than -2.  The model is 
statistically significant (F=6.67, df=5, p=0.000).  However, the model accounts for only 3% of 
the variation in the Change in Science PACT Scores (R squared=0.030).   
 
Several attempts were made to achieve a greater R squared value and account for a greater 
amount of the variance in the dependent variable.  It is believed that a higher R squared value 
could not be achieved due to having only a partial set of independent and extraneous variables.  
This research study is evaluating the impact of independent variables related to the 21st CCLC 
programs.  The study does not presume to, nor could it possibly, account for all of the inputs that 
may affect a student’s observed change in the dependent variable, such as teachers in the regular 
school day, community role models, parenting methods, and family beliefs, just to name a few.  
Only one of the models identified in this study accounts for more than 20% of the variation in the 
dependent variable.  It is hypothesized that the programs only have a limited amount of influence 
over the outcomes, given the inputs available to them.  Therefore, this model is considered to 
provide the most accurate depiction of the influence of the independent variables on the students’ 
Change in Science PACT Scores.   
 

Description of the Model 
 

The regression analysis identified six independent variables that interact to influence the Change 
in Science PACT Scores variable.  These independent variables are the Behavior Management 
Style, Parental Involvement, Adult Services, Emphasis on Enhanced Learning Activities and the 
number of Days the Student was Present in the Program.  The model is: 
 
ChgSciPACT=  0.560 - 0.113(BehMgmtStyle) + 0.062(ParInvolv) - 0.073(AdultSvcs)  

– 0.099(EnhLrngAct) + 0.002(SYDaysPresProg)  
 
For the model above, the change in Science PACT Scores can be predicted summing the product 
of the unstandardized coefficients and the observed value of each variable.  A review of this 
model identifies several variables that have a positive impact on the dependent variable.  The 
desired impact on the Change in Science PACT Scores variable is an increase; therefore, the 
inputs that have a positive impact are parental involvement and the number of days the student 
was present in the program.  For these variables, the greater the input (i.e. the higher the value of 
the independent variable), the more the students’ Science PACT Scores will increase.   
 

Characteristics of the “Desired Group” 
 

To assist in the development of best practice models, a subset of the population was selected as the 
“desired group.”  This desired group includes those students for whom the inputs had predicted a 
desired outcome and that desired outcome had been achieved.  In this instance, the desired outcome 
is an increase in average Science PACT Scores.  Therefore, the desired group includes those students 
where the predicted value is greater than 0 and the observed value is greater than 0.  (See Figure 9.)   
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The desired group was compared 
with the portion of the 
population that the model 
predicted would not improve and 
that did not improve to determine 
if the inputs in the regression 
model were significantly 
different by group.  The average 
values for the desired group 
where the difference in the 
variable is statistically significant 
were entered into the Model 
Summary Chart to assist in 
identifying best practices (See 
Figure 15 at the end of this 
section of the report).   
 
A chi-square analysis determined that students in the desired group were more likely than 
expected to attend programs with a Rewards or Intrinsic approach to Behavior Management (the 
observed values are 76 and 54, respectively, compared to expected values of 57.4 and 40.8, 
respectively) than they were to attend programs with a Mixed or Consequences approach (the 
observed values are 53 and 85, respectively, compared to expected values of 77.8 and 92.1, 
respectively).  The relationship is statistically significant (chi-square = 76.6, df=3, p=0.000).   
 
No statistically significant difference was found for the program’s Parental Involvement 
according to whether or not the student was included in the desired group (t=1.7, df=353, 
p=0.090).  Therefore, this variable was removed from the final model. 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a lower score on the Adult Services variable (mean=3.32, n=268, SD=1.94) than the 
programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=4.82, n=87, 
SD=1.55).  This difference is statistically significant (t=7.3, df=180.6, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired group 
had a lower score on the Emphasis on Enhanced Learning Activities variable (mean=1.84, n=268, 
SD=0.25) than the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group 
(mean=2.91, n=87, SD=1.15).  This difference is statistically significant (t=8.77, df=175.6, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the students in the desired group had a higher average 
number of days present in the program (mean=77.19, n=268, SD=48.88) than the students who were 
not included in the desired group (mean=44.53, n=87, SD=29.4).  This difference is statistically 
significant (t=-7.52, df=245.9, p=0.000). 
 
It must be noted that students in the desired group were more likely than expected to be in grades 
6-8 (the observed value is 133, compared to the expected value of 111.7) than they were to be in 
grades 3-5 (the observed value is 134, compared to an expected value of 155.3).  The 
relationship is statistically significant (chi-square = 29.7, df=1, p=0.000).   

Figure 9: Change in Science PACT Scores 
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Change in Social Studies PACT Scores 
 
A linear regression analysis was conducted on the Change in Social Studies PACT Scores 
dependent variable using the Backward Stepwise method for entering the variables into the 
model.  All ordinal and continuous independent variables were entered into the analysis.  The 
initial analysis did not identify any models with an R squared value greater than 0.01.  Therefore, 
the variables related to the students’ perceptions of how the program helped them (Change in 
Social Skills, Change in Enhanced Learning Skills, and Change in Academic Skills) were added 
to the analysis.  The aforementioned variables are short-term outcomes, moreover, they may lead 
to the long-term outcomes and can be considered as both independent and dependent variables.   
 
After adding the three additional variables, the linear regression analysis was re-calculated.  After 
14 iterations, a model was identified where all variables had t values greater than 2 or less than -2.  
The model is statistically significant (F=7.16, df=5, p=0.000).  However, the model accounts for 
only 8.1% of the variation in the Change in Social Studies PACT Scores (R squared=0.081).   
 
Several attempts were made to achieve a greater R squared value and account for a greater 
amount of the variance in the dependent variable.  It is believed that a higher R squared value 
could not be achieved due to having only a partial set of independent and extraneous variables.  
This research study is evaluating the impact of independent variables related to the 21st CCLC 
programs.  The study does not presume to, nor could it possibly, account for all of the inputs that 
may affect a student’s observed change in the dependent variable, such as teachers in the regular 
school day, community role models, parenting methods, and family beliefs, just to name a few.  
Only one of the models identified in this study accounts for more than 20% of the variation in the 
dependent variable.  It is hypothesized that the programs only have a limited amount of influence 
over the outcomes, given the inputs available to them.  Therefore, this model is considered to 
provide the most accurate depiction of the influence of the independent variables on the students’ 
Change in Social Studies PACT Scores.   
 

Description of the Model 
 
The regression analysis identified six independent variables that interact to influence the Change in 
Social Studies PACT Scores variable.  These independent variables are the Organizational Culture, the 
Impact on Behavior, the Emphasis on Enhanced Learning Activities, the Average Amount of Partner 
Contributions per Site, and the students’ perceived Change in their Social Skills.  The model is: 
 
ChgSocStudPACT=  0.471 - 0.092(OrgCulture) + 0.113(ImpactBehav)  

- 0.090(EnhLrngAct) + 0.00000792(AvePartContrib)  
- 0.091(ChngSocSkills) 

 
For the model above, the change in Social Studies PACT Scores can be predicted summing the 
product of the unstandardized coefficients and the observed value of each variable.  A review of 
this model identifies several variables that have a positive impact on the dependent variable.  The 
desired impact on the Change in Social Studies PACT Scores variable is an increase; therefore, 
the inputs that have a positive impact are the impact on behavior and average partner 
contribution per site.  For these variables, the greater the input (i.e. the higher the value of the 
independent variable), the more the students’ Social Studies PACT Scores will increase.   
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Characteristics of the “Desired Group” 
 
To assist in the development of best practice models, a subset of the population was selected as the 
“desired group.”  This desired group includes those students for whom the inputs had predicted a 
desired outcome and that desired 
outcome had been achieved.  In this 
instance, the desired outcome is an 
increase in average Social Studies 
PACT Scores.  Therefore, the desired 
group includes those students where 
the predicted value is greater than 0 
and the observed value is greater than 
0.  (See Figure 10.)   
 
The desired group was compared 
with the portion of the population 
that the model predicted would not 
improve and that did not improve to 
determine if the inputs in the 
regression model were significantly different by group.  The average values for the desired group 
where the difference in the variable is statistically significant were entered into the Model Summary 
Chart to assist in identifying best practices (See Figure 15 at the end of this section of the report).   
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a lower average rating for Organizational Culture (mean=15.37, n=63, SD=3.8) than the 
programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=17.71, 
n=134, SD=2.74).  This difference is statistically significant (t=4.4, df=93.4, p=0.000). 
 
No statistically significant difference was found for the program’s average Impact on Behavior 
according to whether or not the student was included in the desired group (t=0.615, df=195, 
p=0.539).  Therefore, this variable was removed from the final model. 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a lower average rating for Emphasis on Enhanced Learning Activities (mean=1.62, n=63, 
SD=0.92) than the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group 
(mean=2.56, n=134, SD=0.99).  This difference is statistically significant (t=6.5, df=130.5, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a greater average amount of contributions per site (mean=$19,653.56, n=63, 
SD=35,197.3) than the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired 
group (mean=$9,701.85, n=134, SD=8453.1).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-2.21, 
df=65.4, p=0.030). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the students in the desired group had a lower average 
perception of the degree to which the program Changed their Social Skills (mean=-0.51, n=63, 
SD=1.12) than the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group 
(mean=0.44, n=134, SD=0.62).  This difference is statistically significant (t=6.3, df=80.2, p=0.000). 

Figure 10: Change in Science PACT Scores 
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It must be noted that students in the desired group were more likely than expected to be in grades 
6-8 (the observed value is 51, compared to the expected value of 21.6) than they were to be in 
grades 3-5 (the observed value is 9, compared to an expected value of 38.4).  The relationship is 
statistically significant (chi-square = 91.2, df=1, p=0.000).   
 
Change in Classroom Performance 
 
A linear regression analysis was conducted on the Change in Classroom Performance dependent 
variable using the Backward Stepwise method for entering the variables into the model.  All 
ordinal and continuous independent variables were entered into the analysis.  After 6 iterations, a 
model was identified where all variables had t values greater than 2 or less than -2.  The model is 
statistically significant (F=34.3, df=8, p=0.000).  Moreover, the model accounts for 27.2% of the 
variation in the Change in Classroom Performance (R squared=0.272).   
 
Several attempts were made to achieve a greater R squared value and account for a greater 
amount of the variance in the dependent variable.  It is believed that a higher R squared value 
could not be achieved due to having only a partial set of independent and extraneous variables.  
This research study is evaluating the impact of independent variables related to the 21st CCLC 
programs.  The study does not presume to, nor could it possibly, account for all of the inputs that 
may affect a student’s observed change in the dependent variable, such as teachers in the regular 
school day, community role models, parenting methods, and family beliefs, just to name a few.  
Only the model described here accounts for more than 20% of the variation in the dependent 
variable.  It is hypothesized that the programs only have a limited amount of influence over the 
outcomes, given the inputs available to them.  Therefore, this model is considered to provide the 
most accurate depiction of the influence of the independent variables on the students’ Change in 
Classroom Performance.   
 

Description of the Model 
 
The regression analysis identified seven independent variables that interact to influence the 
Change in Classroom Performance variable.  These independent variables are: the Site Policy, 
the Behavior Management Style, Parental Involvement, Student to Staff Ratio, Average Amount 
of Grant Awarded to Site, Average Amount of Partner Contributions per Site, Number of Hours 
of Program Operation, and the number of Days the Student was Present in the Program.  The 
model is: 
 
ChangeClassPerf =  39.207 + 3.762(SitePolicy) – 1.432(BehavMgmtStyle)  

+ 1.899(ParInvolv) + 0.579(StudStaffRatio) - 0.000118(AveGrantAmt)  
+ 0.00011(AvePartContrib) + 0.004(HoursOp) + 0.027(DaysPresProg)  

 
For the model above, the change in Classroom Performance can be predicted summing the 
product of the unstandardized coefficients and the observed value of each variable.  A review of 
this model identifies several variables that have a positive impact on the dependent variable.  The 
desired impact on the Change in Classroom Performance variable is a greater score; therefore, 
the inputs that have a positive impact are the Site Policy, parental involvement, the student to 
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staff ratio, the average partner contribution, the hours of operation, and the number of days the 
student is present in the program.  For these variables, the greater the input (i.e. the higher the 
value of the independent variable), the more the students’ Classroom Performance will improve.   
 

Characteristics of the “Desired Group” 
 
To assist in the development of best practice models, a subset of the population was selected as 
the “desired group.”  This desired group includes those students for whom the inputs had 
predicted a desired outcome and 
that desired outcome had been 
achieved.  In this instance, the 
desired outcome is a score for 
Classroom Performance that 
indicates an improvement (i.e. a 
score that is greater than the 
middle of the scale).  Therefore, 
the desired group includes those 
students where the predicted value 
is greater than 52 and the observed 
value is greater than 45.  (See 
Figure 11.)   
 
The desired group was compared 
with the portion of the population that the model predicted would not improve and that did not 
improve to determine if the inputs in the regression model were significantly different by group.  The 
average values for the desired group where the difference in the variable is statistically significant 
were entered into the Model Summary Chart to assist in identifying best practices (See Figure 15 at 
the end of this section of the report).   
 
A chi-square analysis determined that students in the desired group were more likely than expected 
to attend programs with an Pedagogical approach as the Site Policy (the observed values are 93 
and 248, respectively, compared to expected values of 89.5 and 242.6, respectively) than they were 
to attend programs with a Holistic or Mixed approach (the observed values are 346 and 100, 
respectively, compared to expected values of 344.9 and 110.1, respectively).  The relationship is 
statistically significant (chi-square=8.52, df=3, p=0.036).   
 
A chi-square analysis determined that students in the desired group were more likely to attend 
programs with a Rewards or Mixed approach to Behavior Management (the observed values are 
248 and 189, respectively, compared to expected values of 219.3 and 179.8, respectively) than 
they were to attend programs with an Intrinsic or Consequences approach (the observed values 
are 144 and 206, respectively, compared to expected values of 139.3 and 248.6, respectively).  
The relationship is statistically significant (chi-square = 83.4, df=3, p=0.000).   
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a higher score on the Parental Involvement variable (mean=4.88, n=787, SD=1.05) than 
the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=4.05, 
n=128, SD=1.19).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-7.44, df=160.7, p=0.000). 

Figure 11: Change in Classroom Performance 
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An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a higher student to staff ratio (mean=8.5, n=787, SD=7.14) than the programs attended 
by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=5.8, n=128, SD=1.76).  This 
difference is statistically significant (t=-9.05, df=793.9, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a lower average amount of grant awarded per site (mean=$80,960.24, n=787, 
SD=32,004.2) than the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired 
group (mean=$92,113.47, n=128, SD=31,292.7).  This difference is statistically significant 
(t=3.67, df=913, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a greater average amount of partner contributions per site (mean=$22,335.16, n=787, 
SD=24,506.8) than the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired 
group (mean=$6,505.93, n=128, SD=8,115.9).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-
14.0, df=577.7, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a greater number of hours of operation (mean=633.4, n=787, SD=734.69) than the 
programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=329.1, 
n=128, SD=273.97).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-8.5, df=489.6, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the students in the desired group had a higher 
average number of days present in the program (mean=87.9, n=787, SD=36.25) than the 
programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=77.9, 
n=128, SD=42.43).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-2.5, df=158.6, p=0.013). 
 
It must be noted that students in the desired group were more likely than expected to be in grades 
9-12 (the observed value is 54, compared to expected value of 46.4) than they were to be in 
grades K-2, 3-5, or 6-8 (the observed values are 150, 408, and 175, respectively, compared to 
expected values of 153.1, 412.9, and 174.6, respectively).  The relationship is statistically 
significant (chi-square = 9.65, df=3, p=0.022).   
 

Change in Social Skills 
 
A linear regression analysis was conducted on the Change in Social Skills dependent variable 
using the Backward Stepwise method for entering the variables into the model.  All ordinal and 
continuous independent variables were entered into the analysis.  After 7 iterations, a model was 
identified where all variables had t values greater than 2 or less than -2.  The model is 
statistically significant (F=24.02, df=7, p=0.000).  However, the model accounts for only 15.6% 
of the variation in the Change in Social Skills (R squared=0.156).   
 
Several attempts were made to achieve a greater R squared value and account for a greater 
amount of the variance in the dependent variable.  It is believed that a higher R squared value 
could not be achieved due to having only a partial set of independent and extraneous variables.  
This research study is evaluating the impact of independent variables related to the 21st CCLC 
programs.  The study does not presume to, nor could it possibly, account for all of the inputs that 
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may affect a student’s observed change in the dependent variable, such as teachers in the regular 
school day, community role models, parenting methods, and family beliefs, just to name a few.  
Only one of the models identified in this study accounts for more than 20% of the variation in the 
dependent variable.  It is hypothesized that the programs only have a limited amount of influence 
over the outcomes, given the inputs available to them.  Therefore, this model is considered to 
provide the most accurate depiction of the influence of the independent variables on the students’ 
Change in Social Skills.   

Description of the Model 
 
The regression analysis identified seven independent variables that interact to influence the Change 
in Social Skills variable.  These independent variables are: the Site Policy, the Organizational 
Culture, Student to Staff Ratio, Average Amount of Grant Awarded to Site, Average Amount of 
Partner Contributions per Site, Number of Hours of Program Operation, and the number of Days 
the Student was Present in the Program.  The model is: 
 
ChangeSocSkills =  -0.228 - 0.149(SitePolicy) + 0.030(OrgCulture) + 0.579(StudStaffRatio) 

- 0.00000313(AveGrantAmt) - 0.00000475(AvePartContrib)  
+ 0.000132(HoursOp) + 0.003(DaysPresProg)  

 
For the model above, the change in Social Skills can be predicted summing the product of the 
unstandardized coefficients and the observed value of each variable.  A review of this model 
identifies several variables that have a positive impact on the dependent variable.  The desired impact 
on the Change in Social Skills variable is a greater score; therefore, the inputs that have a positive 
impact are the organizational culture, the student to staff ratio, the hours of operation, and the number 
of days the student is present in the program.  For these variables, the greater the input (i.e. the higher 
the value of the independent variable), the more the students’ social skills will improve.   
 

Characteristics of the “Desired Group” 
 

To assist in the development of best 
practice models, a subset of the 
population was selected as the 
“desired group.”  This desired 
group includes those students for 
whom the inputs had predicted a 
desired outcome and that desired 
outcome had been achieved.  In this 
instance, the desired outcome is a 
score for Social Skills that indicates 
that the student reported that the 
program helped them improve.  
Therefore, the desired group 
includes those students where the 
predicted value is greater than 0 and 
the observed value is greater than 0.  
(See Figure 12.)   

Figure 12: Change in Social Skills 
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The desired group was compared with the portion of the population that the model predicted would 
not improve and that did not improve to determine if the inputs in the regression model were 
significantly different by group.  The average values for the desired group where the difference in 
the variable is statistically significant were entered into the Model Summary Chart to assist in 
identifying best practices (See Figure 15 at the end of this section of the report).   
 
A chi-square analysis determined that students in the desired group were more likely than expected 
to attend programs with a Holistic or Mixed approach as the Site Policy (the observed values are 
224 and 125, respectively, compared to expected values of 158.3 and 90.7, respectively) than they 
were to attend programs with an Enriched Academic or Pedagogical approach (the observed values 
are 103 and 0, respectively, compared to expected values of 111.6 and 91.4, respectively).  The 
relationship is statistically significant (chi-square=437.3, df=3, p=0.000).   
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a higher score on the Organizational Culture variable (mean=18.4, n=452, SD=2.2) than 
the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=14.1, 
n=196, SD=2.7).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-19.5, df=311.6, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a higher student to staff ratio (mean=7.66, n=452, SD=5.7) than the programs attended 
by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=4.84, n=196, SD=1.3).  This 
difference is statistically significant (t=-9.9, df=547.4, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a lower average amount of grant awarded per site (mean=$79,073.26, n=452, 
SD=30,133.4) than the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired 
group (mean=$105,438.41, n=196, SD=29,670.3).  This difference is statistically significant 
(t=10.3, df=646, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a greater average amount of partner contributions per site (mean=$18,725.08, n=452, 
SD=24,302.2) than the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired 
group (mean=$4,941.02, n=196, SD=9,095.9).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-
10.5, df=635.96, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a greater number of hours of operation (mean=779.4, n=452, SD=849.2) than the 
programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=382.5, 
n=196, SD=213.9).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-9.3, df=564.7, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the students in the desired group had a higher 
average number of days present in the program (mean=104.2, n=452, SD=35.3) than the 
programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=40.7, 
n=196, SD=31.98).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-21.7, df=646, p=0.000). 
 
It must be noted that students in the desired group were more likely than expected to be in grades 
K-2 or 3-5 (the observed values are 126 and 230, respectively, compared to expected values of 
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91.4, and 182.1, respectively) than they were to be in grades 6-8 or 9-12 (the observed values are 
74 and 22, respectively, compared to expected values of 163.2 and 15.3, respectively).  The 
relationship is statistically significant (chi-square = 255.9, df=3, p=0.000).   
 

Change in Academic Skills 
 
A linear regression analysis was conducted on the Change in Academic Skills dependent variable 
using the Backward Stepwise method for entering the variables into the model.  All ordinal and 
continuous independent variables were entered into the analysis.  After 7 iterations, a model was 
identified where all variables had t values greater than 2 or less than -2.  The model is 
statistically significant (F=6.31, df=7, p=0.000).  However, the model accounts for only 4.1% of 
the variation in the Change in Academic Skills (R squared=0.041).   
 
Several attempts were made to achieve a greater R squared value and account for a greater 
amount of the variance in the dependent variable.  It is believed that a higher R squared value 
could not be achieved due to having only a partial set of independent and extraneous variables.  
This research study is evaluating the impact of independent variables related to the 21st CCLC 
programs.  The study does not presume to, nor could it possibly, account for all of the inputs that 
may affect a student’s observed change in the dependent variable, such as teachers in the regular 
school day, community role models, parenting methods, and family beliefs, just to name a few.  
Only one of the models identified in this study accounts for more than 20% of the variation in the 
dependent variable.  It is hypothesized that the programs only have a limited amount of influence 
over the outcomes, given the inputs available to them.  Therefore, this model is considered to 
provide the most accurate depiction of the influence of the independent variables on the students’ 
Change in Academic Skills.   
 

Description of the Model 
 
The regression analysis identified seven independent variables that interact to influence the 
Change in Academic Skills variable.  These independent variables are the Site Policy, the Impact 
on Behavior, Adult Services, the Emphasis on Enhanced Learning Activities, Student to Staff 
Ratio, Number of Hours of Program Operation, and the number of Days the Student was Present 
in the Program.  The model is: 
 
ChangeAcadSkills =  -0.276 + 0.187(SitePolicy) - 0.049(ImpactBehav) + 0.105(AdultSvcs)  

+ 0.092(EnhLrngAct) - 0.049(StudStaffRatio) - 0.00016(HoursOp) + 
0.003(DaysPresProg)  

 
For the model above, the change in Academic Skills can be predicted summing the product of the 
unstandardized coefficients and the observed value of each variable.  A review of this model 
identifies several variables that have a positive impact on the dependent variable.  The desired 
impact on the Change in Academic Skills variable is a greater score; therefore, the inputs that 
have a positive impact are the site policy, adult services, the emphasis on Enhanced Learning 
Activities, and the number of days the student is present in the program.  For these variables, the 
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greater the input (i.e. the higher the value of the independent variable), the more the students’ 
academic skills will improve.   
 

Characteristics of the “Desired Group” 
 
To assist in the development of best practice models, a subset of the population was selected as 
the “desired group.”  This desired group includes those students for whom the inputs had 
predicted a desired outcome and 
that desired outcome had been 
achieved.  In this instance, the 
desired outcome is a score for 
Academic Skills that indicates 
that the student reported that the 
program helped them improve.  
Therefore, the desired group 
includes those students where 
the predicted value is greater 
than 0 and the observed value is 
greater than 0.  (See Figure 13.)   
 
The desired group was compared 
with the portion of the population 
that the model predicted would 
not improve and that did not improve to determine if the inputs in the regression model were 
significantly different by group.  The average values for the desired group where the difference in 
the variable is statistically significant were entered into the Model Summary Chart to assist in 
identifying best practices (See Figure 15 at the end of this section of the report).   
 
A chi-square analysis determined that students in the desired group were more likely than expected 
to attend programs with a Mixed or Pedagogical approach as the Site Policy (the observed values 
are 95 and 121, respectively, compared to expected values of 76.6 and 85.9, respectively) than they 
were to attend programs with a Holistic or Enriched Academic approach (the observed values are 
95 and 85, respectively, compared to expected values of 122.8 and 110.7, respectively).  The 
relationship is statistically significant (chi-square=106.8, df=3, p=0.000).   
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a lower score on the Impact on Behavior variable (mean=10.05, n=396, SD=1.83) than 
the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=11.47, 
n=162, SD=1.84).  This difference is statistically significant (t=8.3, df=556, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a higher score on the Adult Services variable (mean=3.7, n=396, SD=1.98) than the 
programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=3.17, n=162, 
SD=1.9).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-2.92, df=310.2, p=0.004). 

Figure 13: Change in Academic Skills 
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No statistically significant difference was found for the program’s average Emphasis on 
Enhanced Learning  Activities according to whether or not the student was included in the desired 
group (t=-1.7, df=357.9, p=0.093).  Therefore, this variable was removed from the final model. 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a lower student to staff ratio (mean=5.2, n=396, SD=2.34) than the programs attended 
by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=6.97, n=162, SD=2.76).  This 
difference is statistically significant (t=7.1, df=260.8, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a smaller number of hours of operation (mean=652.1, n=396, SD=609.3) than the 
programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=889.6, 
n=162, SD=901.9).  This difference is statistically significant (t=3.08, df=223.6, p=0.002). 
 
No statistically significant difference was found for the students’ average number of days present 
in the program according to whether or not the student was included in the desired group (t=-1.5, 
df=280.4, p=0.129).  Therefore, this variable was removed from the final model. 
 
It must be noted that students in the desired group were more likely than expected to be in grades 
K-2 or 3-5 (the observed values are 85 and 194, respectively, compared to expected values of 
73.8, and 181, respectively) than they were to be in grades 6-8 or 9-12 (the observed values are 
95 and 22, respectively, compared to expected values of 125.6 and 15.6, respectively).  The 
relationship is statistically significant (chi-square = 43.8, df=3, p=0.000).   
 

Change in Enhanced Learning Skills 
 
A linear regression analysis was conducted on the Change in Enhanced Learning Skills 
dependent variable using the Backward Stepwise method for entering the variables into the 
model.  All ordinal and continuous independent variables were entered into the analysis.  After 7 
iterations, a model was identified where all variables had t values greater than 2 or less than -2.  
The model is statistically significant (F=14.2, df=7, p=0.000).  However, the model accounts for 
only 9.6% of the variation in the Change in Enhanced Learning Skills (R squared=0.096).   
 
Several attempts were made to achieve a greater R squared value and account for a greater 
amount of the variance in the dependent variable.  It is believed that a higher R squared value 
could not be achieved due to having only a partial set of independent and extraneous variables.  
This research study is evaluating the impact of independent variables related to the 21st CCLC 
programs.  The study does not presume to, nor could it possibly, account for all of the inputs that 
may affect a student’s observed change in the dependent variable, such as teachers in the regular 
school day, community role models, parenting methods, and family beliefs, just to name a few.  
Only one of the models identified in this study accounts for more than 20% of the variation in the 
dependent variable.  It is hypothesized that the programs only have a limited amount of influence 
over the outcomes, given the inputs available to them.  Therefore, this model is considered to 
provide the most accurate depiction of the influence of the independent variables on the students’ 
Change in Enhanced Learning Skills.   
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Description of the Model 
 
The regression analysis identified seven independent variables that interact to influence the 
Change in Enhanced Learning Skills variable.  These independent variables are the Site Policy, 
the Organizational Culture, the Impact on Behavior, the Emphasis on Enhanced Learning 
Activities, Student to Staff Ratio, Number of Hours of Program Operation, and the number of 
Days the Student was Present in the Program.  The model is: 
 
ChangeEnhLrngSkills =  -1.633 + 0.087(SitePolicy) + 0.107(OrgCulture)   

- 0.110(ImpactBehav) + 0.148(EnhLrngAct)  
- 0.024(StudStaffRatio) - 0.00015(HoursOp) + 0.003(DaysPresProg)  

 
For the model above, the change in Enhanced Learning Skills can be predicted summing the 
product of the unstandardized coefficients and the observed value of each variable.  A review of 
this model identifies several variables which have a positive impact on the dependent variable.  
The desired impact on the Change in Enhanced Learning Skills variable is a greater score; 
therefore, the inputs that have a positive impact are the site policy, the organizational culture, the 
emphasis on Enhanced Learning Activities, and the number of days the student is present in the 
program.  For these variables, the greater the input (i.e. the higher the value of the independent 
variable), the more the students’ Enhanced Learning skills will improve.   
 

Characteristics of the “Desired Group” 
 
To assist in the development of best practice models, a subset of the population was selected as the 
“desired group.”  This desired group includes those students for whom the inputs had predicted a 
desired outcome and that desired 
outcome had been achieved.  In 
this instance, the desired outcome 
is a score for Enhanced Learning 
Skills that indicates that the 
student reported that the program 
helped them improve.  Therefore, 
the desired group includes those 
students where the predicted 
value is greater than 0 and the 
observed value is greater than 0.  
(See Figure 14.)   
 
The desired group was compared 
with the portion of the population 
that the model predicted would 
not improve and that did not improve to determine if the inputs in the regression model were 
significantly different by group.  The average values for the desired group where the difference in 
the variable is statistically significant were entered into the Model Summary Chart to assist in 
identifying best practices (See Figure 15 at the end of this section of the report).   
 

Figure 14: Change in Enhanced Learning Skills 
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A chi-square analysis determined that students in the desired group were more likely than 
expected to attend programs with a Holistic or Mixed approach as the Site Policy (the observed 
values are 59 and 43, respectively, compared to expected values of 46.2 and 24, respectively) 
than they were to attend programs with an Enriched Academic or Pedagogical approach (the 
observed values are 34 and 20, respectively, compared to expected values of 46.7 and 39.1, 
respectively).  The relationship is statistically significant (chi-square=43.04, df=3, p=0.000).   
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a higher score on the Organizational Culture variable (mean=18.84, n=156, SD=2.42) 
than the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group 
(mean=16.4, n=415, SD=3.35).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-9.6, df=383.9, 
p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a higher score on the Impact on Behavior variable (mean=10.92, n=156, SD=1.93) 
than the programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group 
(mean=10.38, n=415, SD=2.11).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-2.88, df=302.1, 
p=0.004). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a higher score on the Emphasis on Enhanced Learning Activities variable (mean=3.37, 
n=156, SD=0.52) than the programs attended by the students who were not included in the 
desired group (mean=1.75, n=415, SD=0.84).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-27.7, 
df=450.1, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a lower student to staff ratio (mean=4.99, n=156, SD=30.94) than the programs 
attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=6.28, n=415, 
SD=2.69).  This difference is statistically significant (t=5.16, df=569, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the programs attended by students in the desired 
group had a greater number of hours of operation (mean=1482.5, n=156, SD=977.1) than the 
programs attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=423.7, 
n=415, SD=221.9).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-13.4, df=161.04, p=0.000). 
 
An independent samples t-test determined that the students in the desired group had a greater 
average number of days present in the program (mean=98.6, n=156, SD=30.9) than the programs 
attended by the students who were not included in the desired group (mean=71.5, n=415, 
SD=49.2).  This difference is statistically significant (t=-7.84, df=440.3, p=0.000). 
 
It must be noted that students in the desired group were more likely than expected to be in grades 
3-5 or 9-12 (the observed values are 74 and 22, respectively, compared to expected values of 
65.6, and 6, respectively) than they were to be in grades K-2 or 6-8 (the observed values are 17 
and 43, respectively, compared to expected values of 22.1 and 62.3, respectively).  The 
relationship is statistically significant (chi-square = 69.9, df=3, p=0.000).   
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Model Summary Chart 
 
The values in the Model Summary Chart (Figure 15) represent the average value for the students 
in the desired group.  The range of values for each of the independent variables are as follows: 
 

• Site Policy Factor:  The four site policies identified in the analysis were Holistic (n=H), 
Mixed (n=M), Enriched Academics (n=EA), and Pedagogical (n=P). 

• Org. Culture:  Organizational Culture is related to the school involvement, staff 
experience and staff moral variables.  The range of values for this variable is from 3 to 21 
with an average score of 16.47 (n=99, SD= 3.001). 

• Impact on Behav.:  Impact on Behavior is related to the adjustment to the learning 
environment and effectiveness of behavior management variables.  The range of value for 
this variable is from 2 to 14 with an average score of 10.56 (n=108, SD=1.704) for all the 
sites in the study.  

• Behav. Mgmt Style:  The four behavior management style clusters are Rewards Cluster 
(n=R), Intrinsic Cluster (n=I), Mixed Cluster (n-M), and Consequences Cluster (n=C). 

• Parent Involve:  Parent Involvement is related to the staff and teacher’s view of how 
valuable parents believe education to be, how strongly parents want their children to stay 
in school and to succeed academically.  The range of values for this variable is from 1 to 
7 with an average score of 4.41 (n=39, SD=1.33). 

• Adult Services:  Adult Services is related to the extent to which 21st CCLC does outreach 
to parents, offers skill-building classes, parenting skills, computer skills, GED classes, 
extra library time, literacy, etc.  The range of values for this variable is from 1 to 7 with 
an average score of 3.51 (n=41, SD=1.91).  

• Emphasis on Acad.:  Emphasis on Academics Factor is related to reading/writing, 
mathematics, and science.  The range of values for this variable is 0.17 to 4.78 with an 
average score of 1.46 (n=140, SD=0.74). 

• Emphasis on Enhanced Lrng.:   Emphasis on Enhanced Learning is related to arts/music, 
cultural activities/social studies, entrepreneurship, health/nutrition, and 
technology/telecommunications.  .  The range of values for this variable is from .75 to 
4.78 with an average score of 2.30 (n=140, SD=1.29). 

• Hours of Operation:  Hours of Operation is the number of hours the site was open during 
the school year.  The range of values for this variable is from 2 to 2714 with an average 
of 472.5(n=159, SD=433.0). 

• Chng Social Skills:  Change in Social Skills is related to socal skills variables found in 
the student survey.  The range of values for this variable -7.02 to 2.35 with the average 
being 0.00. (n=5,444, SD=1.0). 

• Stud to Staff Ratio:  Student to Staff Ratio is the average daily attendance divided by the 
number of staff slots.  The range of values for this variable is from 1.15 students for 
every one staff member to 24 students for every one staff member.  The average is 5.58 
students to every one staff member (n=152, SD=3.44). 

• Average Grant Amount Per Site:  Average Grant Amount Per Site is calculated by 
dividing the total grant award by the number of sites in the grant.  The range of this 
variable is from $25,000.00 to $200,000.00 with an average amount of $67,963.85 (n=88, 
SD=35,408.96). 
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• Average Contrib. Per Site:  Average Contributions Per Site is calculated by dividing the 
total amount of contributions made by partners by the number of sites in the grant.  The 
range for this variable is from $0 to $104,960.00 with an average amount of $15,403.85 
(n=79, SD=19,694.63). 

• Stud. Days Pres. Prog.:  Student Days Present in the Program is the total number of days 
the student attended the program during the 2006-2007 school year.  The range of values 
for this variable is from 1 to 300 with an average score of 74.26(n=14,477, SD=48.27). 

• Chng. Extra Curric Skills:  Change in Extracurricular Skills is related to extracurricular 
questions in the student survey.  The range of values for this variable is from -3.37 to 
3.33 with an average score of 0.00(n=5,444, SD=1.0). 

• Grade Levels:  There are four groups of grade levels in this analysis a total of 14,864 
students...  Of these 2,264 (15.2%) students were in Primary School (n=k-2), 
7,334(49.3%) students were in Intermediate School (n=3-5), 4,902 (33%) students were 
in Middle School (n=6-8), and 364(2.4%) students were in High School (n=9-12). 
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 Figure 15: Model Summary Chart 

 Independent Variables 
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Dependent 
Variable 

Site 
Policy 
Factor 

Org 
Culture 

Impact  
on 

Behav. 

Behav. 
Mgmt 
Style 

Parent 
Involve

Adult 
Services

Emphasis 
on Acad.

Emphasis 
on En-
hanced 
Lrng 

Hours 
of 

Oper-
ation 

Chng 
Social 
Skills 

Stud to 
Staff 
Ratio 

Average 
Grant 

Amount 
Per Site 

Average 
Contrib 
Per Site 

Stud 
Days 
Pres 
Prog 

Chng 
Extra-
Curric 
Skills 

Grade 
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Diff in Discipline  H, M 18.1  R, M 4.7    248  11.9 $115,315  121.0  K-5 

Diff in Absences   17.8 9.6   2.7 0.6 2.9      134.1  K-5 

Change in Social 
Skills  H, M 18.4       779 --  $79,073 $18,725 104.2 -- K-5 

Diff in Average 
Math Grade   17.6 10.4  4.9 3.1 1.4 2.6        K-2, 

9-12 
Diff in Average 
ELA Grade  M, P 18.1 11.0  5.2  1.0 2.3        6-12 

Diff in Average 
Science Grade  M, E 17.6 10.3 I, M 4.8  1.4 2.2    $81,228   -0.35 K-5 

Diff in Average 
Social Studies Grade   17.95 10.4 I, C 4.4 2.9  2.6   $84,080 $7,899   K-5,  

9-12 
Diff in Average 
Math PACT   17.08   4.7  1.9 2.2     $32,836   6-8 

Diff in Average 
ELA PACT   16.96    3.1       $23,645   6-8 

Diff in Average 
Science PACT     R,I  3.3  1.8      77.2  6-8 

Diff in Average 
Social Studies PACT  15.36      1.6  -0.5   $19,653   6-8 

Change in Classroom 
Performance  P   R, M 4.9    633   $80,960 $22,335 87.9  9-12 

Change in 
Academics  M, P  10.0   3.7  2.2 652 --    83.3 -- K-5 

Change in Enhanced 
Learning  Skills  H, M 18.8 10.9     3.4 1482 -- 5.0   98.6 -- 3-5, 

9-12 
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FINDINGS 
PART V: COMPARISON WITH CONTROL GROUP 

 
A comparison of the PACT score data for students in the 21st CCLC program to the PACT score 
data for students who were not in the 21st CCLC program was conducted to determine if the 
students in the program are making greater or lesser gains than their peers.  For this analysis, all 
students who participated in 21st CCLC programming during the 2006-2007 grant period were 
included in the 21st CCLC group.  The control group consists of all students who attend the same 
schools who did not participate in 21st CCLC programming.   
 
Of the 14,771 students served by the 21st CCLC program during the 2006-2007 grant period, 
8,344 students had ELA PACT scores for both the 2005-2006 school year (administered during 
2006) and the 2006-2007 school year (administered during 2007); 8,427 students had Math 
PACT scores for both years; 5,925 students had Science PACT scores for both years; and 5,899 
students had Social Studies PACT scores for both years.  Of the 59,524 students who attended 
the same schools but did not participate in 21st CCLC programs, 45,376 had ELA PACT scores 
for both the 2005-2006 school year and the 2006-2007 school year; 45,535 students had Math 
PACT scores for both years 31,032 students had Science PACT scores for both years; and 
30,931 students had Social Studies PACT scores for both years. 
 
An independent samples t-test indicates that the difference between the 2006 and 2007 ELA 
PACT scores for students in the 21st CCLC is not significantly different from the difference in 
ELA PACT scores for students in the control group (t=0.957, df=53,718, p=0.339).  Students in 
the 21st CCLC program had an average score of 1.76 (n=8,344, SD=0.74) on the 2006 ELA 
PACT, which was just below Basic.  These same students had an average score of 1.66 
(SD=0.69) on the 2007 ELA PACT.  This was 
an average decrease of 0.101 points (SD=0.63).  
Students in the control group had an average 
score of 2.08 (n=45,376, SD=0.823) on the 
2006 ELA PACT, which was Basic.  These 
same control group students had an average 
score of 1.97 (SD=0.814) on the 2007 ELA 
PACT.  This was an average decrease of 0.108 
points (SD=0.62).  Therefore, students in the 
21st CCLC program experienced almost the 
same decrease in ELA PACT scores as other 
students in the same schools.  (See Figure 16.)  
 
An independent samples t-test indicates that the 
difference between the 2006 and 2007 Math 
PACT scores for students in the 21st CCLC is 
significantly different from the difference in 
Math PACT scores for students in the control 
group (t=7.39, df=11,878.6, p=0.000).  Students 
in the 21st CCLC program had an average score 
of 1.74, which was just below Basic, on the 
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2006 Math PACT (n=8,427, SD=0.76) and on the 2007 Math PACT (SD=0.76).  This was an 
average increase of 0.005 points (SD=0.66).  Students in the control group had an average score 
of 2.17 (n=45,535, SD=0.94) on the 2006 Math PACT, which was just above Basic.  These same 
control group students had an average score of 2.1 (SD=0.94) on the 2007 Math PACT.  This 
was an average decrease of 0.063 points (SD=0.68).  Therefore, while the Math PACT scores of 
students in the 21st CCLC program remained relatively the same, students in the control group 
experienced a decrease in Math PACT scores.  (See Figure 17.)  
 
An independent samples t-test indicates that the difference between the 2006 and 2007 Science 
PACT scores for students in the 21st CCLC is not significantly different from the difference 
during the same years in Science PACT scores for students in the control group (t=-0.204, 
df=8,932.04, p=0.838).  Students in the 21st CCLC program had an average score of 1.41 
(n=5,925, SD=0.67) on the 2006 Science PACT, which was between Below Basic and Basic.  
These same students had an average score of 1.55 (SD=0.79) on the 2007 Science PACT.  This 
was an average increase of 0.141 points 
(SD=0.69).  Students in the control group had 
an average score of 1.86 (n=31,032, SD=0.97) 
on the 2006 Science PACT, which was just 
below Basic.  These same control group 
students had an average score of 2.0 (SD=1.03) 
on the 2007 Science PACT.  This was an 
average increase of 0.143 points (SD=0.77).  
Therefore, students in the 21st CCLC program 
experienced almost the same increase in 
Science PACT scores as other students in the 
same schools.  (See Figure 18.)  
 
An independent samples t-test indicates that the 
difference between the 2006 and 2007 Social 
Studies PACT scores for students in the 21st 
CCLC is not significantly different from the 
difference in Social Studies PACT scores for 
students in the control group (t=-0.121, 
df=8,739.5, p=0.904).  Students in the 21st 
CCLC program had an average score of 1.64 
(n=5,899, SD=0.76) on the 2006 Social Studies 
PACT, which was between Below Basic and 
Basic.  These same students had an average score of 1.61 (SD=0.75) on the 2007 Social Studies 
PACT.  This was an average decrease of 0.033 points (SD=0.74).  Students in the control group 
had an average score of 1.99 (n=30,931, SD=0.95) on the 2006 Social Studies PACT, which was 
Basic.  These same control group students had an average score of 1.96 (SD=0.95) on the 2007 
Social Studies PACT.  This was an average decrease of 0.031 points (SD=0.8).  Therefore, 
students in the 21st CCLC program experienced about the same decrease in Social Studies PACT 
scores as other students in the same schools.  (See Figure 19.)  
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CONCLUSIONS 
 
During the first year of this study, a very large number of variables was tested to determine their 
influence on outcomes for students in the SC 21st CCLC program.  It was discovered that no 
single variable has a significant enough impact to make a great deal of difference, but that certain 
clusters of variables may make a difference. Those clusters of variables were refined and further 
tested in the second year of the project.  A sophisticated series of statistical analysis were applied 
to the data gathered through the GEMSTM and through instrumented site visits.   
 
A final, in-depth analysis, found in Findings, Part IV, identified the combinations of inputs that 
are most likely to produce the desired outcomes.  The analyses were summarized into a series of 
tables.  These tables were reviewed by the research team to identify common themes among the 
models.  Those themes are: 
 
1.  A combination of a positive organizational culture, strong emphasis on Enhanced Learning  

Activities and a large amount of contributions from partners may predict positive differences 
in PACT scores.  This combination of inputs appears to be most successful with sixth 
through eighth graders.   

2. A combination of having a Holistic or Mixed Site Policy approach, positive organizational 
culture, fewer hours of operation, larger average grant amount, and students who are present 
in the program for about 100 days may predict positive differences in behavior.  This 
combination of inputs appears to be most successful with kindergarten through fifth graders.   

3. A combination of a positive organizational culture, positive impact on behavior, high parental 
involvement, strong emphasis on academics and a stronger emphasis on Enhanced Learning  
Activities may predict positive differences in math and ELA grades.  This combination of 
inputs appears to be most successful with kindergarten through second graders and ninth 
through twelfth graders for math, and sixth through twelfth graders for ELA.   

4. A combination of a positive organizational culture, positive impact on behavior, intrinsic 
behavioral management style, high parental involvement, and smaller average grant amount 
may predict positive differences in science and social studies grades.  This combination of 
inputs appears to be most successful with kindergarten through fifth graders for both science 
and social studies and ninth through twelfth graders for social studies.    

5. A combination of an Pedagogical or Enriched Academic Site Policy approach, rewards or 
mixed behavior management style, high parental involvement, a greater number of hours of 
operation, a larger student to staff ratio, smaller average grant amount, larger average 
contribution per site, and students who are present in the program for about 80-90 days may 
predict positive change in teachers’ perception of classroom performance.  This combination 
of inputs appears to be most successful with ninth through twelfth graders.    

6. A combination of a Holistic or Mixed Site Policy approach, adequate impact on behavior, an 
adequate amount of adult services, strong emphasis on Enhanced Learning Activities, a 
smaller student to staff ratio, fewer hours of operation, and students who are present in the 
program for about 80-90 days may predict positive changes in students’ positive perceptions 
of their own academic improvement.  This combination of inputs appears to be most 
successful with kindergarten through fifth graders.  

7. A combination of a Holistic or Mixed Site Policy approach, positive organizational culture, 
positive impact on behavior, strong emphasis on Enhanced Learning Activities, larger 
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number of hours of operation, smaller student to staff ratio, and students who are present in 
program between 90 and 100 days may predict positive change in students’ positive 
perception of improvement in their own abilities in Enhanced Learning skills.  This 
combination of inputs appears to be most successful with third through fifth graders and ninth 
through twelfth graders.   

 
It is unfortunate that in South Carolina, for whatever reason, standardized test scores continue to 
drift downwards.   However, it is of significance that the scores of the students identified by the 
schools as being the worst and who have entered the 21st CCLC have largely stabilized and that 
changes in scores compare favorably with other students in their schools.   
 
The 21st CCLC students were successful when comparing the differences between their 2006 and 
2007 PACT scores to the difference in PACT scores of the other students in their schools. On the 
ELA and Social Studies PACT tests, the scores of both groups decreased slightly, but there was 
no statistical difference in the change between the two groups.  That is, the decreases for both 
groups were about equal.  On the Math PACT scores, the 21st CCLC students remained about the 
same, while the other students’ scores decreased.  The scores of both groups increased on the 
Social Studies PACT, but there was no statistical difference in the change between the two 
groups. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Implications for Programs 
 
It is recommended that a summary of the report should be provided to the programs and that the 
full report should be made available on line.  In addition, a brief presentation of the findings 
should be made to a meeting of the program directors.   
 
It is recommended that SWS staff should continue to review GEMSTM for improvements, 
particularly regarding data input.  However, the input of individual student data is essential to 
determining what works best for the students.     

Implications for Research  
 
It is recommended that The SC Department of Education establish four pilot sites that will test 
two of the specific conclusions stated above.  These tests should occur over a period of at least 
three years and the students in the test sites should be followed until high school graduation.  The 
outcomes to be measured during the time in the pilot sites would be the dependent variables 
identified in this study.  The long-term outcome should be on-time high school graduation.      
 

1. The PACT score model. 
2. The behavior model. 

 
It is recommended that the evaluation effort, as it has been carried out to this point, be continued 
for 2007-2008, but that emphasis be shifted more to support local evaluation efforts in 2009-
2010.   
 
It is recommended that the students in the SC 21st CCLC be followed through their public school 
career to determine their high school graduation rates. 
 
It is recommended that the lessons learned from this evaluation be reviewed for implications for 
the regular classroom.   
 
It is recommended that the behavior model be reviewed for application in specialized situations 
such as alternative schools, the DJJ school district, and other similar situations.    



 

SDE/21stCCLC Report Volume II/SWS March 1, 2008 78 

APPENDIX 1: QUALITATIVE DATA INSTURUMENT 



Replaces site visit and analysis forms 

1 

PROGRAM DIRECTOR TELEPHONE INTERVIEW  
DIRECTIONS 

 
Call Program director at appointed time. Introduce yourself and remind them of the purpose of 
the telephone interview as part of the overall 21st CLCC evaluation. We want to learn details 
about their program so we can find out what is working (Best Practices) to improve students 
academic and social functioning.  This is different from the site visits that the state SDE office 
conducts - We are not checking on compliance with program standards.  We want to gather 
information from them ahead of our site visit because our on-site time is somewhat limited.   
 
Ask if they have a time limit to talk. If so, keep an eye on the clock, complete what you can 
before that time and call back later to finish the questions.   
 
NOTE:  Some program may have multiple sites with varying dates of funding and SWS is only 
doing site visits on 3rd year programs. Try to keep your questions and their answers restricted to 
the sites that we have selected for site visits, which is a smaller sample of 3rd year programs. This 
may be confusing to all parties, so keep the site visit list in front of you when calling.   Ask how 
the sites are organized – are they all in the same school district or different districts? 
 
Before you begin questions, ask the program director if they have informed each of the site 
coordinators of our visit and if they given them information to set up focus groups and 
times for observation. Emphasize that we need to observe the program classes or activities 
as they normally operate. 
 
The interview questions apply to all the sites they manage that have been selected for site visits 
this year. Some answers may be different in different sites. Ask them at the outset if the sites are 
different or similar in terms of programming 
 
If the program director cannot answer a question, make a note to obtain that information at the 
site visit. Ask them to have it available for you in writing.  
 
As soon as possible after the interview (1-2 days), SWS staff should write a summary of the key 
points and observations, with particular emphasis on the directors’ perspective re: what makes 
this program unique. Save the electronic version in the folder for that site, print out a copy and 
staple to the interview forms. Put all hard copies in the central file for that site.
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21st CLCC PROGRAM DIRECTOR TELEPHONE INTERVIEW 
 
Program Name: ________________ Director Name: _____________________________  
Date:________________________    Interviewer Name:__________________________ 

List sites that you coordinate under this 21st CLCC grant that will have site visits this year 
Site 1__________________________ Site 2 ______________________  

Verify name(s) of site coordinators/lead teachers for each site.  

 
1. What do you see as the primary goal(s) of this afterschool program? (Probe for program 

philosophy such as academic or holistic emphasis – rating area - program approach) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. What do you see as the purpose of the enrichment activities you provide?  
 
 
 
 
 
3. (If applicable) How are computers used in this program? (Probe for diagnostic, teaching 

specific skills, Internet research, reward for good behavior, etc.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. What aspects of the program do you see as successful? (Ask for examples. Probe for methods 

- how the site coordinator and staff make this happen?) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5. Tell me a little bit about the role of the site coordinator or lead teache4r. What does that 

person do to coordinate the AS program? How do you see their role? (Probe for community 
oriented or academic emphasis) 
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6. What is the relationship between the 21stCCLC and the host school? (if program is in a 

school) What type of support does the program get from the school administration (principal, 
etc.)? What space and resources is the program allowed to use? (gym, classrooms, library, 
computers)  Does the school contribute any direct financial or other support?  

 
 
 
 
 
 
7. How do you recruit and retain qualified staff for the 21scCCLC? Is turnover a problem? If 

so, how have you dealt with this?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
9. Staff Description:   Are teachers certified in subjects they teach in AS? 
 
 
 
 
 
8. What does the AS program do to get involved with parents? With other adults in the 

community? How do you do that? What adult services do you offer to parents? To other 
adults? What aspects have been the most successful?  

 
 
 
 
 
 
9. What is your view of the parents in regard to the importance or value they place on their 

children’s education? How supportive do you believe most parent are of education and their 
child staying in school? 
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10. What, if anything, does the AS program do to help students develop positive attitudes toward 
school and learning? (Ask for examples. Probe about use of games, songs or rituals to help 
student feel connected – rating area = adjustment to learning environment.) 

 
 
 
 
 
11. What criteria does the program use to determine who can participate? 
 
____None; all students can participate ____Poor homework completion rates 
____Low grades    ____Behavior/discipline issues 
____Low test scores    ____Low family income 
____Teacher recommendations  ____Other:____________________ 
 
 
12. How do you recruit students?  
 
 
 
 
13. Once the student is enrolled, what are the expectations about their attendance? Are some 

students allowed to attend for only parts of the total program, such  as only for homework 
help or only two days per week but the program is open four days per week) 

 
 
COLLABORATION 
 
14. Does your program have a leadership team or governing board, and/or an advisory board?  

Who are the members and what are their roles? 
 
 
 
 
15. What are the processes-formal or informal-for communication and coordination between you 

and your leadership/governance structure and the principal(s)/leadership team(s) of the host 
school OR feeder schools? 

 
 
 
16. How does your program work with partners in the community? What are the most valuable 

supports you get from your partner organizations?  
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STAFF TRAINING AND PLANNING TIME 
 
17. Does your staff have paid time for planning their after-school activities? 
           
             YES   NO 

 
• If yes, how much planning time are they paid for each week? 

 
18. Does your staff write activity/lesson plans for the after-school activities they lead? 

 
               YES   NO 

 
• Do you or anyone else review their plans?  

              
               YES   NO 
 
19. Do you and/or your staff participate in training or technical assistance as part of their job at 

the after-school program?  
 
               YES  NO 
 

• What types of training or assistance have been offered? 
 

____In-service skill training specific to after-school 
____Mentoring or coaching from experienced staff/teachers 
____Payment for attending outside training or courses 
____Other ___________(specify) 

 
 
Are staff compensated for the time or cost of training outside of program hours?   
 
        YES   NO 
 
COMMENTS  
______________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________ 

Thank you for participating in this interview.   
 

Confirm the date and time of site visit(s). Verify that the site has been notified. Ask if program 
director will be present at any of the sites.   
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PROGRAM ATTRIBUTES FOR ANALYSIS OF SDE QUALITATIVE 
DATA 

This instrument contains interview questions, observation checklists and rating scales. Each team member will 
complete this form for on site interviews and determine coding within 1-2 days of site visit. 

 
Name of site ________________________Grantee organization _________________________ 
Site Visit Date ______________________  Site Coordinator name _______________________ 
Evaluation team _______________________________ Coding date  _________________    
 
Definitions:  
Staff – AS program staff and AS teachers 
Leader – Site coordinator or lead teacher 
Students – AS students 
Classroom teachers – Teachers in the host school during regular school day 
Administration – Principal, assistant principal and other admin staff of host school 

Site Coordinator Interview questions.  
20. How long have you been site coordinator? ______________ 
21. What do you see as the primary goal(s) of this afterschool program?(Probe for program 

philosophy such as academic or holistic emphasis – rating area - program approach) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
22. What do you see as the purpose of the enrichment activities you provide?  
 
 
 
 
 
23. (If applicable) How are computers used in this program? (Probe for diagnostic, teaching 

specific skills, Internet research, reward for good behavior, etc.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
24. What aspects of the program do you see as successful? (Ask for examples. Probe for methods 

- how the coordinator and staff make this happen?) 
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25. Tell me a little bit about how you go about your job. What do you do to coordinate the AS 

program? How do you see your role? (Probe for community oriented or academic emphasis) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
26. What is the relationship between the 21stCCLC and the host school? (if program is in a 

school) What type of support do you get from the school administration (principal, etc.)? 
What space and resources are you allowed to use? (gym, classrooms, library, computers)  
Does the school contribute any direct financial or other support?  

 
 
 
 
 
 
27. How do you recruit and retain qualified staff for the 21scCCLC? Is turnover a problem? If 

so, how have you dealt with this?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
10. Staff Description:  Give copy of what is on GEM’s for their staffing.  Ask if the list is 

complete and up to date.  Ask if teachers are certified in subjects they teach in AS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
28. What does the AS program do to get involved with parents? With other adults in the 

community? How do you do that? What adult services do you offer to parents? To other 
adults? What aspects have been the most successful?  
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29. What is your view of the parents in regard to the importance or value they place on their 
children’s education? How supportive do you believe most parent are of education and their 
child staying in school? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
30. What, if anything, does the AS program do to help students develop positive attitudes toward 

school and learning? (Ask for examples. Probe about use of games, songs or rituals to help 
student feel connected – rating area = adjustment to learning environment.) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
COMMENTS  
______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 
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Teacher/Staff Interview Questions 
Demographics Part. 1 Part. 2 Part. 3 Part. 4 Part. 5 Part. 6 Part. 7 Part. 8 Part.9 
Gender          
Race          
Longevity          
Certified in 
subject they 
teach in ASP?  

         

          
 
1. What do you do in the 21stCCLC that differs from what you do during the regular school 

day?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. How do you organize your work in the classroom? Is it more individual work or group work? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. What do you see as the purpose of the enrichment activities that the program provides?  
 
 
 
 
 
4. What is the philosophical approach that your program uses with students? Are you primarily 

trying to develop the whole child, primarily trying to improve their academic skills, or are 
you doing some of both.  Please describe how the approach is carried out.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5. Tell us about your curricula and lesson plans.  Do you develop your own lesson plans or are 

they provided to you?  Are their specific curricula you are asked to use?  If so, what are 
they? 
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6. (If computer are used) How are computers used in this program? (Probe for diagnostic, 

teaching specific skills, Internet research, reward for good behavior, etc.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7. What aspects of the 21stCCLC program do you see as successful? (Ask for examples. Probe 

for methods - how the coordinator and staff make this happen?) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8. Tell me a little bit about how the site coordinator goes about their job. What does he/she do 

to coordinate the AS program? What is their role? (Probe for community oriented or 
academic emphasis) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
9. What is the relationship between the 21stCCLC and the host school? (if applicable) What 

type of support do you get from the school administration? What space and resources are 
you allowed to use? (gym, classrooms, library, computers)  Does the school contribute any 
direct financial or other support?  

 
 
 
 
 
10. What does the AS program do to get involved with parents? With other adults in the 

community? How do you do that? What adult services do you offer to parents? To other 
adults? What aspects have been the most successful?  

 
 
 



Replaces site visit and analysis forms 

6 

 
 
 
11. What is your view of the parents in regard to the importance or value they place on their 

children’s education? How supportive do you believe most parent are of education and their 
child staying in school? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12. What, if anything, does the AS program do to help students develop positive attitudes toward 

school and learning? (Ask for examples. Probe about use of games, songs or rituals to help 
student feel connected – rating area = adjustment to learning environment.) 

 
 
 
 
 
13. Describe the behavior management system used in the Afterschool program; Is this unique or 

a carryover from the school day? How do you reward or punish students? ( probe for details)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
14. How effective do you believe the behavior management system is?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
COMMENTS  
______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 
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Student Group Interview Questions 
Demographics of participants     
 
 Part. 1 Part. 2 Part. 3 Part. 4 Part. 5 Part. 6 Part. 7 Part. 8 Part.9 
Gender          
Race          
Grade          
Longevity          
          
 
1. Successes: What is this program doing now (activity, club, class) that you really like, that 

you want to do more of? 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Activities:  
 
a. How (if at all) is the afterschool program different from the regular school day?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
b. How do the teachers and other staff help you learn things in your academic subjects?(math, 

ELA, science? Prompt for detail, methods. Do they do hands-on learning or group projects?) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
c. What kinds of enrichment activities do you have? (drama, clubs, dance, arts karate, 

etc.)Which ones are the most interesting?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
d. Impact on academics: What difference (if any) has being in the afterschool program made 

in your grades or test scores? (Better, no change, worse) 
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e. Impact on behavior: What difference (if any) has being in the program made in your getting 

along with others? (Better, no change, worse) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
f. Behavior Management 
a. How easy is it to know what the rules are in the afterschool program?  
 
 
 
 
 
b. What happens if you follow the rules or do something good? (prompt for rewards or 

incentives) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
c. What happens if you break the rules or do something bad? (prompt for punishments) 
 
 
 
 
d. Do you think the rules are enforced fairly?  

__Mostly yes  __Mixed   __Mostly no 
 
 
 
 
6. Strengths and weaknesses of the afterschool program) 
 
a. Name the 3 best things about the program  

1) 

2) 

3) 

b. Name the 3 worst things about the program  
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1) 

2) 

3) 

7. (If time allows) What would you be doing in the afternoons if you didn’t attend the 
afterschool program?  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comments: 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
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Site_________________ Date ___________ SWS Staff _________________________ 
 

ACTIVITY A CLASSROOM ACTIVITY OBSERVATION FORM 
 

Demographics of Students 
 
 Stu. 1 Stu. 2 Stu. 3 Stu. 4 Stu. 5 Stu. 6 Stu. 7 Stu. 8 Stu.9 
Gender          
Race          
 Stu. 10 Stu.11 Stu.12 Stu.13 Stu.14 Stu.15 Stu.16 Stu.17 Stu.18 
Gender          
Race          
 Stu. 19 Stu. 20 Stu. 21 Stu. 22 Stu. 23 Stu. 24 Stu. 25 Stu. 26 Stu. 27 
Gender          
Race          
 

Grade Levels (Circle All that Apply) 
 

K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
 

Staff Present 
 

Classification Teacher Aide Adult 
Volunteer 

Student 
Volunteer 

Other 

Number      
 

Activity (Circle All that Apply) 
 

Homework Assistance    Tutoring    Enrichment    Free Play    Snack     Clubs/Projects 
 
Fitness      Academics    Study/Test Skills    Arts    Health     Career Prep    Computer Skills 
 
Recreation    Other (Describe)  _________________________________________________ 
 

If Academic, Knowledge Area (Please Circle) 
 

Math                        Reading/Language Arts                      Science                        Social Studies     
 

Activity Method (Circle All that Apply) 
 

One-on-One, Student Initiated   One-on-One, Instructor Initiated    Small Groups, Student Led    
 
Small Groups, Instructor Led   Large Groups, Student Led   Large Groups, Instructor Led    
 
Whole Group in a Single Activity      
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Observation of the Activity 
Detailed Description of the Activity 

 
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________ 
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South Carolina 21st Century CLCC 2006-2007 
 

ACTIVITY B CLASSROOM ACTIVITY OBSERVATION FORM 
 

 
Demographics of Students 

 
 Stu. 1 Stu. 2 Stu. 3 Stu. 4 Stu. 5 Stu. 6 Stu. 7 Stu. 8 Stu.9 
Gender          
Race          
 Stu. 10 Stu.11 Stu.12 Stu.13 Stu.14 Stu.15 Stu.16 Stu.17 Stu.18 
Gender          
Race          
 Stu. 19 Stu. 20 Stu. 21 Stu. 22 Stu. 23 Stu. 24 Stu. 25 Stu. 26 Stu. 27 
Gender          
Race          
 

Grade Levels (Circle All that Apply) 
 

K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
 

Staff Present 
 

Classification Teacher Aide Adult 
Volunteer 

Student 
Volunteer 

Other 

Number      
 

Activity (Circle All that Apply) 
 

Homework Assistance    Tutoring    Enrichment    Free Play    Snack     Clubs/Projects 
 
Fitness      Academics    Study/Test Skills    Arts    Health     Career Prep    Computer Skills 
 
Recreation    Other (Describe)  _________________________________________________ 
 

If Academic, Knowledge Area (Please Circle) 
 

Math                        Reading/Language Arts                      Science                        Social Studies     
 

Activity Method (Circle All that Apply) 
 

One-on-One, Student Initiated   One-on-One, Instructor Initiated    Small Groups, Student Led    
 
Small Groups, Instructor Led   Large Groups, Student Led   Large Groups, Instructor Led    
 
Whole Group in a Single Activity      
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Observation of the Activity 

Detailed Description of the Activity 
 

______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________ 
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DOCUMENTATION OF PARENT FOCUS GROUP (optional) 
 

Demographics of participants    
 
 Part. 1 Part. 2 Part. 3 Part. 4 Part. 5 Part. 6 Part. 7 Part. 8 Part.9 
Gender          
Race          
Longevity          
          
          
 
1. What is this program doing now that you really like, that you want to see them do more of? 
 
 

 

 

 
2. Parent involvement with the afterschool program 
 
a.  How does the site coordinator or staff get parents involved with the program?  

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

b. What services are offered for parents or other adults in the community? (GED classes, Family 

Literacy)? 

 
3. Parent’s perceptions about their children’s change(s) since they started participating in 

the program. 
 
a. Student’s academic performance (majority perception) 

 
5=Positive change  3=No change  1=Negative change 
 

Comments/quotes to illustrate _____________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________  

 
• Minority perception within group (if different) 
 

5=Positive change  3=No change  1=Negative change 
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Comments/quotes to illustrate _____________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________  

 
a. Student’s behavior 
 

5=Positive change  3=No change  1=Negative change 
 

Comments/quotes to illustrate _____________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________  

 
• Minority perception within group (if different) 

 
5=Positive change  3=No change  1=Negative change 
 

Comments/quotes to illustrate _____________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 
4. Parent’s perceptions of the qualities of the program and the staff; 
 

Parent perceptions of the staff (as a whole – not just one teacher or aide) 
 

5=Positive (most are good)  3=Neutral  1=Negative  Mixed 
 

Comments/quotes to illustrate _____________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 
• Minority perception within group (if different) 
 

5=Positive (most are good)  3=Neutral  1=Negative  Mixed 
 

Comments/quotes to illustrate _____________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________  

 

5. Parent perceptions of the behavior management practiced in the program. 
 
a.  How would you describe the behavior management program used in the program?   

 
______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________
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______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 
a. How effective do they believe the methods are? 

 
1 = Not at all effective   3 = No opinion 5= Very effective 
 

Comments/quotes to illustrate _____________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
• Minority perception within group (if different) 
 

1 = Not at all effective   3 = No opinion 5= Very effective 
 

Comments/quotes to illustrate _____________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
6. Parent’s perceptions of program’s strengths and weaknesses 
 
b. Name 3 strongest things about the program  

1) 

2) 

3) 

c. Name 3 weakest things about the program 

1) 

2) 

3) 

 
Additional comments:  
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________
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APPENDIX 2: FINAL QUALITATIVE VARIABLES, 
DEFINITIONS AND SCALES



 

 

 
RATING SCALES – Site Coordinator, staff, students, team observations 

 
1. LEADERSHIP ROLE TYPE – Role Attributes of the site coordinator.   

General leadership: Coordinate between AS staff and school administration, obtain resources, 
provide oversight for AS activities and staff, communicate with parents re: student progress 
 
Community-oriented roles: (rate 5-7, depending on degree of emphasis) 

a. __Obtain community resources (ask partners to help, school district, businesses, etc) 
b. __Reach out to parents and other adults in the community 
c. __Be a liaison between ASP and the community and other organizations/individuals 
d. __Set up volunteer and other community activities for students (e.g. service learning)  
e. __Invite community members to be involved with AS program/students (mentor, 

speaker) 
 
Academically focused roles: (rate 1-3, depending on degree of emphasis) 

f. __Set direction for the academic program, suggest curricula, software and learning 
activities to teachers  

g. __Set and maintain the standards for academic instruction 
h. __Monitor student academic progress 
i. __Train teachers or arrange training for AS teachers and staff in instructional methods 
j. __Lead formal learning activities for AS students 

 
Community oriented – leader
invites broad involvement from 
community and student 
participation in community 

Mixed  
(use 99 if unknown) 

Educator – leader focus is 
primarily on academics & 
curriculum; outlook is insular, 
inward-focused on school  

7 
Almost all 
community 

a,b,c,d,e 

6 
Mostly 

community 

5 
More community 

than academic 

4 3 
More academic 
than community 

2 
Mostly 

academic 

1 
Almost all 
academic 
f,g,h,i,j 

 
 

2. PARENTAL SUPPORT OF EDUCATION –  Site coordinator and staff/teacher view of 
how valuable parents believe education to be, how strongly parents want their children to 
stay in school and to succeed academically. 

 
Supportive of Education  

a. __Parents encourage children to work hard in school, encourage them to learn 
b. __Parents reward improvements in grades, child learning new skills 
c. __Parents insist on regular attendance at school and 21st CCLC  
d. __Parents ask AS teachers, staff how they can assist own children w/school work 

 
Non-supportive of Education 

e. __Parents show indifference to education, tell kids that education is not important 
f. __Parents ignore child’s school performance (positive or negative) 
g. __Parents do not stress regular attendance at school or 21stCCLC 
h. __Parents disregard 21stCCLC staff suggestions or helpful hints 



 

 

 
High parent support for 

education 
Neutral Low/no parent support for 

education 
7 

Almost all parents 
highly supportive 

a,b,c,d 

6 
Most 

parents 
supportive 

5 
More 

supportive 
than not 

4 
About equal, 

can’t say  

3 
More non 
supportive 

than 
supportive 

2 
Most parents 

non 
supportive 

1 
Almost all non 

supportive 
e,f,g,h 

 
 

3. ENRICHMENT – Structured, purposeful learning that is not connected directly to 
specific academic subjects. Enrichment includes many activities such as drama, karate, Boy 
and Girl Scouts, crafts, clubs, singing, life skills, field trips, games with educational merit.  

 
High quality enrichment 

a. __Offer artistic and expressive activities (drama, dance, painting, woodworking) 
b. __Enrichment includes hands on direct experience (nature field studies, animal study 

or care, gardening, science experiments, shadowing, ropes course, service learning) 
c. __Activities include leadership and youth development (scouts, 4-H, clubs, etc.) 
d. __Includes special events on a periodic basis (multicultural fair, field trips)  
e. __Enrichment is purposeful, is more than entertainment; students are excited 

 
Low quality enrichment 

f. __Few or no non-academic options offered 
g. __Widespread use of videos or computers to entertain students or to fill time 
h. __Seems like busywork; students seem bored or in-uninvolved with enrichment 

activities 
 

 

High quality enrichment Medium Low or no enrichment – all 
academic 

7 
Enrichment is 

integral to 
program  
a,b,c,d 

6 
Good 

variety, 
many types 

offered 

5 
Several  

enrichment 
options 

4 
Some 

enrichment 
offered  

3 
Some 

enrichment 
but low 
quality  
f,g,h 

2 
A few 
token 
efforts 
f,g,h 

1 
No 

enrichment 
offered 

 
4. ADJUSTMENT TO LEARNING ENVIRONMENT – Extent to which program 

consciously promotes positive student attitudes toward school and learning. 
 

a. Program actively and consciously attempts to increase positive student attitudes toward 
school and learning, promotes good school citizenship, group responsibility, etc.  Gives 
rewards or recognition to students who display positive attitudes, who help other students or 
staff, (e.g. Great Kid Award, “Gotcha doing something right” incentives.) 

High effort to influence positive 
student attitudes 

Neutral or mixed Few or no efforts to promote 
positive attitudes  

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 



 

 

Consistently 
teach & 
reinforce 

positive attitudes 

Much of the 
time teach 
positive 
attitudes  

Moderate 
effort to 
positive 
attitudes 

Sometimes 
try to 

influence 
attitudes 

A few efforts 
mentioned 

Students 
attitudes 
toward 

school not a 
priority 

No efforts 
noted 

 
b. Students, site coordinator and teachers state that AS students have increased positive 

attitudes toward learning as a result of the program; students enjoy learning. 

Highly positive attitude change Neutral or mixed Highly negative attitude change 
7 

Almost all  
student 

attitudes are 
better 

6 
Most student  
attitudes are 

more positive 
now 

5 
Positive  
attitudes 

outnumber 
negative ones 

4 
Some better, 
some worse; 
no change 

3 
Negative 
attitudes 

outnumber 
positive ones 

2 
Most student 
attitudes are 
worse now 

1 
Almost all 

student 
attitudes are 
worse now 

 
5. BEHAVIOR MANAGEMENT – A structured system to promote desired student 

behavior and to discourage negative student behavior; system may be a carryover from the 
regular school day or a unique feature of the 21st CLCC.  

 
a. Type of behavior management (site coordinator, staff, students, observations)  
 

Reward-oriented Combination of punishments 
and rewards 

Punishment-oriented 

7 
Only uses  
positive 

incentives 

6 
Mostly 

rewards, 
a few 

punishments 

5 
More rewards 

than 
punishments 

4 
Balance 
or mix, 
can’t 

classify 

3 
More 

punishments 
than rewards 

2 
Mostly 

punishments, a 
few rewards 

1 
Only uses 

punishments 

b. Effectiveness of behavior management (site coordinator, staff, students, team observations) 
 

Highly effective Neutral or mixed Not at all effective
7 

Students 
consistently 
follow the 
rules, show 
appropriate 

behavior 

6 
Most of the 

students 
behave 

appropriately 

5 
Well-

behaved 
more of the 

time than not 

4 
Behavior not 

an issue, 
mixed, 
neutral 

3 
Do not 

behave well 
more time 
than they 

follow rules 

2 
Most of the 
students do 
not behave 

well. 

1 
Students 

consistently 
out of control 

c. Methods to Build Group Identity:  Afterschool program uses songs, mottoes, rituals, mascots, 
etc. to build group identity and understanding of behavioral norms. Examples are reciting 
Boys and Girls Club code, identification with AS program mascot (“Eagle Pride”), teacher-
led rituals for getting quiet (holding up hand, clap one, clap two), AS t-shirts or other logo 
items.   

 
Strong use of methods to build 

identity 
Mixed, No use of group identity 

methods 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 



 

 

Use of rituals, 
mottoes is 

frequent and 
pervasive  

Methods are 
used 

frequently, but 
not 

consistently 

More staff 
use identity 

methods 
than do not  

Mixed or 
varied between 

staff and 
activities 

Fewer staff 
use rituals 
than use 

them 

Slight 
evidence of 

rituals 

No evidence of 
rituals or 
mottoes. 

 

d. Intrinsic rewards: Methods for rewarding students for desired behavior emphasize intrinsic 
(intangible) or social rewards, more heavily than prizes or “treats.”  Examples are allowing 
students to assist teacher with tasks, lead other students in an activity, lead the line to go to 
next class, public recognition for accomplishments (“Great Kid Award”), student has lunch 
with the principal, etc.  

   
Strong use of intrinsic rewards Mixed, No use of intrinsic rewards 

7 
Use of intrinsic 

rewards is 
frequent and 

used by all staff  

6 
Methods are 

used 
frequently, but 

not 
consistently 

5 
More staff 

use intrinsic 
rewards than 

do not  

4 
Mixed or 

varied between 
staff and 
activities 

3 
Fewer staff 
use intrinsic 

rewards 

2 
Slight 

evidence of 
intrinsic 
rewards 

1 
No evidence of 

intrinsic 
rewards. 

 
6. PROGRAM APPROACH – Program philosophy or organizing principles, how site 

coordinator, teacher, staff describe the basis for how they operate the program. May be based on 
a particular educational philosophy.  

a. Extent to which program uses an academic/pedagogical approach or a child 
development/holistic approach. 

Holistic or child development Mixed, can’t be classified Academic Focus  
7 

Develops all 
social, 

emotional, 
physical and 

cognitive areas  

6 
Focuses on most 

child 
development 

areas 

5 
More 

holistic 
than 

academic  

4 
Mixed or 

varied 

3 
More 

academic 
than holistic 

2 
Most focus on 
academic help 

w/a few 
enrichment 
elements 

1 
Total focus  on 

academic 
improvement,  

develops 
cognitive areas 

only 
 

b. Curriculum/lesson plans for academic instruction 

Teacher-developed Lesson Plans Mixed  “Canned” Curriculum or 
Computer Software 

7 
All teachers 
consistently  

develop own plans 
based on student 

needs 

6 
Most teachers 
develop own 
plans or adapt 

lessons to 
students 

5 
More teacher- 

developed 
based than 
curriculum 

based 

4 
Mixed; – 
varies for 
different 
subjects 

3 
More 

curriculum- 
based than 

teacher-
developed 

2 
Most 

instruction 
from set 
curricula 

1 
All instruction 
from prepared 

curricula or 
software 

d.  List any curricula used_________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 



 

 

e.  Teaching methods observed by site team or described by teachers and student. Extent to which 
AS program uses interesting and fun ways to get students involved.in learning  

 

Teaching is highly creative Neutral or mixed Teaching is dull 
7 

Almost all teachers 
observed use 

innovative methods; 
students appear 

engaged w/lessons.  

6 
Most teachers 
observed use 
imaginative 

methods 

5 
More 

creative 
teaching  
than not 

4 
Mixed 

3 
More dull or 

trite 
methods 

than creative 

2 
Most 

methods 
observed are 

dull or 
boring 

1 
Almost all drill, 
rote instruction,,  

worksheets; 
students appear 

disinterested 

 
7. SCHOOL INVOLVEMENT – Extent to which the 21stCCLC program gets support from 

the school –Extent to which principal and other administrators are actively involved; extent of 
access to use classrooms, gym, cafeteria, computer lab, playground, library, etc.; extent to which 
school provides additional funding or staff to assist  21st CLCC (e.g. food service staff, money, 
librarian). Do not use this rating if 21stCCLC is located in a church or community setting. 

Total School Support Neutral or mixed No School Support 
7 

Principal gives 
active support; 
ASP seen as 

part of school; 
access to all 

resources; give 
more resources  

6 
Good 

communica-
tion with 
principal, 

access to most 
resources 

5 
Fair 

communica-
tion w/school; 

access to 
many 

resources  

4 
Acceptable 

communication, 
access to some 

resources; 
support is 
variable 

3 
Minimal 

communication; 
use of a few 

school 
resources 

2 
Principal 

not 
involved 

with ASP; 
inadequate 

space or 
resources; 

1 
Restricted from 
using resources; 

isolated from 
school staff;  
little or no 

communication 
w/administration 

 
8. STAFF CHARACTERISTICS – Qualifications and attributes of teacher and other 

staff.  
a. Staff qualifications – Extent to which direct instruction for academic subjects is done 

by teachers certified and experienced in the subject area they teach in afterschool 
program.  

 

Appropriately qualified Mixed Unqualified  
7 

All teachers are 
certified  in areas 

they teach in 
ASP 

6 
Most are 

certified  in 
areas they 

teach  

5 
More 

certified 
than not 

4 
Half and half 

3 
More non-

certified than 
are certified 

2 
A few 

certified 

1 
No certified 
teachers in 

ASP subjects 

b. Experience (continuity) working in this AS program 

Very experienced Mixed Very inexperienced 
7 

All teachers have 
worked 3+ years 

in 21stCCLC 

6 
Most teachers 
have worked 

2+ years 

5 
More 

experienced 
staff than 

not 

4 
Half and 

half 

3 
More new 
staff than 
returning 

staff 

2 
All staff are 

new this 
school year 

1 
Almost all staff 

have worked less 
than 6 months 

c. Staff Morale (perceptions of evaluators based on group interviews, observations and staff 
comments.) 



 

 

High Morale Mixed Low Morale 
7 

Almost all 
consistent high 

energy and 
positive attitudes 

6 
Most staff are 

positive 

5 
More 

positive 
than 

negative 

4 
Half and 

half 

3 
More 

negative 
than 

positive 

2 
Most staff are 

negative or 
hopeless 

1 
All staff make  

negative comments,  
have low energy 

 
 
 
 

9. Services to Parents and Other Adults in Community – Extent to which 21stCCLC does 
outreach to parents, offers skill-building classes, parenting skills, computer skills, GED, 
extra library time, literacy, etc. 
 
 

High effort to offer adult services Neutral or mixed Few or no efforts to offer adult 
services  

7 
Consistently teach 
and involve parents 

and community 
members 

6 
Much of the 
time provide 

adult 
services  

5 
Moderate effort 
to offer services 

4 
Sometimes 
try to offer 

services 

3 
A few efforts 

mentioned 

2 
Adult 

services not 
a priority 

1 
No efforts 

noted 

 
Comments: Include any unique features of this program or site visit 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________________
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