Evaluation: Concepts, Plans, and Progress

Michael Fendrich and Martin Bloom

Introduction

The chapter has two objectives: First, to describe a logic model or template for
evaluating a community demonstration project, and second, to sketch one applica-
tion of this logic model to a pilot project aimed at increasing civic and economic
engagement in a sample of 18—29-year-olds through social networking and problem
solving in an educational environment.

Community demonstration projects are accompanied by a host of methodologi-
cal complexities. These include: selecting a sample, which may or may not have a
comparison group; introducing an intervention to facilitate the development of par-
ticipants potentially coming from vastly different social backgrounds and histories;
taking measurements during the time period of the project in an attempt to tap into
significant dimensions related to the project’s goals; or interpreting results in order
to correct features for the present or future projects. Yet community demonstration
projects are, perhaps, the richest source of information on facilitating positive
change in segments in society, particularly in communities where significant social
problems exist. As such, it is worth the risk and the challenge to try to understand
important events and changes in those events, while they are happening in
real-time.
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The Template for Constructing and Evaluating
a Social Demonstration Project

There are many types of logic models, as a brief exploration of Google entries for
“Logic Models” will attest. What we offer here is a template that intentionally
focuses on five basic features so as to be applicable to many situations for which
community demonstration projects are being designed. Figure 1 presents an over-
view of these five features, and the text below explains the terms and interrelation-
ships among them.

Let’s consider each of these interrelated steps. We began, first, with the identifi-
cation of some social problem or capability that provides the goal(s) of the project,
and raise questions about related issues (such as the value context in which the

A. The Project Team identifies problems or potentials (capabilities) that become
the broad goals of the program. These are divided into smaller achievable
objectives and targets of intervention with specific timeframes for completion.

U

B. The project’s “activities” address the set of targets necessary to attain the long

term goal(s), making use of the project team and available resources.

U

C. Resources are in turn monitored and evaluated over time through progress
reports for the project team, in order to provide on-going corrective feedback

U

[ to the program.
{D At the program’s conclusion, an evaluation is conducted to determine how

well the targets, objectives, and ultimately, the goals have been achieved.
Reports are made to relevant stakeholders (e.g., scientific community,
government/funders, practice community, and the general public).

U

E. Consequently, empirically-based and value-infused decisions can be made by

these groups for the betterment of the community.

Fig. 1 A Logic Model: Five Steps in the Evaluation of Community Demonstration Projects
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project operates, ethical constraints, assumptions that structure actions for a given
cultural and physical environment, etc.). Objectives are operationally defined com-
ponents of goals, and are then subdivided as necessary to specify the particular tar-
gets of the intervention. Evaluation determines the baseline nature of these targets.

Second, there is a series of activities that begins the actual demonstration project.
These include determining what the project will do with its available resources
(staff, client strengths and limitations, and the activities composing the intervention,
other contextual matters that may facilitate or interfere with the progress of the
project) with regard to the identified targets. These activities—also referred to as
inputs—are measured in a standardized way, in order to characterize the specific
details of the intervention for others.

Third, these activities are monitored over time, for corrective feedback, as
needed. Evaluation also uses standardized tools and methods of analysis of the data,
as far as possible, to provide the research community with clear communications
among qualified users.

Fourth, outcomes of the intervention are assessed, and factored back into the objec-
tives and goals of the project, to judge the nature of the changes in participants.
Outcomes may be short term and pertinent to the specific participants, or long term and
pertinent to the organizations and community in which the intervention took place.
Short term outcomes may be used rapidly to provide information about participant
actions, and aid in staying on track toward the project’s objectives. Long-term outcomes
may be used with careful consideration to modify the future projects from this pilot
study, and to provide feedback to cooperating organizations, and the public at large.

Fifth, evaluation continues throughout the life of the project to provide informa-
tion to decision makers. For ongoing practice, this feedback offers whatever correc-
tive in services are needed. For longer term project outcomes, the formal feedback
(reports to funders, papers for fellow scientists, and other kinds of presentations to
potential users of this information in new settings, etc.) provide the basic informa-
tion of science on which our common knowledge base continues to grow.

Given the nature of many community demonstration projects, it is difficult to
obtain a large population of participants in a classical experimental design, randomly
assigned to experimental and control groups. Consequently, it is often the case that
some form of time series analysis is performed to describe changes in the partici-
pants. While this leads to suggestive correlations and rich case descriptions, without
randomization, it is difficult to make causal statements.

Next, we will present some further discussion of these five elements, which we
hope will alert potential users to some issues and problems, as well as positive high-
lights of community demonstration projects.

A. Problems/Potentials leading to Goals, Objectives, and Targets
Goals are defined by the project initiators —ideally, involving as many interested

and relevant stakeholders as possible—community agency staff, researchers, prac-
titioners, and members of the public who may be affected by the project. Project
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goals will center on initiators’ observations of problems in need of correction, or
potentials in need of fulfillment. Both avenues are important as there should be
equal concern in developing and promoting strengths as well as resolving or dimin-
ishing deficits. From among the project initiators, a smaller group of interested and
available parties—hereafter referred to as the Project Team —emerges. Outside spe-
cialists may be employed in a consultant capacity when specific skills are needed.
Using problems as an extended example, the project team recognizes that address-
ing problems usually involves large-scale goals—for example “reducing poverty
among citizens of X community.” Such a goal must be parsed into measurable state-
ments of the objectives of what this project seeks to accomplish—for example, “to
provide 100 new jobs requiring advanced skills and providing adequate compensa-
tion.” The particular fargets involved in achieving a given objective such as this,
may include such defined actions as: specific training for needed advanced skills;
identifying firms or non-profit agencies that will offer a training program; securing
adequate compensation that may be provided in stages as the employee gains suf-
ficient skills for the job; and counseling and progress monitoring for project partici-
pants as a means of providing support for them as newcomers in this new employment
setting. It is toward these targets that specific project interventions are directed. For
example, a training program is constructed by project staff in conjunction with com-
munity resources, in which needed skills are taught. The participating firms or non-
profit agencies may help construct the curricula for particular needed skills, ensuring
a close fit between needs and training experiences.

The Project Team explores assumptions about the context of project goals. For
example, persons living in poverty may be stereotyped as being unassertive on their
own behalf. Such negative value judgments may make it difficult to see a project par-
ticipant’s strengths that are present among limitations that are often a result of sys-
temic inequality and thus beyond his or her individual control. Participants may have
self-defeating self-concepts derived from dominant society’s stereotypical assump-
tions and long experiences with prejudice and discrimination. Staff of the project
should be aware of the cultural mores and how these hamper progress toward program
goals, and actively incorporate methods to counteract problematic stereotypes.

Other broad cultural assumptions may benefit the goals of the project, such as
belief in the American Dream — where hard work results in rewards enabling a rea-
sonably good life—so that offering some path toward that American Dream belief
may motivate potential participants to explore the project as something that could
benefit them. Wherever possible, we strive to work with positives and participant
strengths to achieve goals and objectives, rather than trying to address participant
limitations as such.

B. Project activities constitute the intervention
In a classical research model, after the experimental and control groups are chosen

at random from a larger population and thus assumed to be equivalent on relevant
dimensions, the experimental intervention is given only to the former, and denied to
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the latter. Both groups are then periodically observed to measure differences logi-
cally caused by the intervention, since both groups were “equivalent” to begin with.
It is difficult to obtain such conditions in community demonstration research, and
project teams often fall back on more qualitative or approximate methods.

One such approximate method involves a time series design in which partici-
pants are used as their own controls, by being measured before the intervention
begins, and then again at several intervals during the intervention to observe rele-
vant changes. This continues until some end point when the participant has reached
a desired and stable condition or until the project is completed or terminated. This
approach is also referred to as single-system design because we can evaluate a single
individual’s or a single group’s progress over time. In the former case, for example,
we can monitor and evaluate an individual’s changes in attitude toward the com-
munity as a long-term location for employment and raising a family. In the latter
case, we can observe changes in the dynamics of a group as it goes through a col-
lective problem solving experience, such as average level of cooperation, or devel-
opmental progress such as group members’ perceptions of other participants’
leadership skills, etc.

The intervention for each research/evaluation model may involve the same kinds
of activities, but will differ by size depending on the number of participants who are
involved. Regardless of the nature of the intervention, it should be carefully defined
to allow for replication in other projects, as needed. A guiding activity formula nec-
essary for all research/evaluation can be stated as “Who does what to whom under
what conditions and to what degree.” In this formulation, the basic characteristics of
the “who” must be determined in terms of the educational credentials and level of
specific training required of project implementation staff to deliver the project’s
unique interventions. Also to be determined is the degree of oversight and support
assigned to these staff members, etc.

The “what” is more complex. It refers to the entire set of activities that consti-
tutes an intervention regarding a specific target. It may be useful to distinguish the
structural or environmental aspect of the intervention from its content aspect, which
refers to both the nature and extent of the subject matter upon which the intervention
focuses. Structurally, the intervention has to take place in some physical space—
although electronic interventions are becoming more common and information may
be delivered in a private location in a public setting or in a classroom setting.
Describing these details is important if another researcher wants to replicate this
project in any meaningful way.

The content of the intervention is often considered the most important compo-
nent, as it should be when the nature of that content is specified as well. This
includes the type and extent of information the participant was given, the materials
or resources supplied, and the other supports offered to facilitate the participant
using the intervention in his or her own life situation. Outlining specific program
components potentially allows for the approximate replication of what occurred in
the delivery of the project’s intervention. Approximation is highlighted here as it is
more likely in the social sciences than in the physical or medical sciences that exact
conditions may not be entirely replicable.
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The “to whom” is another necessary aspect of intervention and evaluation.
Minimally, this includes the target population’s age, gender, socioeconomic status,
ethnicity, and other relevant psychosocial factors that might possibly influence the
outcome. There is no hard and fast science of selecting these characteristics, and as
such, it allows for some creativity in scale construction.

Monitoring over time

Repeated monitoring over the life of a project is usually more characteristic of time
series designs than in classical research because the Project Team wants real time
feedback so as to make corrective actions as needed. For monitoring to occur, it has
to fit comfortably within the context of the whole project, rather than being a bur-
densome task imposed on participants on a repeated basis. For example, non-
reactive measures—such as counts of attendance at classes, observations of verbal
contributions in group setting, etc.,—can be made. On announced occasions, more
reactive measures can also be taken—for example: participants’ votes on “most use-
ful project suggestion;” or “members who seem highly trustworthy in the group.”
Standard scale measures can also be implemented such as “program satisfaction” or
“group morale.”

Measurement tools for monitoring need to be as carefully constructed as the
tools used to measure the presenting problem or challenge, and the specific inter-
ventions taken in their regard. Some tools are objective in nature: counts of how
many behaviors of a certain type are observed in the participant within a specified
timeframe; measures of the size or content of the forces and structures operating for
or against achieving program goals; etc. Other measures are subjective, as no one
but the participant can describe internal thoughts, feelings, and psychological states.
How descriptors of these subjective factors are obtained, however, represents the art
of the evaluator. Asking a question with particular words, tone, or non-verbal cues
may influence how the question is answered. Wherever possible, the evaluator seeks
to use non-reactive measures, but we rarely know how a given wording will affect a
given client. Social science at its best is a fragile art form.

Outcome evaluation and Reports

Upon completion of every project, it is necessary to produce a final evaluation of the
outcomes. Scientific ethics requires fair impartial reporting of the facts—whether
they support the effectiveness of the intervention or not — and reasonable interpreta-
tions of them, so as to build an empirical basis for further study and improvement
toward the long-term goal. Failure, that is, reporting no change in the baseline con-
dition or even deterioration from that baseline, is as important as reporting success.
Both provide guidance for future project teams to determine what they might use in
their own new studies. However, in the real world of promotion in academic envi-
ronments where published papers are required, scientific ethics faces serious
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challenges since there is often only a bias towards publication of positive results.
Let the reader beware.

There are several elements of conducting a demonstration project and reporting
on its results that need amplifying. First, researchers recognize that whenever an
intervention is introduced, it may require a training period for participants to
become accustomed to the new elements in their everyday world. During the train-
ing period, there may not be immediate change, and the intervention may actually
introduce barriers in habitual behavior that lead to decreased functioning for partici-
pants. As such, it may be necessary in a given project to recognize this training
period during which the intervention becomes routinized in the participant’s life,
and its full effects may be measured with this consideration in mind.

Second, client involvement in the whole range of program details is becoming
more common. In one instance, after there appears to be positive change in the
practitioner-dominated intervention, it may be useful to have a maintenance phase
in which the machinery of intervention is placed in the hands of the participant—to
the extent possible—so that he or she is temporarily responsible for sustaining the
intervention in his or her life—as he or she would do at the end of the project. In the
maintenance phase, however, data are collected as before, and the effect of having
the client run the entire program for him or herself is still monitored. Should the
results continue to be positive during this phase, they provide a second indicator of
a potentially successful intervention, in as realistic a setting as possible. If the par-
ticipant acknowledges this second stage of success, then the practitioner might have
a stronger faith that the client is really able to live his or her life under his or her
own steam.

A third element in research/evaluation is the follow-up, a post-intervention
reconnection with the participant, using some abbreviated forms of the prior mea-
surements, to determine the intervention’s sustainability in the client’s life. In time
series studies, which often take place within a narrower time frame than classical
research and in a more local setting, evaluators may reconnect with participants
more often and demonstrate the viability of the client-controlled intervention, now
a stable part of his or her normal life. Moreover, there is always the possibility to
invite the participant who is not doing well back to receive further help, whereas
research subjects usually receive no direct help from their participation in large-
scale studies.

The final element, report writing consists of various kinds of reports, which are
extremely vital in a number of ways. First, reports are written in language suitable
for the diverse range of audiences, and serve to inform funders that their confidence
in the research was well-founded. Second, scientists and practitioners recognize the
need to build a collective scientific basis for basic understanding and for taking
similar actions in related areas. Documentation for these efforts is made in reports,
from standardized formulas to persuasive case studies. Third, but not least, these
kinds of documents may filter down to the general public through various media
sources, informing public opinion and dismantling harmful stereotypes in order to
facilitate advocacy and action, while supporting decision makers in making strides
to building a more constructive democracy.
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E. Decision making based on reasonable research and evaluation

Decisions are made, based on a wide variety of factors, from the purely political,
through the cultural (“what will the affected population accept by way of a new
intervention?”), and the personal (“how do I interpret the data, regardless of what
the experts say?”). All of these biases (and others) may be positive in the sense of a
larger picture of leadership in a complex society where pushes and pulls come from
many directions, but they may also be starkly negative (where the individual deci-
sion maker is profited, while the larger society is not).

It is possible to predict some of the potential effects of a large-scale decision on the
many stakeholders. On the other hand, there are sometimes unexpected consequences.
We speculate that the larger the project, the greater the likelihood of such unexpected
and potentially unwelcomed consequences. Otherwise respected politicians may frus-
trate their own supporters whose view focuses on the limited issue, rather than weigh-
ing that decision against other competing ones. On the other hand, grass roots supporters
may be closer to the realities of a decision than their leaders, which simply verify how
complicated modern society is. Decisions are likely to be based on what we know, what
we think we know, and how we weigh these elements against what we do not know.
However, in a working democracy, we elect leaders, or people emerge as self-selected
leaders to make decisions based on some sense of shared values, and we hope for the
best, but prepare for the next election just in case, “Stay calm and carry on.”

The complexity of life in modern society can benefit from the inclusion of objec-
tive, empirically-based information by decision makers as part of the myriad factors
that shape large-scale decisions in government and the for-profit and non-profit sec-
tors, and constitutes democracy in action. Not to be excluded from this discussion is
the project’s impact on the participants, whose lives are the focus directly affected
by the project team’s efforts. By directly asking participants about their perspectives
on the project’s implementation, confidence in the efficacy of an intervention can be
informed and strengthened by the actual lived experience of those to whom it is
targeted (Bloom & Britner, 2012). Client-centered evaluation may thus be an impor-
tant corrective element and supportive measure for ethics in the social sciences,
since participants are not only the people most affected by the given project, but are
highly likely to be similar to those who may be provided the intervention in the
future. There are few scientific terms to reflect this kind of information and the deci-
sions made, in part, on them. What participants experience—positively or nega-
tively —during an intervention is vital to any meaningful replication of the project,
along with the formal report of “scientific” results.

Serve Here Connecticut Project (SHCT):
Practical Evaluation Strategies

This section of the chapter focuses on a discussion of program impact of the first
year of the Serve Here CT Project, and a presentation of a preliminary, unpiloted
research tool that was developed by the program’s evaluation subcommittee. Social
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capital was the driving concept, since its development involved many people who
had to be able to “live” with the definition in doing their own specific chapters. This
process of reiteration was directed by LaShaune Johnson, and will not be repeated
here. The working definition listed below, informed the development of a question-
naire that might facilitate an assessment of program impact (2015-2016).

Social capital refers to the connections among individuals such that, over

time, a social network is created in which people come to expect mutual support and trust.
This leads to (a) potential increases in each individual’s physical and social-emotional well-
being, as well as, (b) potential increases in civic engagement and employment in the com-
munity of which they are a part, both contributing to a healthier and more effectively
functioning society

(Johnson, 2016, in this volume).

How would a team of evaluators approach this definition as their guidelines for
constructing a questionnaire to measure the impact of an intervention attainment of
social capital in this project?

The term “social capital” is an abstract theoretical term, which may be operation-
alized as (1) the connections among individuals, such that (2) over time, (3) a social
network is created. The form of

1. Connection among individuals is not specified but it is assumed that the connec-
tions will emerge during the course of the project. As defined by the project staff,
this means participation in 30 formal classroom meetings in the project year,
which will be devoted to a common learning experience, as defined in part by the
several chapters of this book, as well as some small group experiential learning
projects—located in one or several of the participating non-profit organiza-
tions—that will emerge from participant interactions among themselves and the
sponsoring organizations. We expect some ordinary group dynamics to occur,
bringing the participants closer together in social and recreational ways.
Participants’ classroom experiences will not be as passive students, but as mem-
bers of an active learning community in which contributions from each partici-
pant will become part of the curriculum as well. The small group projects will
emerge as participants individually develop possible projects and the group
reaches a consensus as to which are most feasible at this time. If several projects
are mutually selected, then participants will volunteer to be members of one such
group and continue to develop the idea in small group meetings.

2. The phrase, “over time,” recognizes the likelihood that connections require inter-
actions among participants, especially on shared ventures, such as the classroom
learning and small group projects. This timing element is built into the project in
several ways. First, the questionnaire given at the beginning of the project will be
repeated over the year’s time. Annual follow-ups will be provided for each of the
subsequent 4 years. This will require, secondly, the construction of questions that
are sensitive to potential changes in respondents over time. Third, the form of
analysis will follow the time series design for individual change. Measurement
will focus on a number of questions and scales and the analysis will be at the
individual participant level. This design uses each individual as his or her own
control person, and compares changes in responses to similar questions over time.
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3. The term “social network” is an important concept in the social capital literature.
It has an honorable lineage, dating from Emile Durkheim and Georg Simmel in
the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, through Peter Blau’s social
exchange theory and Theodore Newcomb’s balance theory at mid-century, and it
has continued to generate new perspectives into the twenty-first century.
Definitions range from the technical—as in graph theory and social network
analysis, stemming from Jacob Moreno’s early sociometric analyses of social
groupings —to the more accessible sociological theories. It will be expedient to
use one of the latter sociological perspectives in defining this term for the Serve
Here CT Project:

A social network is one kind of social structure comprised of the interactions
between and among actors, and which has the possibility of encouraging mutually
beneficial outcomes for its members by means of the connections each has both
within and outside the group. Over time, these interactions provide the basis of
mutual trust and cooperation toward social and/or economic goals. Networks can
vary as to the strength of ties among members. Social networks are also described
as complex, emergent units, with few necessary structures common to all other net-
works, so that patterns used to describe them are relatively fluid.

Once a social network is formed—or is in the process of being formed —the
process of interactions and positive reinforcements for such actions leads to the
social structure itself. It should be noted that there is no final state of formation for
this relatively loose kind of group. This social structure, or actualized social net-
work, stems from the mutual benefit and trust that comes with the fulfillment of
early stages of beneficial and trustworthy actions, and grows stronger with subse-
quent fulfillment of such actions.

The working definition of social capital then suggests that this social network
will lead to two potential outcomes: First, an increase of participants’ physical and
social-emotional well-being, and second, an increase in civic engagement and
employment in the community of which they are a part. The potential increases in
well-being, civic engagement and employment are seen as contributing to a health-
ier and more effectively functioning society. This statement provides some evalua-
tion guidelines that we outline below:

Measures of participants’ physical and social-emotional well-being are not well
developed in the scientific literature. We interpret these issues to be addressed with
both familiar measures of physical health and some questions about how this state
of physical health is related to the content and activities of the Project. In terms of
social-emotional well-being, we interpret this issue to be a subjective assessment by
participants on their life satisfaction in general, and some specific questions of pos-
sible changes in well-being related to their participation in the project with other
young adults.

We note that there are positive and negative versions of each of these two out-
comes, which offer another way to measure their development. In addition to the
positive version of well-being, there are risk factors that stand to interfere with it,
such as drug use, being involved in automobile accidents, depression, among oth-
ers. We will illustrate these general and specific questions below.
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Connected to these physical and social-emotional well-being items is another set
of concerns that are potentially measureable, namely, how this social network con-
tributes to a healthier and more effectively functioning society. It is not likely that
such a small sample working for so short a period of time would have an appreciable
effect on the health of society, but there may be a number of ways in which partici-
pants, individually and collectively, might help to make their communities function
more effectively for fellow citizens. Each of the following examples of ways in
which participants might function in their community may be measured over time:
volunteering in tutoring children, assisting the disabled, helping the elderly in a
variety of ways; serving in an array of community organizations on behalf of peo-
ple, the environment, animals; being involved in advocacy for those less able to deal
with local government and other organizations; voting and paying taxes, as com-
pared to these activities before participation in the Project; making plans for
advanced education (and/or reducing existing college debt), etc.

Next, we present our joint application form-and-evaluation form, termed A/E
2015-2016, which all applicants receive as the first step in the process of joining the
Project. People completing the application questions will describe themselves and
their relevant experiences in work or volunteer capacities. Based on these answers,
cooperating non-profit organizations will invite selected persons to come in for
interviews as they would ordinarily conduct them, and make their final determina-
tion of which applicants are most suitable for their available positions. Upon their
selection, these persons (now employees) will be termed Project “participants,” and
will be one study group in the Project.

Persons not accepted by the non-profits will be a second study group, termed
“applicants.” They may reapply in another Project year. Applicants will serve as a
control group for the participants enrolled in the first year of the project.

The second part of the application form contains the evaluation items, which are
integrated into the application form, and which will be repeatedly administered at
various times over the course of the 1 year of the Project. These items were drawn
from various research studies, and will be described below. Other items and scales
may be used in future Project years.

The general hypothesis for this study is that participants in the 30-week class-
room learning experience, and the small group project at a participating organiza-
tion, along with individual work experiences at these organizations, will build
stronger “social capital,” both for their own benefit and for the benefit of the organi-
zation at which they work, as well as for the Project group of participants and the
larger community. “Stronger social capital” will be operationalized by measuring
the degree of social networking over time. In particular, we will consider (1) whether
and how participants become helpful to each other over time in occupational career
paths; (2) whether participants become effective workers in their organizations; (3)
whether participants signal their intentions to obtain advanced education and/or
reduce their existing college debt; (4) and whether participants signal that they
intend to stay in the community (and state) as their long-term residence.

Given the nature of the small participant group and the manner of their selection,
we will devote major attention to individual patterns of change over time. If any
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general patterns emerge, these will be reported in the form of hypotheses for future
study in the later stages of this project. We will also present detailed case studies of
participants that will describe different paths to the project, the experience of par-
ticipating in the project, and project consequences

Overview of Application/Evaluation A/E 2015-2016 Questions

What follows is a brief overview of the questions that we plan to use in the quantita-
tive evaluation that was discussed in the previous section. The actual questionnaire
is appended to the end of this chapter. Many of the questions in the survey, espe-
cially those related to community satisfaction/belongingness and participation and
were adapted from the Social Capital Community Benchmark Survey conducted by
the Saguaro Seminar of Harvard University; this survey involved a national sample
of 3,000 respondents and representative samples in 40 communities nationwide
across 29 states (Social Capital Community Benchmark Survey, 2000). Psychosocial
questions were adapted from specific scales as noted below.

Community Satisfaction/Belongingness: There is a group of 10 community
questions (questions 4—13) that explore to what extent the participant’s community
(self-defined) meets his/her needs, whether the participant feels like a member of
that community, and whether people in that community can be trusted and are fair,
etc. We hypothesize that over time, people in the Serve Here CT Project will gain
more favorable attitudes towards their community.

Community Activity Participation: There is another group of 15 questions (ques-
tions 14-28) that asks participants about a variety of activities they might have been
involved in, over the past 12 months. These include whether participants worked or
volunteered in a community project; donated blood; voted; attended public meeting;
attended cultural groups, support groups, or religious services; attended school or
college, etc. All of these items show some kind of connection with the community,
and presumably can change toward becoming more socially involved. We hypoth-
esize that over time, people in the Serve Here CT project will spend more time on
community activities listed in this section.

Another cluster of 6 questions (questions 29-34) refers to public affairs. These
include items on voting, trusting the national or local governments, and what politi-
cal label they would use to describe themselves. We will observe any changes in
responses to these questions during the year of participation in the Project. Whatever
the participant’s political leaning, we hypothesize that there will be greater interest
in public affairs after involvement in the project.

Another cluster of 9 questions (questions 35-43)) asks about the challenges par-
ticipants have faced in the last few years. These include questions on debt, college
or otherwise; involvement in an auto accident; breakup of a close relationship; feel-
ing depressed on the way life is going; experienced the death of a friend or family
member; having health issues; or being a caregiver for others. Participants are asked
about the specific challenge and whether the challenge is “still limiting.” We will be
looking for whether these challenges have or have not been resolved. We hypothe-
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size that participants will endorse fewer problems as “still limiting” after involve-
ment in the project.

A group of 9 questions (questions 44-52) deal with participants’ feelings about
their ability to accomplish things, to adjust in the face of challenge, and feelings of
overall optimism. These include items like “I can solve difficult problems if I try
hard enough,” “I can do about anything if I set my mind to it,” and “I have great
faith in the future.” Some of these questions (items 44-47) were taken from the
General Perceived Self-Efficacy Scale (Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995); several
items (items 48-50) were taken from the Pearlin Mastery Scale (Pearlin & Schooler,
1978). Item 51 was taken from the Positivity Scale and item 52 was adapted from
the same measure (Capara et al., 2012). We hypothesize that levels of agreement
with these questions will increase as a result of participation in the program.

The measure ends with two questions about overall happiness as well as general
health (questions 53 and 54). Again, we hypothesize that overall levels of happiness
and health will improve as a result of participation in the program.

Our overall plan is to administer this questionnaire at admission to the program
(or upon application) and then at 6 months, and finally, after completion of the first
project year. Those who applied but were not eligible but not admitted (due to space
limitations or other reasons), will be requested to provide two follow-up interviews
during the same period. Analyses will be conducted using two group, repeated mea-
sures ANOVA to look at changes on individual questions well as on possible sub-
scales that might be constructed from groups of questions. Group by time interactions
(with a greater rate of improvement observed in the intervention group) will be
examined. More sophisticated mixed model regression procedures will be employed
in order to statistically control for possible differences between participants (e.g.,
gender) that might account for the variance in the changes as well as for the a pos-
sible number of follow-up interviews across cohorts. When analyses are concluded,
individual case studies will then be drafted. In addition during the first year of the
project, we will conduct semi-structured interviews with key informants and project
stakeholders, including project staff, employers and policymakers in the State of
Connecticut. We will also compile data on key benchmarks: educational attainment,
employment status, and residential location (whether or not the participant remained
in Connecticut)) within 1 year after the program completion.

Within 2 years after the beginning of the project (a year after the completion of
the first cohort) a report will be generated and a summary of the results of the analy-
ses as well as the key informant interviews will be presented to youth participants,
policy makers, employer participants and other key change agents in the State of
Connecticut. As experiences with the Project and its evaluation accumulate, the
Project staff will be considering ways to improve the delivery of services and its
measurement in the next stages of its incarnation. Therefore, this chapter is offered
as a progress report as we begin the actual project.
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Appendix

Application/Evaluation Form (October, 2015)

College Student Social Capital Survey
Please print your name:

Part 1. Please tell us about yourself to help the potential employer to get to know

you and see why you would be a good employee. What are some of the most
important things about you that you want to share? Your answer should be a very
short essay (about 1-2 pages) that describes: (a) your major strengths as a per-
son; and (b) what you want to do in life (big purpose ideas, hopes, aspirations)
Please attach typed essay.

Part 2: This application is to help potential employers see if there is a good fit

Ql

Q2.
Q3.

between you and their needs as an organization. If they decide there is a good fit,
they will call you and set up an appointment to talk with you. We also need this
information to help us keep track of what types of people have applied to this
Project, and how well the Project helps participants move forward in their career.
We thank you in advance for your time.

. Please print your name again on this page:

What do you prefer to be called?

Where do you live? Home address:

City or Town:

Zip code:

Phone Number where a potential employer can reach you:

Your email address:

Please give us the phone number of someone who will know how to reach you.
Name of this person:

His/Her phone number:

How many total years have you lived in Connecticut?
How likely is it that you will continue to live in Connecticut, after you finish
your schooling/ job training?

* Very Likely (1)

* Somewhat Likely (2)

e I don’t know (3)

* Somewhat Unlikely (4)
* Very Unlikely (5)

How well do each of the following statements represent how you feel about this

(your) community?

Q

4. I can get what I need in this community

* Strongly Agree (1)
* Agree (2)
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* Neither Agree nor Disagree (3)
* Disagree (4)
» Strongly Disagree (5)

Q5. This community helps me fulfill my needs.

* Strongly Agree (1)

* Agree (2)

* Neither Agree nor Disagree (3)
* Disagree (4)

» Strongly Disagree (5)

Q6. I feel like a member of this community.

* Strongly Agree (1)

* Agree (2)

* Neither Agree nor Disagree (3)
* Disagree (4)

» Strongly Disagree (5)

Q7. Ibelong in this community.

* Strongly Agree (1)

* Agree (2)

* Neither Agree nor Disagree (3)
* Disagree (4)

» Strongly Disagree (5)

Q8. I have a say about what goes on in my community.

* Strongly Agree (1)

* Agree (2)

* Neither Agree nor Disagree (3)
* Disagree (4)

» Strongly Disagree (5)

Q9. People in this community are good at influencing each another.

* Strongly Agree (1)

* Agree (2)

* Neither Agree nor Disagree (3)
* Disagree (4)

» Strongly Disagree (5)

Q10. I feel connected to this community.

* Strongly Agree (1)

* Agree (2)

* Neither Agree nor Disagree (3)
* Disagree (4)

» Strongly Disagree (5)
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Q11. Ihave a good bond with others in this community.

* Strongly Agree (1)

* Agree (2)

* Neither Agree nor Disagree (3)
* Disagree (4)

» Strongly Disagree (5)

Q12. In this community, most people can be trusted.

* Strongly Agree (1)

* Agree (2)

* Neither Agree nor Disagree (3)
* Disagree (4)

» Strongly Disagree (5)

Q13. In this community, most people are fair.

* Strongly Agree (1)

* Agree (2)

* Neither Agree nor Disagree (3)
* Disagree (4)

» Strongly Disagree (5)

Q14. How do you spend your leisure time? Rank order the most common 3 ways:
1=my most common leisure activity, 2=second most common, 3=third most
common

. Being alone and relaxing (playing video games or surfing internet,
reading a good book

e or watching TV/movies) (1)

. Being with friends and relaxing (talking or watching TV/movie) (2)

. Being alone but active (cleaning or repairing things; going outside
for biking, etc.) (3)

. Being with friends and active (engaging in sports; going on out-
ings, etc.) (4)

. Being active, helping people in some way (helping at a food bank,
etc.) (5)

Q15. Are you reading a book at this time?

* Yes (1)
* No(2)

Answer If Are you reading a book at this time? Yes Is Selected
Ql15a. If so, give name and a short description:

The next questions are about how many times you’ve done certain things in the
past 12 months, if at all. For all of these, please just give your best guess, and don’t
worry that you might be off a little.
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Q16. About how many times in the past 12 months have you worked on a commu-
nity project?

* Never did this (1)

e Once (2)

e 2-4times (3)

e 5-9times (4)

e About once a month on average (5)
e Twice a month (6)

* About once a week on average (7)
e More than once a week (8)

Q17. How many times in the past 12 months have you donated blood?

e Never did this (1)

e Once (2)

e 2-4 times (3)

e 5 or more times (4)

Q18. How many times in the past 12 months have you attended any public meeting
in which there was discussion of town or school affairs?

* Never did this (1)

e Once (2)

e 2-4 times (3)

e 5-9times (4)

* About once a month on average (5)
e Twice a month (6)

* About once a week on average (7)
e More than once a week (8)

Q19. How many times in the past 12 months have you attended a political meeting
or rally?

e Never did this (1)

e Once (2)

e 2-4 times (3)

e 5-9times (4)

* About once a month on average (5)
e Twice a month (6)

* About once a week on average (7)
e More than once a week (8)

Q20. How many times in the past 12 months have you attended any club or organi-
zational meeting (not including meetings for work)?

* Never did this (1)
e Once (2)
e 2-4 times (3)
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e 5-9times (4)

* About once a month on average (5)
¢ Twice a month (6)

e About once a week on average (7)
¢ More than once a week (8)

Answer If How many times in the past 12 months have you attended any club or
organizational meeting (not including meetings for work)? Never did this Is Not
Selected

Q20a. Please list the type of club(s):
Q21. How many times in the past 12 months have you volunteered?

¢ Never did this (1)

¢ Once (2)

e 2-4 times (3)

e 5-9times (4)

e About once a month on average (5)
¢ Twice a month (6)

e About once a week on average (7)
¢ More than once a week (8)

Answer If How many times in the past 12 months have you volunteered? Never
did this Is Not Selected

Q21a. Please briefly describe the volunteer experience you had:
Q22. How many times in the past 12 months have you attended a cultural group
(e.g., arts and ethnic, Hispanic club)?

¢ Never did this (1)

¢ Once (2)

e 2-4 times (3)

e 5-9times (4)

¢ About once a month on average (5)
¢ Twice a month (6)

e About once a week on average (7)
¢ More than once a week (8)

Q23. How many times in the past 12 months have you attended a support group
(e.g., NA/AA, bereavement)?

¢ Never did this (1)

¢ Once (2)

e 2-4 times (3)

e 5-9times (4)

* About once a month on average (5)
¢ Twice a month (6)

e About once a week on average (7)
¢ More than once a week (8)
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Q24. How many times in the past 12 months have you attended regular large fam-
ily gatherings and celebrations?

¢ Never did this (1)

¢ Once (2)

e 2-4 times (3)

e 5-9times (4)

¢ About once a month on average (5)
¢ Twice a month (6)

e About once a week on average (7)
¢ More than once a week (8)

Q25. In the past 12 months, have you served as an officer or served on a commit-
tee of any local club or organization?

* Yes (1)
* No(2)

Q26. Not including weddings and funerals, how often do you attend religious
services?

¢ Every week (or more often) (1)
¢ Almost every week (2)

¢ Once or twice a month (3)

* A few times per year (4)

¢ Once or twice per year (5)

¢ Never (6)

Q27. In the past 12 months, how often do you attend school/college (as a
student)?

¢ Never (1)
¢ Part-time (2)
¢ Full-time (3)

Q28. Are there any activities that you participated in that are not listed above that
you would like to tell us about?

* Yes (1)
e No(2)

Answer If Are the any activities that you participated in not that are not listed
above that you would like to tell us about? Yes Is Selected

Q28a. Please list them below, along with the frequency of your participation.
The next questions are about public affairs.
Q29. How interested are you in politics and national affairs?

e Very interested (1)
¢ Somewhat interested (2)
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Q30.

Q31.

Q32.

Q33.

Q34.
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* Only slightly interested (3)
e Not at all interested (4)

Are you currently registered to vote?

* Yes (1)
e No(2)

Did you vote in the last election?

* Yes (1)
e No(2)
* No, was too young (3)

How much of the time do you think you can trust the NATIONAL govern-
ment to do what is right -just about always, most of the time, only some of the
time, or hardly ever?

* Just about always (1)

* Most of the time (2)

* Only some of the time (3)
e Hardly ever (4)

How much of the time do you think you can trust the LOCAL government to
do what is right? (Would you say just about always, most of the time, only
some of the time, or hardly ever?)

* Just about always (1)

* Most of the time (2)

* Only some of the time (3)
e Hardly ever (4)

Thinking POLITICALLY AND SOCIALLY, how would you describe your
own general outlook—as being very conservative, moderately conservative,
middle-of-the-road, moderately liberal or very liberal?

e Very conservative (1)
* Conservative (2)

e Moderate (3)

e Liberal (4)

e Very Liberal (5)

Young adults in our society often run into challenges/obstacles in getting ahead.
Which of these have you encountered in the last few years and are they still limiting
your ability to get ahead? Please circle yes or no. If yes, respond if still limiting or
not limiting.

Q35.

Running up a financial debt when going to college (or any advanced educa-
tion after high school).

* Yes (1)
e No(2)
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Answer If Running up a financial debt when going to college (or any advanced
education after high school). Yes Is Selected

Q35a. Still Limiting?

* Yes (1)
e No(2)

Q36. Running up a debt for every day expenses.

* Yes (1)
* No(2)

Answer If Running up a debt for every day expenses. Yes Is Selected
Q36a. Still Limiting?

* Yes (1)
* No(2)

Q37. Having (or being in) an auto accident.

* Yes (1)
* No(2)

Answer If Having (or being in) an auto accident. Yes Is Selected
Q37a. Still Limiting?

* Yes (1)
e No(2)

Q38. Break up from a close relationship.

* Yes (1)
* No(2)

Answer If Break up from a close relationship. Yes Is Selected
Q38a. Still Limiting?

* Yes (1)
e No(2)

Q39. Being depressed on the way life is going.

* Yes (1)
e No(2)

Answer If Being depressed on the way life is going. Yes Is Selected
Q39a. Still Limiting?

* Yes (1)
e No(2)
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Q40. Death of friend/family member.

* Yes (1)
e No(2)

Answer If Death of friend/family member. Yes Is Selected
Q40a. Still Limiting?

* Yes (1)
e No(2)

Q41. Being a caregiver for others.

* Yes (1)
e No(2)

Answer If Being a caregiver for others. Yes Is Selected
Q41a. Still Limiting?

* Yes (1)
e No(2)

Q42. Having health issues.

* Yes (1)
e No(2)

Answer If Having health issues. Yes Is Selected
Q42a. Still Limiting?

* Yes (1)
e No(2)

Q43. Are there other things that are getting in the way of getting ahead? Please

describe.

Please read each statement and answer according to your experience. Please
select the number that best represents your level of agreement from 1 = strongly

disagree to 5 = strongly agree with each statement posed.

Strongly

Agree 1 2 3
Q44 1 can always manage to solve Q Q Q
difficult problems if I try hard
enough. (1)
Q45 It is easy for me to stick to my o o o
aims and accomplish my goals. (2)
Q46 I am confident that I can deal Q Q Q
efficiently with unexpected events. (3)
Q47 I can usually handle whatever o o o

comes my way. (4)

Strongly
Disagree 5
o

o
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Strongly Strongly
Agree 1 2 3 4 Disagree 5
Q48 What happens to me in the future | Q Q Q Q O
mostly depends on me. (5)
Q491 can do just about anything Q Q Q O O
I really set my mind to do. (6)
Q50 My future is what I make Q Q O O Q
of it. (7)
Q51 I have great faith in the Q Q Q Q O
future. (8)
Q521 feel confident about my Q Q Q Q O
future. (9)
Q53. All things considered, how happy are you these days?

Q54.

Q55.

Q56.

* Very happy (1)

* Happy (2)

* Neither Happy nor Unhappy (3)
* Unhappy (4)

e Very Unhappy (5)

How would you describe your overall state of health these days?

e Excellent (1)
* Very Good (2)
¢ Good (3)

e Fair (4)

e Poor (5)

What is the highest grade of school or year of college either of your parents
have completed?

* Less than high school (Grade 11 or less) (1)

* High school diploma (including GED) (2)

* Some college (3)

* Assoc. degree (2 year) or specialized technical training (4)
* Bachelor’s degree (5)

* Some graduate training (6)

* Graduate or professional degree (7)

What is your racial background? Please select all that apply.

. American Indian or Alaska native

. Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
. Asian

. Black or African American

. White
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Q57. Do you consider yourself Hispanic or Latino?

* Yes (1)
* No(2)

Created by authors M. Fendrich, J. Cook, & S. Hunt, (2015)
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