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After-school programs have been viewed as critical venues for engaging youth, including those who may
require services beyond regular school hours in order to
have successful academic and social outcomes (Riggs and
Greenberg, 2004). It is the ability of such programs to
effectively engage youth and their families that needs to
be evaluated in order to determine best practices and areas
in need of further program development. The growth of
after-school programs nationally has been achieved, in part,
through seed monies provided by various federal and state
funding sources. This paper will focus on the experiences of
the University of New Hampshire Cooperative Extension's
initiatives using USDA, Children, Youth, and Families at
Risk (CYFAR) funding to establish after-school enrichment programs in several New Hampshire counties.
The use of logic models in program development,
particularly in cooperative extension programs, has become
increasingly popular (Taylor-Powell, 2005). The UNH
Cooperative Extension's federal partner, Cooperative States
Research, Education, and Extension Service (CSREES)
requires annual plans of work in this format, as do organizations like the United Way and the W .K. Kellogg Foundation.
Cooperative extension staff members are often not
trained as professional evaluators and their knowledge of
research design varies depending on their education, experience, and training background. Increasing pressure to obtain
grant funding for projects and to increase the quality of
scholarship in outreach and extension work has encouraged
extension professionals to work more with university faculty
and/or professional evaluators for many evaluation projects.
Applied and academic research may use many of the
same techniques and methods, but language and understanding varies and the use of the logic model has enabled
UNH Cooperative Extension 4-H Youth Development
Educators to work effectively and efficiently with professional evaluators and academic faculty to not only more
rigorously evaluate their grant-funded programs for
CYFAR, but also to engage in applied research about the
impacts of after-school programs on successfully engaging
the youth they serve.

Logic Models
L ogic models are visual and systematic formats that
articulate how programmatic activities lead to desired
outcomes. Educational program development using the
logic model begins by examining the current situation and
context for programming, including assumptions about
the target participants, trends, current research, and factors
external to the program that might influence how effective it is. Program theory is communicated through logic

models by listing the required
(staff time, resources,
technology, etc.), what will be done and who will participate (outputs), and finally desired outcomes.
A good logic model should communicate a series of
if-then statements. "If we invest time and money into a
program, then we can offer the following set of activities
to a particular audience. If the audience participates, then
they will learn specific skills and knowledge, and if they
learn then they will change their behavior accordingly, and
if behavior changes then the desired economic, social, or
environmental impact will be accomplished."
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Basic Logic Model
In addition to developing strong programs, logic models are particularly useful in identifying when and what to
measure for program evaluation purposes. Well-articulated
learning outcomes identify the types of skills and knowledge that should be measured and the desired behavior
to be observed during program evaluation. Logic models
not only help articulate program goals and outcomes, but
help focus the most important activities (outputs) required
to achieve the desired outcomes and to identify the most
program evaluators.
important outcomes to be measured

Background
i\Jl UNH Cooperative Extension staff became familiar
with the logic model as part of their ongoing required
training and knowledge base for effective program planning. Beginning in 2002, as a result of increased awareness
of the utility oflogic models, New Hampshire CYFAR
coordinators required county applications for competitive funding and strongly recommended the inclusion of
a logic model. These applications and logic models were
used to determine which counties would be included in the
subsequent state grant application for CYFAR funding and
yielded high quality, outcome-based proposals.
Community partners (such as local schools, non-profit
agencies, town recreation departments, etc.) were invited to
be part of the development process using the logic model.
Most UNH Cooperative Extension after-school program
initiatives attempt to use this community partnering for-
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mat in order to maximize program resources and support
for enhanced likelihood of program sustainability after
the CYFAR funding cycle is completed. Most projects are
funded for a five year period.
1he types of programs that have been funded in various counties in New Hampshire over the past CYFAR
funding cycles have been those that promote youth and
family engagement in order to ma,ximize youth development and potential fo r successful academic and behavioral outcomes at school, at home, and in the community.
The after-school enrichment program model is one that
includes components that enhance student social skills,
homework completion, future aspirations, academic performance, sense of self, social responsibility, and connectedness to family, school and community as well as parenting
effectiveness.

It is this type of engagement process during
after-school hours that has the potential
to affect youth in ways that can yield
dramatic improvements in regular school
performance.
Considering that most after-school programs are
physically housed on school grounds, it affords participating youth a unique opportunity to experience their school
environment in ways that have significant differences from
traditional school hour programs. Such differences include
a more informal tone to structured activities that still have
clear rules and expectations for youth behavior. The smaller
ratio of staff-to-students also affords youth and their
families the opportunity to have more frequent interactions
with staff on a more personalized basis. Further, the common use of high school and college volunteers and interns
provide youth with positive role models to stimulate youth
sense of future aspirations.
It is this type of engagement process during afterschool hours that has the potential to affect youth in ways
that can yield dramatic improvements in regular school
performance. The specific outcome variables reflecting
effective youth engagement in after-school programs
will be different to some extent in different schools and
grade levels. For example, older youth may be involved in
programs th at view media literacy as an outcome goal for
youth engagement. The next section will address how the
logic model informs research design.

Research Design Process
Program evaluation staff working in collaboration with
Cooperative Extension state and county staff and afterschool program community partners were able to identify
critical outcome variables for after-school programs. Logic
model planning documents were of great use in helping to
focus evaluation design of instruments and methodologies.
Tne first stage of research design involved the evaluation team reviewing the logic model documents developed by the county Extension staff and their community

partners. Evaluation staff synthesized what often were a
wide range of specific program outcomes into more focused
discrete concepts. These concepts were reviewed with the
parties who developed the logic model program planning
document. After the review, the evaluation team was able
to determine what concepts were, in fact, those which
would best inform outcome measurement development
that reflects the after-school program's goals.
During the second stage of research design, the
evaluation team identified core constituencies to target fo r
sampling in the evaluation process, potential meth odologies to use with the constituents, and types of instruments
to employ to best measure desired outcomes.

Measures Used
There were several different existing scales examined in
order to determine the best measures of the concepts identified for our population. Instruments were developed that
included both quantitative and qualitative measures . These
instruments were reviewed with Cooperative Extension
staff and community partners to provide feedback to assure
collaborative development of the research design.
Types of methodologies used included both pre-posttest and static posttest surveys with participating youth,
parents, and collaterals (defined as teachers, program staff,
Extension educators, school administrators, or advisory
committee members), focus groups and use of existing data
such as attendance records. Formats for survey administration included mailed self-administered surveys and group
administered surveys.
Surveys included both consumer satisfaction components for youth and parents plus more specific scales
reflecting program goals that were rated by youth, parents,
and collaterals. Validated measures and scales were used as
appropriate and available, including Rosenberg's Self-Esteem Scale (1965) , the Peer Leader Survey's Future Aspirations Scale (Center for Urban Affairs and Policy Research,
1995) and Pearl.in and Associates Mastery Scale (1981).
Focus group questions asked parents to reflect on how they
saw the after-school program affecting youth in the target
outcome goal areas of the grant.

Measuring Student Engagement
Upon review oflogic model documents prepared by the
programs, evaluation research design efforts focused on the
concepts of student connection to school, peers, community,
and family. The subcategories of such concepts included
student perception of grade quality, homework completion,
the number of arguments with family over homework, feeling happy to be at school, feeling like they are a part of their
school, and feeling close to people at school.
Types of questions asked to measure youth engagement included items where youth were asked to rate either
Yes, No or Don't Know for questions such as: "The Afterschool Program has helped me feel like I am part of my
school" and "The After-school Program has helped me
feel close to people at my school" and "The After-school
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Program has helped me get along better with my teachers" (Udry, 2003). The appendix includes the youth survey
(Figure 2) developed by our research team to measure these
types of student engagement variables.
One of the three constituencies surveyed was the
group of student classroom teachers, school administrators, after-school program staff, and Cooperative Extension
educators. This group was referred to as the "collateral"
group. An example of a survey item asked of collaterals is:
"I feel the after-school program has programming that successfully engages children." Collaterals rated this item on a
five point Likert-type agreement scale.
Many of the other items on the surveys and in the
focus group questions were designed to measure whether
or not the after-school program successfully achieved
the outcome goals identified in the logic model program
planning documents (McDavid and Hawthorn, 2006). An
additional variable of crucial concern in measuring program
ability to effectively engage youth and parents is their level
of program attendance. Our evaluation efforts have used the
benchmark of 30 days of program attendance as a minimum
program dose in order to meaningfully assess program
outcomes. It is crucial for evaluation efforts to attempt to
examine outcome data as it correlates to program dose.

Improvements In Evaluation Outcomes
This process of using program logic models to inform
research design has resulted in several benefits to both
the evaluation research process and after-school program
outcomes. The development of evaluation research processes
that maximize efficient use of evaluation and program staff
resources is enhanced through the use of the logic model.
Further, program development activities can be better informed by evaluation data that clearly reflect program goals.
One advantage to this design model is that evaluators
are more clearly informed regarding key concepts related
to program goals and objectives. This, in turn, results in the
enhanced development of variables and instruments to assess program outcomes.
A second benefit to this model of program evaluation
is increased communication and collaboration between
program evaluators and program staff. This heightens the
level of comfort experienced by both parties in working
together to plan and implement evaluation processes and
program development. Most important, this can help to
facilitate increased response rates for data collection.
The final, and seemingly most crucial, benefit of this
research design model is the resultant enhancement of program development practices. Specifically, the quality of data
analysis and report writing clearly benefits from the steps
undertaken to develop research methodologies that are
linked with program goals. The logic model enables evaluators to refine the clarity of their instrument development to
efficiently and effectively enter the field to collect data.
The evaluation report-writing process becomes more
easily organized. In particular, evaluators can categorize

concepts initially developed from the logic model in a fashion that more systematically presents findings in their final
report. The organization of the report findings and recommendations provides a "user friendly" format for program
staff to have as an ongoing guide for program development.
Further, the enhanced rapport and communication between
evaluators and program staff affords the opportunity for
movement into a consultative model where evaluators can
periodically review findings and recommendations with
program staff. Ultimately this model for research process allows program staff to efficiently use evaluation research data
to inform their ongoing program planning and refinement
of existing logic models. This program evaluation process
helps program staff reflect on current program structure and
practices, thus enabling program changes to occur that result in higher quality more responsive after-school programs
to engage youth and families (Hernandez, 2000).
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After School Program Youth Survey
Youth:
Below are listed some statements about how the after school program may have helped you.
If you agree with the statement circle "Y" for YES.
If you do not agree with the statement, circle "N" for NO.
If you do not know ifthe program has helped you or not circle " DK" for DON ' T KNOW.

NOj DON'T

The After School Program has helped me...
I YES
__________________________________l____________ ~---- __KNO~_
l . Get better grades in school.
I Y
N
DK

.~. ~~~;ff,~,~t=tgott.:-~-d~•~f- -~1·· . ~~
S.

With science.

6.

With reading_

7.

With spelling.

8.
9.

---- -- - -------------------·--·-------------- - - -,---

---y-----'- -·-·N- 1----DK

L Y

N

DK ---1

y

N

DK

With writing.

y

N

Learn how to set goals fo r myself.

y

N

10. Learn how to make good decisions.

y

N

11. Feel happy to be at my school.

y

N

y

N

21. Make fri ends.

y

N

DK
DK
···········
DK
DK
DK
DK
DK
DK
DK
···············
DK
DK
DK
DK

22. Have hope for my future.

y

N

DK

23 . Learn how to talk and solve problems with peers.

y

N

DK

24. Learn how to talk and solve problems with my famil y.

y

12. Feel like I am a patt of my school.
13. Feel close to people at my school

I

14. Feel that people at my school care about me.

y

15. Like myself more.

y

N

y

N

16. Enjoy learning new things.

I

17. Get along better in a group.

N

18. Get along better with my peers.

N

19. Get along better with my teachers.

N

20. Get along better with my fami ly.

N

.......... ........
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