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Harvard Family Research Project’s series of Out-of-School Time
Evaluation Snapshots distills the wealth of information compiled
in our Out-of-School Time Program Evaluation Database1 into a
single report. Each Snapshot examines a specific aspect of out-of-
school time (OST) evaluation. This Snapshot provides an overview
of what the quasi-experimental and experimental evaluations in
the database reveal about the impact of out-of-school time pro-
grams on an array of academic, prevention, and youth develop-
ment outcomes. It also includes a resource list of other OST evalu-
ation reviews and related evaluation information.2

The past five years have witnessed overwhelming
public support for the funding of out-of-school time
(OST) programs. This support has been fueled by

public concern that young people need safe places in the
out-of-school hours—places that provide supervision by
caring adults and productive activities that support school
success as well as broader development. Given the amount
of resources now being allocated to OST programming,
stakeholders have a growing interest in knowing if these pro-
grams are attracting those most in need of services and if
youth are acquiring the intended benefits of program partici-
pation, such as improved school performance, lower risk tak-
ing, and positive youth development. This interest, coupled
with increasing pressure from policymakers for programs to
demonstrate research-based results, has sparked interest in
OST evaluations that have employed rigorous research de-
signs to examine program outcomes.

OUR SAMPLE AND METHODOLOGY
FOR REVIEW

This brief provides an overview of the 27 evaluations in the
HFRP Out-of-School Time Program Evaluation Database that
used experimental and quasi-experimental research designs
to make statements about program outcomes.3 (See the box
for research design definitions.) As of June 2003, evaluations

of 54 OST programs were profiled in our database. Of these
54 programs, 27 used quasi-experimental designs and 11
used experimental designs during some phase of their evalu-
ation; 3 programs used both. Many also included a non-
experimental design component as well. The set of evalua-
tions reviewed for this Snapshot represents a range of pro-
grams from small single-site programs to city- and statewide
programs operating multiple sites in multiple locations to
national programs such as the 21st Century Community
Learning Centers program.  Appendix A provides a brief
description of all programs reviewed, as well as citations for
the evaluation reports. In most cases, the programs also col-
lected implementation data that was used to help shape
program execution and inform future evaluation efforts.

The results presented in this brief represent statistically
significant outcomes (p<.10) found to be linked to overall
program participation as reported in the set of 27 evalua-
tions reviewed.4 However, there are some statements of
caution about interpreting the results of OST impact evalua-
tions. First, due in part to the diversity of OST programming,
most OST evaluations assess overall program impact, an-
swering the question, Did the combined results of the various
program components result in changes in participant out-

DEFINITIONS OF RESEARCH DESIGNS
OF REVIEWED EVALUATIONS

Experimental Design (also known as Randomized
Control Trial) – Random assignment of individuals to
either a treatment or control group.  A comparison
between groups is made to determine program effects.

Quasi-Experimental Design – Nonrandom selec-
tion of individuals to treatment and comparison groups
or conditions, as well as the use of controls to mini-
mize threats to the validity of conclusions drawn.
Subject to selection bias. Types of quasi-experimental
designs include: comparison group pretest/posttest
design, time-series and multiple time-series designs,
matched pairs, nonequivalent control group, and
counterbalanced designs.
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comes? Few evaluation studies have attempted to link specific
program activities with outcomes—and this set of 27 evalua-
tions is no different. This means making statements about
causal links between specific OST activities and specific out-
comes is not possible from this set of evaluations.

Second, this summary is based on a review of evaluation
reports and the results presented herein reflect what evalua-
tors and program leaders chose to print in those reports
and make available to the public. In many cases, the findings
in this set of evaluation reports are predominantly positive
and sometimes neutral, but seldom negative.  A review of the
complete evaluation reports, including the formative findings,
reveals that programs identify many areas for self-improve-
ment. This information, however, does not lend itself to quan-
tification using statistical analysis and therefore is beyond the
scope of this review.

Also beyond the scope of this review are the rich imple-
mentation findings included in each evaluation report, which
are essential for interpreting the program results in the con-
text of the program.

Finally, it is important to note that statistically significant
results often held only for a subgroup (e.g., middle school
versus elementary school students, girls versus boys, etc.).
In addition, significant findings often varied by situation. For
example, positive findings for participants may only apply to
one particular school year or the results of one particular
test, but other school years and tests might have different
results. The results presented below are a synthesis of results
across subgroups. For a complete reporting of the statisti-
cally significant results by program evaluation, including infor-
mation about subgroups, see Appendix B.

RESULTS FROM PROGRAMS THAT ASSESS
ACADEMIC OUTCOMES

Evaluators use a broad array of performance measures to assess
academic outcomes.5 They range from grades to standardized
testing to homework completion. Results from the 25 evalua-
tions that assessed academic outcomes in this sample indicate
that participation in OST programs is linked to:

• Better attitudes toward school and higher educational
aspirations

• Better performance in school, as measured by achieve-
ment test scores and grades

• Higher school attendance (as measured by attendance
and tardiness)

• Less disciplinary action (e.g., suspension)

Specifically, this set of OST evaluations found statistically sig-
nificant improvements in the following areas related to aca-
demic achievement:

• Academic involvement
• Achievement motivation
• Achievement test scores
• Attitude toward school or academics
• College attendance
• Competence
• Educational aspirations
• Expulsions
• Grades
• Homework completion
• Lower rates of course failure
• Overall academic performance6

• Reduced suspensions
• School attendance (includes dropout and tardy rates)

While there were some subsamples for which the results
were neutral, this set of evaluations did not report negative
academic achievement results associated with overall partici-
pation.

RESULTS FROM PROGRAMS THAT ASSESS
PREVENTION OUTCOMES

Outcomes that fall into the prevention category include
changes in sexual behavior, feelings of personal safety,
changes in drug and alcohol use and abuse, and overall im-
provements in physical health. While fewer out-of-school
time programs—and therefore fewer evaluations—focus on
prevention, results from evaluations of programs that do

IN FOCUS:  A Quasi-Experimental
Evaluation of Academic Outcomes

The Foundations organization operates extended-day
programs in large urban areas in the Mid-Atlantic and
Northeast, serving 1,200 children in 41 different sites.
The programs feature a curriculum emphasizing aca-
demic subjects as well as experiences designed to foster
physical and emotional development. Participants also
spend time on field trips, homework assistance, and in
the computer lab, and family involvement is encouraged.
Results from its two-year quasi-experimental evaluation
of fourth grade participants indicate that participation
in a Foundations program improves school grades and
performance as measured by the Terra Nova Reading/
Language Arts and Mathematics Computation Tests.

For the full profile of this evaluation see the Harvard Family
Research Project Out-of-School Time Program Evaluation
Database at www.gse.harvard.edu/hfrp/projects/afterschool/
evaldatabase.html.
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articulate prevention as a program component indicate that
OST programs can have a positive prevention impact. Specifi-
cally, results from the 12 evaluations that assessed prevention
outcomes in this sample indicate that participation in OST
programs is linked to:

• Avoidance of drug and alcohol use
• Decreases in delinquency and violent behaviors
• Increased knowledge of safe sex and avoidance of sexual

activity and pregnancy
• Increased skills for coping with peer pressure

This set of OST evaluations found improvements in the fol-
lowing areas of prevention:

• Avoidance of delinquency (including criminal arrest)
• Avoidance of drug and alcohol use (including cigarette

smoking)

• Avoidance of sexual activity
• Avoidance of violence
• Knowledge about drug and alcohol use (including per-

ceived social benefits)
• Knowledge of sexuality issues (including attitudes

toward sex)
• Reduced pregnancy rates
• Use of safe sex practices

Looking beyond these positive results, one program evalua-
tion, the 21st Century Community Learning Centers evalua-
tion, reported a negative relationship between overall pro-
gram participation and drug abuse. It is not clear how to
interpret this result, but it suggests that the relationship be-
tween program participation and prevention is complicated
and needs further analysis to determine the specific impacts
that OST programs can have in the category of prevention.

RESULTS FROM PROGRAMS THAT ASSESS
YOUTH DEVELOPMENT OUTCOMES

Many OST evaluations assess youth development outcomes,
which are broadly defined as those outcomes that assess the
social and emotional development of program participants.
Outcomes that fall into this category range from standard-
ized measures of self-esteem, participant behavior, and inter-
personal skills to decision making, goal setting, leadership, and
career development. Results from the set of 15 evaluations
that have assessed positive youth development results indi-
cate that OST program participation is linked to:

• Decreased behavioral problems
• Improved social and communication skills and/or relation-

ships with others (peers, parents, and/or teachers)
• Increased community involvement and broadened

world view
• Increased self-confidence and self-esteem

Specifically, this set of OST evaluations found improvements
in the following positive youth development areas:

• Communication skills
• Community involvement
• Computer skills
• Confidence/self-esteem
• Conflict resolution
• Decision making
• Decreased aggression
• Desire to help others
• Exposure to new experiences
• General well-being
• Goal setting
• Interactions/relationships with adults

IN FOCUS:  An Experimental Evaluation of
Prevention Outcomes

The Children’s Aid Society Carrera-Model Teen
Pregnancy Prevention Program (CASCM) was
launched in Harlem in 1984 and there are currently 21
replication sites nationwide. Twenty-nine other sites
maintain program variations. Five main activity compo-
nents and two main service components constitute
CASCM. The five activity components are: (1) a work-
related intervention called job club that includes sti-
pends, development of an individual bank account, gradu-
ated employment experiences, and career awareness; (2)
an educational component that includes individual aca-
demic assessment, tutoring, homework help, PSAT and
SAT preparation, and assistance with college entrance;
(3) family life and sex education; (4) self expression
through the arts; and (5) lifetime individual sports.

Its experimental evaluation of 12 sites used random
assignment to develop treatment groups (589 adoles-
cents) and control groups (474 adolescents).  Annual
surveys were collected from both groups as well as
annual pretests and posttests of knowledge related to
sexuality topics. Results from these surveys indicate that
program participation among boys resulted in signifi-
cantly higher levels of knowledge about sexuality and
reproductive outcomes.  At the third-year follow-up
program girls had significantly lower pregnancy rates
and births than did control group girls.

For the full profile of this evaluation see the Harvard Family
Research Project Out-of-School Time Program Evaluation
Database at www.gse.harvard.edu/hfrp/projects/afterschool/
evaldatabase.html.
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• Interactions/relationships with peers
• Job experience/skills
• Leadership skills
• Maturity
• Money management skills
• Opportunities for leadership roles
• Overall happiness/well-being
• Performance skills (e.g., music)
• Planning/organizing 
• Positive attitude about the future
• Positive behavior
• Problem solving
• Productive use of leisure time
• Projected success in career/the future/college 
• Public speaking skills
• Respect for diversity
• Respect for others
• Social/interpersonal skills
• Task orientation

• Understanding of a value system
• World view broadened

While there were some subsamples for which the results
were neutral, this set of evaluations did not report negative
youth development results.

PARTICIPATION RATES RELATED TO OUTCOMES

OST programs have been characterized by mixed patterns of
program participation by young people, both in the fre-
quency and duration of their program attendance. However,
with the increased public investments in OST programs, we
are seeing increased expectations and accountability for how
young people will be impacted as a result of their participa-
tion in these programs. This has raised important research
questions for evaluators of OST programs with significant
implications for program expectations and design. Specifically,
How much participation is enough? What level of participa-
tion—times per week and duration of involvement over
time—is required to predict positive program effects on
youth outcomes?

A growing number of OST evaluations have included re-
search questions that help them assess the important link
between duration and intensity of participation and partici-
pant outcomes. Nine of the studies in this review examined
their outcomes findings in light of program participation
rates and eight found statistically significant positive relation-
ships between time spent in the program and academic and
positive youth development outcomes. For example, the 4-H
Youth Development program (Cornell Cooperative Exten-
sion) evaluation found that the longer youth participate in 
4-H (as measured in years spent in the program), the more
likely they were to have learned a specific skill from the pro-
gram. Further, duration of participation was linked to higher
scores on a developmental assets assessment.

Examining the set of results that related frequency of par-
ticipation to academic performance, there is a similar pat-
tern. While the 21st Century Community Learning Centers
evaluation did not find a relationship between frequency of
participation and academic achievement, the other seven
studies that analyzed outcomes in relation to participation
reported that greater frequency of participation was associ-
ated with better school attendance rates, lower rates of
course failure, and higher measures of academic achievement.
The latest The After-School Corporation (TASC) evaluation
indicates that students who participated in TASC the most
consistently and for the longest period of time experienced
the greatest gains in math as assessed by standardized
achievement tests. Further, the Maryland After School Com-
munity Grants Program found that shorter programs—those
meeting fewer than 9.5 hours per week—actually had signifi-
cant negative effects on academic performance.

IN FOCUS:  A Quasi-Experimental Evaluation of
Youth Development Outcomes

The San Francisco Beacons Initiative aims to help
youth develop competencies that will help them become
responsible adults through out-of-school time programs
that focus on five areas: leadership, career development,
arts and recreation, health, and education. This citywide
program operates Beacons Centers at eight sites and in
1999–2000 served 7,500 youth and adults.

Its quasi-experimental evaluation included all youth
(Beacon Center participants and nonparticipants) in the
sixth and seventh grades at each of the three middle
schools hosting Beacon Centers. Survey data from
middle school students indicate that youth participating
at the Beacons Centers reported significantly greater
opportunities to assume a range of formal, informal, and
representation-type leadership roles than did nonpar-
ticipant youth. Further, middle school participants re-
ported spending approximately two and a half hours
more per week in productive leisure activities—art,
music, dance, drama, and tutoring—than youth who
attended the schools but not the Centers.

For the full profile of this evaluation see the Harvard Family
Research Project Out-of-School Time Program Evaluation
Database at www.gse.harvard.edu/hfrp/projects/afterschool/
evaldatabase.html. This profile will be updated soon. To be
notified when it is available sign up for our OST website
change notification email at www.gse.harvard.edu/hfrp/
subscribe.html.
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CONCLUSION

It is important to underscore that out-of-school time pro-
gramming is just emerging as a field. Currently, OST pro-
grams vary greatly in program quality and consistency of
participation.  And, until recently, there was relatively little
attention given to OST programs regarding their actual
impact on young people. The high level of expectations that
we now hold for OST programming is a recent phenomenon
and provides an opportunity to redefine the field and its
evaluation.  As such, the field is now working to set realistic
outcomes for OST programs and to implement evaluations
that can help identify best practices and standards to guide
program design and implementation in the service of achiev-
ing positive outcomes.

Just as the OST field is in its fledgling stage of develop-
ment, so is the knowledge as to how to best evaluate pro-
gram efforts. Some “flagship” evaluations (such as those of
TASC and Los Angeles Better Educated Students for Tomor-
row) have been underway for several years, but for the most
part, evaluating OST programs is unfamiliar territory for
many program leaders. However, the new context of scien-
tifically based research means that now, more than ever, it is
important that OST programs use evaluation to build the
case for continued support of their programs—and, if pos-
sible, that they do so using scientifically based research
practices.7

While there is no substitute for rigorous experimentally
designed evaluations, the reality of the context of OST pro-
gramming makes this type of design challenging and not
applicable to many OST settings.  Alternatively, many OST
programs included in our review have chosen to conduct
quasi-experimental evaluations that use comparison groups
to make statements about program effectiveness.  Although
subject to selection bias, quasi-experimental evaluations can
provide a reasonable assessment of program impact.  And,
combined with results from experimental studies, they can
be used to examine the range of OST program impacts so
that decision makers can better understand the benefits and
limitations of OST programs.

Finally, programs need to continue to collect implementa-
tion information that can provide useful feedback to pro-
grams for quality improvement. Moving forward, there may
always be a tension between collecting data for program
improvement and collecting data to satisfy stakeholder
accountability requirements. Ultimately, programs need to
do both, using implementation information to create the
context in which to interpret program impacts.

Priscilla M. D. Little, Project Manager
Erin Harris, Research Assistant

HARVARD FAMILY RESEARCH PROJECT
OUT-OF-SCHOOL TIME PROGRAM
EVALUATION DATABASE

The Harvard Family Research Project (HFRP) Out-of-
School Time Program Evaluation Database contains
profiles of out-of-school time (OST) program evalua-
tions. Its purpose is to provide accessible information
about previous and current evaluations to support the
development of high quality evaluations and programs
in the OST field.

Types of Programs Included in the Database
Evaluations in the database meet the following three
criteria:

1. The evaluated program/initiative operates during
out-of-school time.

2. The evaluation(s) aim to answer a specific evaluation
question or set of questions about a specific pro-
gram/initiative.

3. The evaluated program/initiative serves children
between the ages of 5 and 19.

Types of Information Included in the Database
Each profile contains detailed information about the
evaluations as well as an overview of the OST pro-
gram/initiative itself. Web links to actual evaluation
reports, where available, are also provided, as are pro-
gram and evaluation contacts.

How to Use the Database
The database is located in the OST section of the
HFRP website at: www.gse.harvard.edu/hfrp/projects/
afterschool/evaldatabase.html. The search mechanism
allows users to refine their scan of the profiles to
specific program and evaluation characteristics and
findings information.

The Scan for This Snapshot
For this review, we conducted two scans. First, we
checked off the box on the search page marked
“Experimental” and obtained a list of all the experi-
mentally designed evaluations in the database. Then,
we went back to the search page and checked off the
box marked “Quasi-Experimental” for all the quasi-
experimentally designed evaluations.

While there is still much work to be done to answer the
question of how much is enough, it is clear that programs are
beginning to collect evaluation data that can help program
leaders better understand how participation rates affect
participant outcomes.
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NOTES
1 Our database contains profiles of out-of-school time (OST) pro-
gram evaluations, which are searchable on a wide range of criteria. It
is available in the OST section of the HFRP website at
www.gse.harvard.edu/hfrp/projects/afterschool/evaldatabase.html.
2 This and future Snapshots in the series will be available in the OST
section of the HFRP website at www.gse.harvard.edu/hfrp/projects/
afterschool/resources.html. (To be notified when Snapshots become
available online sign up for our OST website change notification
email at www.gse.harvard.edu/hfrp/subscribe.html.)
3 While some OST evaluation reviews have imposed evaluation qual-
ity criteria to define their review’s sample size, we chose to take a
more comprehensive approach to look across a range of evaluations.
For reviews that applied stringent evaluation criteria to identify their
samples, in the Recent Reviews of OST Evaluations box, see the
Hollister and the Scott-Little, Hamann, and Jurs publications.
4 P-values indicate levels of significance of statistical tests and indi-
cate the probability that the result obtained would occur by chance.
Lower p-values are associated with stronger statements of signifi-
cance. This review uses a p<.10 value because that is a cutoff that
many OST evaluators employ.
5 We plan to post a listing of academic performance measures and
their data sources compiled from the HFRP OST Program Evaluation
Database in the OST section of our website in summer 2003. (To be
notified when this resource is available sign up for our OST website
change notification email at www.gse.harvard.edu/hfrp/
subscribe.html.)
6 This measure was generally assessed by teacher and student re-
ports of overall academic gains.  As such, it differs from more specific
measures of academic achievement such as grades and test scores.
7 For an overview of scientifically based research, see Bouffard, S.
(2003). Doing what works: Scientifically based research in education.
The Evaluation Exchange, 9(1), 15, 17. www.gse.harvard.edu/hfrp/eval/
issue21/bbt1.html
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Appendix A
Program Descriptions and Evaluation Reports

Program Name & Description

The 21st Century Community Learning Centers program pro-
vides expanded learning opportunities for elementary and middle
school children in a supervised environment nationwide.

The 4-H Youth Development Program – Cornell Cooperative
Extension is an experiential education program for youth ages 5 to
19 in New York State.

The Across Ages program uses older adults (age 55+) as mentors
for at-risk youth in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania to help youth develop
awareness, self-confidence, and skills to resist drugs and overcome
obstacles.

The After School Achievement Program provides a safe, super-
vised place for youth in Houston, Texas and aims to reduce delin-
quency, crime, and school dropout and enhance academic enrich-
ment and positive citizenship.

Bayview Safe Haven is an after school program in the San Fran-
cisco Bayview/Hunter’s Point neighborhood in California for at-risk
youth ages 10 to 17. It is designed to help youth stay in school and
out of the criminal justice system, while positioning them for a re-
sponsible adulthood and improving the quality of life in their families
and communities.

The Big Brothers and Big Sisters of America program has
nationwide affiliates that provide one-on-one mentoring to at-risk
youth between the ages of 10 and 16.

The Children’s Aid Society Carrera-Model Teen Pregnancy
Prevention Program is a national program that aims to empower
youth, help them develop a desire for a productive future, and aid
them in improving their sexual literacy and understanding the conse-
quences of sexual activity.

From 1995 to 1997 the Extended-Day Tutoring Program pro-
vided after school literacy tutoring based on the Success for All
model to elementary school students in the city of Memphis, Tennes-
see Title I schools.

Foundations operates before and after school enrichment pro-
grams for children pre-K through twelfth grade in several urban
schools in the Mid-Atlantic and Northeast of the U.S.

The Howard Street Tutoring Program provides after school re-
medial reading instruction through one-on-one tutoring to second
and third graders in Chicago, Illinois who have fallen behind their
peers in reading.

Experimental & Quasi-Experimental Evaluations 

U.S. Department of Education, Office of the Under Secretary. (2003).
When schools stay open late: The national evaluation of the 21st-Century
Community Learning Centers program, first year findings. Washington,
DC:  Author.  Available at www.ed.gov/pubs/21cent/firstyear.

Rodriguez, E., Hirschl, T.  A., Mead, J. P., & Goggin, S. E. (1999). Under-
standing the difference 4-H Clubs make in the lives of New York youth:
How 4-H contributes to positive youth development. Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University.  Available at www.cce.cornell.edu/4h/Resources/4-
HClubStudy.htm.

LoSciuto, L., Rajala, A. K., Townsend, T. N., & Taylor, A. S. (1996).  An
outcome evaluation of Across Ages:  An intergenerational mentoring
approach to drug prevention. Journal of Adolescent Research, 11(1),
116–129.

Smith, D. W., & Zhang, J. J. (2001). Shaping our children’s future: Keeping
a promise in Houston communities year 4 evaluation of the Mayor’s After
School Achievement Program (ASAP). Houston, TX: University of
Houston.

LaFrance, S., Twersky, F., Latham, N., Foley, E., Bott, C., & Lee, L. (2001).
A safe place for healthy youth development:  A comprehensive evaluation
of the Bayview Safe Haven. San Francisco, CA: BTW Consultants &
LaFrance Associates.

Tierney, J. P., Grossman, J. B. (with Resch, N. L.). (2000). Making a dif-
ference:  An impact study of Big Brothers Big Sisters. Philadelphia: Public/
Private Ventures.

Philliber, S., Kaye, J., & Herrling, S. (2001). The national evaluation of the
Children’s Aid Society Carrera-Model Program to prevent teen pregnancy.
Accord, NY: Philliber Research Associates.  Available at
www.childrensaidsociety.org/media/general/cas-full_12-
site_report1.pdf (Acrobat file).

Ross, S. M., Lewis, T., Smith, L., & Sterbin, A. (1996). Evaluation of the
extended-day tutoring program in Memphis city schools: Final report to
CRESPAR. Memphis, TN: University of Memphis.

Hamilton, L. S., Le, V., & Klein, S. P. (1999). Foundations School-Age En-
richment Program: Evaluation of student achievement. Santa Monica, CA:
RAND Education.

Morris, D., Shaw, B., & Perney, J. (1990). Helping low readers in grades
2 and 3:  An after-school volunteer tutoring program. The Elementary
School Journal, 91(2), 133–150.
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Los Angeles Better Educated Students for Tomorrow aims to
provide youth in Los Angeles, California with: a safe environment, en-
hanced opportunities through the integration of an educational sup-
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Big Brothers and Big
Sisters of America,
national (E)
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Quantum Opportunities
Program, national (E)

San Diego’s “6 to 6”
Extended School Day
Program, San Diego, CA
(QE)

San Francisco Beacons


