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Dear Colleague

The mission of the Institute of Museum and Library Services is to enhance learning and
innovation, sustain heritage, and support professional development for the nation’s
122,000 libraries and 17,500 museums. We help libraries and museums across the
country to engage and help youth build the information, communication, and technology
skills critical for success in learning at all levels, in work, and in life.

The need is clear. Young people respond to appropriate structure, positive relationships,
and a sense of accomplishment — and they need more than schools alone can offer.
Across the country we see major efforts on the part of federal, state, and local
government, social services, research, private foundations, and non-profit organizations
to provide “extra-learning opportunities” and to understand the impact of learning that
takes place outside of school and school hours. Libraries and museums help fill the gaps
through complementary leadership, rich resources, and effective programs.

This report shares the results of our year-long study of the impact of IMLS grants (1998-
2003) though programs that served youth aged 9-19. Nearly 400 museum and library
programs were surveyed about their goals, strategies, content, audience, and structure, as
well as about their impact, effectiveness, and outcomes. Workshops were held at our
IMLS offices with a Youth Action Committee and representatives of select grants to
develop a set of case studies that would illustrate effective practices. Companion
publications in the Nine to Nineteen: Youth in Museums and Libraries series include a
practitioners’ guide and a policy brief.

Perhaps our most important finding is that everyone benefits when museums and libraries
apply positive youth development principles and partner with other organizations that
serve youth. Young people gain important life skills, and communities strengthen the
learning networks that are essential for youth to thrive. Libraries and museums draw on
the vitality of youth to keep them relevant, and to help them build lasting community
relationships and sustain their audiences. By working with young people both in and out
of school, libraries and museums change the lives of America’s youth and the quality of
community life for all of us.

I invite you, and challenge you, to take the results of this study to your community —
whether you work in research, education, philanthropy, in a museum, library, school or
other cultural institution, in a community organization, or in federal, state or local
government — and to develop the learning networks, community partnerships, and
positive relationships that our youth, families, schools, and communities need.

Sincerely,

/ULL-J;@L M. ﬁoﬁu‘;

Anne-Imelda Radice, Ph.D.
Director
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Executive Summary

Background

The Institute of Museum and Library Services helps museums and libraries preserve our
cultural heritage, enhance learning and innovation, and develop staff capacities to provide
the best in service to our communities. Museums and Libraries Engaging America’s
Youth looks at the contributions of IMLS grants from 1998 through 2003 to quality
programs and positive outcomes for youth aged 9-19, with four key goals:

e ldentify results, trends, and characteristics of these projects.

e Help strengthen programs and community partnerships for youth development.
e Offer models of excellence and practical guidelines for youth programs.

e Understand IMLS projects in a national context of youth development efforts.

The study started with a widely used framework called Positive Youth Development
(PYD) (Lerner et al. 2005). The model highlights the internal assets we want for youth—
commitment to learning, positive values, social competencies, and positive identity—and
the environmental and program features that support and empower youth to develop the
assets they need.

An action committee of 15 researchers, educators, funders, policymakers, and
practitioners contributed their insight, and 247 IMLS museum and library youth
development grantees responded to an extensive survey of project characteristics and
goals. Follow-up interviews and two convenings created 15 enlightening case studies that
represent the range of geography, disciplines, and sizes of these projects.

Key Findings

Museums and libraries bring unique assets to youth development. They include
dedicated, knowledgeable staff; authentic objects, artifacts, and information resources;
opportunities for personalized, hands-on learning; support for cognitive and social
development; and experiences to help parents, families, and caregivers make learning fun
and rewarding.

Youth programs work best when they are integral to an institution’s mission, with
support from staff and leadership; they are most successful in a “web”” of community
programs.

The most effective youth programs

e include long-term, trusting, supportive relationships between and among youth,
staff, and other adults;

e include staff trained to work with participants in their target age groups or train
staff to do so;

e partner with community-based organizations and other cultural institutions;



e use an approach supported by the youth development research literature;
e identify and cover gaps in the web of local youth programs;
e identify appropriate outcomes;

e employ, publicly recognize, and/or include other incentives for participants’
accomplishments;

e substantively involve youth in program design and decision making;
e include work or service learning that’s meaningful to participants;
e Dbuild connections to participants’ families and communities; and

e regularly assess or evaluate and use what’s learned to improve the program and
strengthen other youth development efforts.

Sustainable programs

e build community awareness of project impacts on participants and their
community;

e partner with community organizations, groups, and businesses;
e incorporate new sources of funding as programs evolve; and

e ensure continuity of program staff and leadership.

Key observations of this study include the following:

Programs should strongly align institutional focus and audience needs, especially
by performing needs assessments to inform program selection or design.

Programs should recognize diversity within the category “youth”, recognizing
audience segments with specific characteristics and needs.

Programs for small numbers may have the greatest impact. Positive youth
development literature shows that the greatest gains are often made in programs
that serve small numbers of youth intensely.

Programs with extended participation may create the greatest benefit: frequent, in-
depth program participation leads to the most substantial benefit for youth.

Programs should expand their strength as community learning environments, and
strive for the characteristics recommended by McLaughlin (2000) of being youth-
knowledge, assessment- and community-centered.

Programs should strengthen the role of youth beyond that of audience, bringing
youth into decision-making at all stages.

Programs need strategies to extend their life cycles; by broadcasting their
programs’ importance and success to the larger community, they could leverage
their ability to develop new partnerships and find longer-term funding.



General Recommendations

e The museum and library communities could benefit from readable, user-friendly
publications, online workshops and training, conference presentations, and other
resources to build programs grounded in youth development, best practice, and
PYD research.

e Targeted grant programs and strategic alliances among national museum and
library organizations and other efforts with expertise and commitment to youth
development could further strengthen youth and their communities.

e Additional skills to build community support, capture media interest, involve
elected and appointed decision makers, maintain institutional support, and
develop new partnerships could help library and museum staff strengthen and
sustain youth development programs.

Recommendations were also made for IMLS to strengthen its role in serving youth by
disseminating positive youth development research, supporting professional development
in the youth development field, including building community awareness and
encouraging staff exchanges, as well as considering new funding strategies.
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Introduction

The goal of the Institute of Museum and Library Services (IMLS) is to create strong
libraries and museums that connect people to information and ideas. Since its inception,
IMLS has focused on education, learning, and literacy programs, and has funded museum
and library programs that support stronger families and communities; connect children to
their cultural, historic, scientific, natural, and artistic heritage; and help develop the
information and communication technology skills that youth need to sustain a strong
democracy.

IMLS has a long-standing commitment to funding grants and sponsoring research on the
subject of how both preschool and school-age children learn, and how museums and
libraries support such learning. Grants are awarded through two programs: discretionary
and state programs. Between 1998 and 2003, through its discretionary grant programs,
IMLS funded an estimated $25 million in grants that engaged youth aged 9-19 in
productive educational activities that improved their skills and relationships. For the same
period, through its state program, IMLS funded an estimated $214 million in programs to
support youth services.

In 2006, IMLS undertook the initiative Museums and Libraries Engaging America’s
Youth, which will produce a template and lay the groundwork for future analyses of other
issues of national concern, such as productive aging, 21st century skills, and early
childhood education. The purpose of the Engaging America’s Youth initiative was to
examine the important role that museums and libraries play in providing quality
programming and services to youth aged 9-19. The initiative has four goals:

= Examine what works: ldentify results, trends, and characteristics of IMLS-
supported projects for youth development.

= Encourage effective programming: Help practitioners and other stakeholders
strengthen their youth development programs and become strong community
partners in youth development.

= Share best practices: Offer models of excellence in IMLS-funded museum and
library youth development programs and practical guidelines for practitioners,
policymakers, and other funders about what works with respect to goals, funding,
impact, and evaluation efforts.

= Build bridges with policymakers: Understand IMLS projects in a national context
of youth development programs and positive youth development literature.

The centerpiece of the initiative was a yearlong study undertaken by the Institute for
Learning Innovation (IL1), a nonprofit learning research organization that focuses on
understanding informal learning. The study included two major components: a survey of
past museum and library grantees, and 15 case studies. A Web-based questionnaire was
developed and administered to past grantees (museums and libraries) that had received
funding for youth development projects between 1998 and 2003. The parameters of the
study were defined as follows:
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e Youth (aged 9-19): This is the age group that has gained national attention through
initiatives such as Helping America’s Youth and the group whose needs are distinct
from those of early childhood.

e Four main grant programs that served youth were included in the study: National
Leadership Grants, Learning Opportunities Grants, Native American Library
Services, and State Library Program Grants.

e Grants awarded between 1998 and 2003 (grants for which results and final reports
were available).

e Programs that served youth either directly or indirectly; that is, programs that focused
on development of skills, knowledge, or behaviors in youth themselves, or programs
that developed resources—such as curricula, exhibits, or Web sites—or that provided
training for people who serve youth.

IMLS identified approximately 450 programs that appeared to satisfy these criteria.

IMLS was particularly interested in knowing more about programs that partnered, were
ongoing, showed community impact, used a written framework, and conducted an
evaluation.

Fifteen case studies exhibiting effective practice were selected from among the projects
surveyed. The selected projects were representative of geography, size, and type of
institution. A diverse action committee of researchers, educators, funders, policymakers,
and practitioners was assembled and invited to meet with two representatives from each
case study project at two separate meetings hosted by IMLS. At these meetings, action
committee members contributed a broad, national perspective, as well as expertise and
commentary from the particular community that each represented. As each case study
was discussed and major themes related to effective practice identified, they contributed
vital insights (see Appendix B).

This final report summarizes the purpose of the initiative study, provides an overview of
relevant literature, describes the methods used (in particular, the development of the
questionnaire and the selection of case studies), and presents major findings,
implications, and overall conclusions. To be clear, the results drawn are representative of
the programs IMLS funded in the designated time period and are not necessarily
representative of the museum and library fields broadly. The action committee helped
review this report and develop a strategy for disseminating the results.

12



Section One: Relevant Literature

Positive Youth Development

Empirical research demonstrates that community programs can help youth develop
various personal and social assets related to their physical, intellectual, emotional, and
social development that are critical for a successful transition into adulthood (Eccles and
Gootman 2002; Lerner et al. 2005; McLaughlin 2000; Scales and Leffert 1999). This
arena of youth development research—referred to by the National Collaboration for
Youth Members in 1998 as the Positive Youth Development (PYD) approach—is a
process that prepares youth to meet the challenges of adolescence and adulthood through
a coordinated, progressive series of activities and experiences that help them become
socially, morally, emotionally, physically, and cognitively competent. Positive youth
development addresses the broader developmental needs of youth, in contrast to
traditional deficit-based models, which focus solely on youth problems, such as substance
abuse, conduct disorders, delinquent and antisocial behavior, academic failure, and
teenage pregnancy (De Leon and Ziegenfuss 1986; Friedman and Beschner 1985; Gold
and Mann 1984).

PYD marked an important change in approach in terms of how to help youth become
productive and thriving adults. Traditional deficit-based efforts focused on responding to
crises, such as reducing juvenile crime or trying to transform poor behavior and character
in youth (Catalano et al. 2004; Kelley 2003; Weissberg and Greenberg 1997). The PYD
field adopted a broader focus to understand the developmental precursors of both positive
and negative youth development, with practitioners and the policy community calling for
expanding programs and interventions that increasingly involved several social domains
(schools, families, peer groups, and others). This coordinated approach has been
recognized in forums on youth development, including practitioners, policymakers
(Morrissey and Werner-Wilson 2005; Pittman 1991; Pittman and Fleming 1991; Pittman,
O’Brien, and Kimball 1993), and prevention scientists (Eccles and Gootman 2002;
Weissberg and Greenberg 1997) who have advocated that models of healthy development
can hold the key to health promotion and the prevention of problem behaviors.

A more recent framework created by developmental psychologists describes five
characteristics observed in positively developing young people, and which successful
youth programs foster. They are referred to as the Five Cs: cognitive and behavioral
competence and confidence, positive social connections, character, and caring (or
compassion). Lerner and colleagues (2005) theorized that when young people manifest
these five Cs across their development, they can be described as thriving. In addition, it
has been suggested that such exemplary positive youth development results in the
emergence of a sixth C—contribution—to self, family, community, and ultimately to
civil society (King et al. 2005).

In addition to identifying positive youth characteristics, the PYD field, based on
McLaughlin’s work with youth in urban settings, has also developed four characteristics
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for successful community-based learning environments that have potential to foster
positive youth development (McLaughlin 2000). Such programs are

Youth-centered: They respond to diverse talents, skills, and interests; build on
strengths; choose appropriate materials; provide personal attention; reach out to
the community to recruit a range of participants; and make youth leadership an
integral part of the program.

Knowledge-centered: They have a clear focus, provide high-quality content and
instruction, embed multiple “hidden curricula” in their activities, and ensure that
participating youth have teachers (both adults and peers) from the program and
community.

Assessment-centered: They have cycles of planning, practice, and performance,
giving participants a sense of structure and accomplishment. They offer feedback
and recognition, and take stock of a broad range of competencies.

Community-centered: They create caring communities and family-like
environments in order to build trusting relationships, establish clear rules, give
participants responsibilities for the program, and provide constant access to
adults and community, including links to leaders, jobs, and other institutions.

Effective Strategies in Youth Programs

It is one thing to identify these four characteristics as important to successful programs
but quite another to ensure that they are integrated within an actual program. To this end,
the youth development field has used four strategies in its programming: (1) capacity
building; (2) partnerships; (3) youth-driven programming; and (4) opportunities for youth
to contribute.

Capacity Building

Capacity building centers on expanding the scope and effectiveness of youth-serving
programs and organizations. Over the past decade, museums, parks, and libraries have
increasingly participated in innovative learning programs designed to better meet the
needs of youth. National initiatives such as the Museum Youth Initiative, Urban Parks
Initiative, Equal Access Libraries, Public Libraries as Partners in Youth Development,
and Youth ALIVE! have assisted parks, museums, and libraries in building stronger
institutional support by increasing staffing levels and upgrading facilities with new
technology. Building institutional capacity is essential to the success and sustainability of
any youth development program. Research suggests that it greatly benefits the
organization as well.

Clearly, there a need for increased staffing, but strengthening the capacity of staff is also
critical to ensure that the growing demands of before- and after-school programming for
children and youth are met successfully. Ensuring a stable, high-quality workforce is an
ongoing need: It requires that staff members serving youth are competent and well
supported, and that they choose to stay in the organization. Lack of competitive wages
and benefits, and limited time and opportunities for advancement or professional
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development all combine to hinder youth-serving organizations’ abilities to attract and
retain staff and leadership across cities and communities. Available evidence suggests
that the best program and policy ideas are unlikely to be effective if they do not include a
well-developed infrastructure for supporting staff, including staff development and
training to strengthen skills and develop a knowledge base; credentialing; compensation;
and advancement along their chosen career paths (Campbell 2000; Cassell and Waither
2006).

Many innovative professional development initiatives exist, but communities, cities, and
states must create an infrastructure and a coherent system of support that builds on and
weaves together these often disparate efforts. In most communities, high turnover is a
common and critical issue. Factors like compensation, professional reputation, training,
and advancement are challenges that must be approached strategically and shared across
age groups and settings. The staffing issues facing elementary school-age care providers,
youth organizations, school-based programs, and others are similar enough that many of
the system-building tasks and lessons are relevant across service areas (Forum for Youth
Investment 2001). Successful systematic approaches include strategies such as (1)
funding collaborations; (2) planning and cooperation among stakeholders; (3) formal
links among schools, community, and local government organizations; (4) appropriate
school-age program standards; (5) an agreed-upon set of objectives; and (6) designated
citywide leadership (National Institute on Out-of-School Time, 2005).

Case in Point

Museum Youth Initiative

Between 2000 and 2004, the James Irvine Foundation supported 10 museums in
California through the Museum Youth Initiative (MY1) in an effort to determine whether
developing and delivering educational programs after school in cultural institutions could
make a difference in how youth learn. The initiative was based on the work of Karen
Pittman (2003), who posits that academic achievement and life skills essential for the 21°"
century are dependent on engagement, motivation, behavior, and attendance—conditions
that, in turn, are dependent on youth feeling safe and supported. The 10 museums that
participated in the effort strived to help their institutions use youth development
principles, to become learning environments that provide academic enrichment, and to
sustain high-quality program practices and resources over the long term. Additionally,
museums involved in the program were hoping to experience an increase in use by young
people and families who had not traditionally come through their doors.

It was an ambitious effort, and most of the participating institutions were able to
accomplish their goals by using staff competencies and organizational resources to
improve their activities in three arenas: as educational institutions, as partners to schools
and communities, and as centers for young people. Although approaches varied, struggles
were common and results mixed; in every case, the programs ended up galvanizing youth
and museums alike. Key findings indicated that building institutional support with the
proper financial, human, and technological resources was an important factor in the

15




design and implementation of the programs. In short, when youth were engaged, their
critical thinking and study skills improved, as did their school attendance and overall
school performance. All museums involved in the MYl underwent substantial
institutional changes, established new ties to their communities, and learned innovative
ways of serving youth. Six of the participating museums are continuing their programs
without financial assistance from the Irvine Foundation (James Irvine Foundation 2005).

Partnerships

Another effective strategy centers on relationship building among primary and
intermediary support organizations that promote positive youth development. In fact,
evidence suggests that creating and maintaining partnerships are among the most vital
tasks in strengthening out-of-school opportunities for youth (Del Prete and Ross 2003;
Steinberg, Almeida, and Allen 2003; Tagle 2003). With the proper organizational
structure to develop and sustain partnerships, museums and libraries can benefit from
social policies that commit public will, as well as government or private resources, to
support relationships with schools, community groups, and other youth-serving
organizations.

It remains challenging, however, to build networks and working partnerships within
sectors, particularly among public providers such as schools and community-based
organizations. But it is precisely the collaboration and shared learning among libraries,
museums, and other partners that can result in high-quality programs and measurable
outcomes for youth (Metcalf 2001). To be successful, sustained commitment and
involvement must be established, with a coordinated effort made to reach mutually
beneficial goals and objectives (Costello et al. 2001; Dierking et al. 1997).

While some communities still face an uphill battle to strengthen connections among
various stakeholders (e.g., schools, libraries, parks, youth-serving organizations,
museums, government agencies, and the workforce), the commitment to sustaining
partnerships is equally important to the vitality of youth development programming. If a
key staff person moves on or resources dwindle, it may be difficult to maintain
momentum or, worse, the program itself may suffer an irrevocable loss. Thus,
establishing and solidifying partnerships needs to be a top priority in order to continue
offering meaningful learning experiences for the youth of today, as well as tomorrow.

Case in Point
Youth Access

Libraries have long been recognized as a safe space for young people, and Libraries for
the Future’s Youth Access program builds on this fundamental trust to offer programs
emphasizing positive development and community involvement. The Youth Access
program—with grounding in informal learning and thus less structure than school, as
well as the flexibility to adapt to local interests—has been highly successful in several
diverse locations, offering libraries a range of creative programs to attract young people
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ages 10-18 during nonschool hours. In partnership with the Center for Children and
Technology, Libraries for the Future developed Imagination Place!, an innovative and
interactive computer program to encourage the development of science and engineering
skills, especially among girls. In Harlem and Detroit, students used Imagination Place!
software to design life-improving inventions; inventions that ranged from machines that
could clean their rooms or make them cooler to the HouseMaster 2000, a device that
could expand an apartment to a mansion (Sonenberg 2005). One nine-year-old girl
designed a contraption that could make broken crayons whole after younger siblings
broke them; coincidentally, Crayola has since released a similar device.

“When kids understand that they can not only come up with problems, but solutions...it
really opens possibilities for them,” said Carol Treat Morton, who directed the Detroit
program from 2000 through 2003. “These kids have had very few informal educational
experiences. No arts and crafts, none of the “silly stuff” in school. When you see kids
discover something new and excel at it, you realize how essential those “frills’ really are”
(Sonenberg 2005). Youth Access demonstrates how libraries can become active
community centers that meet the real developmental needs of young people.

Case in Point
Loyola University Museum of Art, Chicago, IL

The Loyola University Museum of Art in Chicago (LUMA) worked with local
organizations—including Connection Arts Chicago, the Chicago Area Peace Corps
Association, and the Marwen Pre-College Summer Program—to provide opportunities in
the arts for Chicago‘s youth (Christensen 2006). Through its six-week Young Curators
program, LUMA taught eight youth groups, ages 9-13, how to create and curate artwork
for an exhibition of their own to be presented to family and friends. With the help of an
art therapist from Connection Arts Chicago, youth also learned how to create art inspired
by objects from their exhibition and the LUMA experience. In addition, the museum
hosted an exhibition containing the artwork of high school students participating in the
Marwen Pre-College Summer Program, which targeted those interested in pursuing
advanced education in the arts.

Youth-Driven Programming

Youth development programs differ in how much input, daily decision making, and
authority is vested in youth participants themselves versus the adult advisors (Hart and
UNICEF 1997; Lansdown 2001). At one extreme are programs in which adult
practitioners set the direction and run daily program activities entirely, with little input
from the youth involved. At the other extreme are programs in which adults play
essentially no role in structuring the activities, such as occurs in some teen drop-in
centers. Research has suggested that neither of these extremes provides an effective
model for facilitating youth development (Stattin et al. 2005).
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When programs are balanced in ways that enable youth to become active participants
with some choice and control over their activities, evidence suggests that youth become
empowered, which promotes leadership skills and meaningful learning. By truly listening
to youth and shifting the focus from working “for” them to working “with” them,
research also suggests that community change is possible, not only improving the quality
of programs and services but of organizations and institutions as a whole. In order to
engage youth meaningfully and appropriately, current literature suggests that several
elements are essential (Tolman et al. 2002):

1) Youth engagement is critical at every level—in programs, in community issues,
and in community-level decision making.

2) A variety of roles—as planners, decision makers, paid staff, volunteers, board
members, frontline youth workers, researchers and “experts”—can and should
be available to young people.

3) While different sorts of engagement are appropriate for different age groups and
populations, all children and youth can play a role.

4) Youth participation cannot be segregated as an issue apart from the other tasks
facing communities—young people deserve a role in staffing, program quality
issues, planning, funding, and the range of other community-wide out-of-school
challenges.

5) Young people need consistent supports and clear pathways in order to become
involved and stay involved.

According to the Harvard Family Research Project, a growing number of after-school and
other youth development programs are involving teens in research and evaluation
projects related to the design and implementation of youth programming. Such
involvement serves multiple purposes that include (1) enhancing the individual
development of youth and encouraging their active involvement in the decisions that
affect their lives; (2) contributing to organizational development and capacity building;
and (3) providing youth with the opportunity to create real community change
(Checkoway et al. 2003).

Many initiatives are also creating and expanding employment opportunities for youth,
placing them in more visible, meaningful roles within their communities (Spielberger et
al. 2005). Compensation, with visible rewards and validation for their input and hard
work, helps keep youth involved. In turn, experienced youth who have worked on
projects or programs can be encouraged to become mentors, playing important roles in
the recruitment and training of younger participants. During the youth panel discussion at
the Engaging America’s Youth workshop in November 2006, one staff member
suggested, “When youth were given jobs at the library, it changed the way they looked at
the library itself and made them actually want to work there. Listening to them, bringing
in cool stuff, computers, free things, helped to change their ideas about what the library is
and what it represents” (Moyer 2006). One youth panelist also discussed an important
factor that goes a long way in not only shaping future programs but the relationship-
building process as well—trust: “Remember who you are as an organization and what
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you do best, then invite youth in to help shape the programs in order to engage and
sustain them” (youth panelist 2006).

A case can certainly be made that involving youth in shaping their own programming—
from concept to execution—instills a sense of ownership and empowerment that
multiplies benefits far beyond the programs themselves. Such benefits include the
development of leadership skills, and meaningful and lasting relationships among peers
and adults, which can influence future education, career, or avocation pursuits (Dierking
and Falk 2003; Luke et al. 2007).

Case in Point
Public Libraries as Partners in Youth Development, Wallace Foundation

Currently, youth-driven programming is not as common in museums and libraries as it is
in other youth-serving organizations, but a four-year, $6 million effort, Public Libraries
as Partners in Youth Development, sponsored by the Wallace Foundation (formerly
Wallace-Reader’s Digest Funds), offered an unprecedented opportunity for libraries to
work collaboratively with teens and community partners to better understand and
strengthen their commitment to the positive development of youth.

This initiative challenged nine public library systems across the country to develop
innovative, high-quality educational, cultural enrichment, and career development
programs for low-income youth during nonschool hours. While the participating libraries
differed dramatically in terms of size, staffing, constituency, and organizational structure,
each held a common charge and pursued similar strategies. At the outset, they were
challenged to listen to young people and to incorporate their ideas and leadership in
meaningful ways. One-year planning grants awarded in 1998 allowed sites to seek input
in an intentional, sustained way from a variety of youth. Among the frank advice teens
offered was the importance of youth involvement in transforming not only the image but
also the services offered by libraries. As a result of these collaborative efforts, these
libraries reached out to youth and local partners; in turn, youth reached out to the
community. In this way, this youth-centered initiative helped to create changes that
supported both the individual development of youth and the well-being of their peers,
families, and communities (Meyers 1999; Spielberger et al. 2004; Yohalem and Pittman
2003).

Contribution

As described earlier, King and her colleagues (2005) have suggested that successful
positive youth development efforts can result in the emergence of a sixth C—
contribution—to self, family, community, and ultimately to civil society. One way to
ensure that this is an outcome of programming is to purposively build such opportunities
directly into programming. Although this strategy is still not common among most
museum and library youth development efforts, with grant support from the Lucile
Packard Foundation for Children’s Health (LPFCH), Children’s Discovery Museum of
San Jose (CDM) has served youth ages 10-14 for more than three years through a
comprehensive after-school and summer program, Discovery Youth. At the program’s
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foundation are strong youth development practices, which celebrate youth as resources
and acknowledge the importance of adult role models and community figures in their
healthy development. Discovery Youth responded specifically to the well-documented
needs of this population for structured multiyear programs by providing rewarding roles
for youth in the community, opportunities to make decisions about and plan for the
program content and activities, and sustained relationships with peers and caring adults.

Case in Point
Children’s Discovery Museum of San Jose

Discovery Youth’s overarching goal is the promotion of healthy emotional development
of young adolescents by strengthening opportunities for them to participate in meaningful
and productive out-of-school-hours programming. Youth are given ample opportunities
through service learning and multimedia production (such as video, photography, and
acting) to enhance their learning experience by taking part in leadership roles, dealing
with intellectually challenging material in health and social topics, and gaining
confidence in social skills with peers and adults. Through these activities, youth are able
to prove to themselves and adults that they are important resources to the community
(Moghadham 2004). Discovery Youth participants share what they have gathered with
others by creating digital media projects, producing videos and animations, and
facilitating activities for younger children in the museum’s ZOOMZone. Working in
teams or independently with adult staff, participants created more than 20 media
productions, which were seen by more than 700 youth in the community.

In summary, any discussion of the future of out-of-school time involving cultural
institutions needs to assess what can reasonably be expected from such programs, at what
cost, and for whom. It important to be clear about what types of impacts one expects from
programming, but decision makers must also decide on the degree of impact they are
trying to achieve, determine the practical means to achieve those levels, and then come to
a consensus as to whether those levels merit the considerable funding involved,
especially when compared with other options for using scarce public resources.

Now more than ever, museums and libraries are well-positioned to continue their
increased engagement in youth development with innovative programs and opportunities
for youth to learn, develop, and make meaningful contributions to self and community.
After all, most youth development experiences take place outside of school. According to
various estimates, youth aged 10-18 spend about 20% of their waking hours in school,
suggesting that a substantial amount of discretionary time is available for out-of-school
activities (Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development 1992; Eccles and Gootman
2002). In fact, research indicates that more than half of the science centers and art
museums nationwide provide specialized youth programs either after school or on
weekends (Association of Science and Technology Centers 2006; Beane 2000;
Wetterlund and Sayre 2003).

Clearly identifying key ingredients from the PYD literature that enhance program
quality—such as capacity building, partnerships, youth-driven programming, and
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contributions by youth back to the institution, community, and society at large—has the
potential to make a tremendous contribution in terms of how practitioners in museums
and libraries approach their work. It is clear that cultural institutions can play a
significant role in positive youth development efforts, but few researchers have examined
the impact of youth programs specifically or have documented the extent to which these
programs make a difference in the lives of youth, their families, and their communities
(for exceptions, see Baum, Hein, and Solvay 2000; Beane 2000; Diamond et al. 1987;
Dierking and Falk 2003; Durlak and Weissberg 2006; Luke et al. 2007). Interestingly,
this is a need in the field of positive youth development overall. A recent report by the
Wallace Foundation (Bodily and Beckett 2005) cites four related needs that the youth
development field needs to better understand:

1) The state of knowledge about the types of outcomes that participation in out-of-
school-time programs are expected to impact and the nature of the impacts
observed.

2) Determinants of quality in program offerings.

3) Determinants of participation and selection.

4) Practices that are effective in ensuring that quality programming is available to
meet local demand.

The Institute of Museum and Library Services undertook this research effort specifically
to fill this knowledge gap. The institutions that we support need to know what works.
One of our main goals is to make sure that conversations happen between library and
museum practitioners and researchers/evaluators—as well as with policymakers—about
the difference these programs make in the lives of youth, their families, and their
communities. It is hoped that this is the beginning of a serious dialogue about the practice
and outcomes of youth development—and the opening up of rich collaborations between
cultural institutions and others who serve youth on a regular basis.
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Section Two: The Survey

Methods

The yearlong Engaging America’s Youth study included two major components: a survey
of past museum and library grantees who had received funding for youth development
projects between 1998 and 2003, and the selection of 15 case studies from among the
projects surveyed that exhibit effective practice and are representative of a range of
geographic areas and different sizes and type of institutions.

Questionnaire Development
The purpose of the Web-based questionnaire was twofold:

1. To gather information about youth development programs and review program
type; audience; needs met; planning; goals; strategies; anticipated and
accomplished outcomes at the individual, group, and community levels; presence
of collaboration; evaluation efforts; sustainability; and dissemination.

2. To identify a pool of programs from which to select 15 programs for in-depth
study using research-based criteria.

Item development

Since the questionnaire was the primary tool for understanding the needs, strategies, and
outcomes of youth programs at libraries and museums, and for identifying successful
programs, the questionnaire’s organization needed to reflect a general understanding of
the positive youth development literature, specific knowledge of youth development
programs in museums and libraries, and trends and best practices that emerge from these
efforts. Two steps were taken to accomplish this goal: (1) the focused literature review on
youth development programs at museums and libraries, and emergent trends/exemplary
practice that was described in the previous section of this report; and (2) a review of
Institute for Learning Innovation files on research in youth development and informal
learning.

In close collaboration with IMLS project staff, Institute for Learning Innovation (ILI)
researchers then created an outline of data categories and subcategories to be included in
the questionnaire. Responses would have to include enough background information to
enable us to understand the breadth of the programs surveyed and to flag programs that
were potential case studies; namely, those that closely aligned with or were designed to
incorporate successful program elements as established by research. These categories and
subcategories included the following:

A. Organization/Program Background
— Program type, years running, size, etc.
— Institutional information (name, library/museum, type, size, attendance,
budget, etc.)
B. Program Audience
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— Who does/did the program serve, how are/were participants recruited,
etc.?

— Does/Did the audience have special needs?

— How often do/did people participate (frequency)?

— For how long do/did youth participate (continuity of engagement)?

C. Program Outcomes and/or Products

— What is/was the original/current intended outcomes?

— Does/Did the program engage youth directly, or serve them through the
development of a product or in professional development of adults with
whom they would interact?

— Is/Was the program based on a needs assessment?

— What new skills, knowledge, or competencies does/did the program
support?

D. Program Community Connections

— Is/was a partnership involved? If so, what kind?

— Does/Did the program involve participants in contributing to the
community?

— Does/Did the program involve mentorship?

— Does/Did the program connect with participants’ families? If so, how?

— Does/Did the program connect participants and their families to the greater
community? If so, how?

— Have partnerships changed over time? Did partnerships impact the
program sustainability/institutionalization of the project? If so, how were
they used to leverage IMLS funding?

E. Program Impacts
- Do/Did they use evaluation?
- If so, was the evaluation formative (process) or summative (outcome-
based)?
- If so, how did they use the results of the evaluation?
F. Program Sustainability

— Is the program ongoing? Why or why not? Who are the leaders and how
long do/did they stay? Do youth participants become leaders or mentors in
the program?

— How long does the program retain participants?

— Does it engage family and community in perpetuating the program?

— How has the program changed over time to encourage sustainability?

G. Contact Info

With input from a senior ILI researcher who is an expert in item development and
analysis, questions were developed to explore each of these concepts at least once. In the
interest of reducing response time, instrument items related to descriptions of the
program or organization were asked only once. Questions related to performance,
planning, and outcomes were asked in a minimum of two locations and question types
(i.e., open-ended vs. forced choice.) Where possible, drop-down menus were created to
reduce the time required to respond to items in the questionnaire. Additional questions
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were developed to serve as criteria to identify potential case studies; these are described
in the following section.

Given that grantees were scattered around the country; that library and museum grantees
would respond to different questions from the outset; and that a diverse range of program
types, audiences, and products would emerge from each project, ILI researchers
envisioned the need for a complex instrument, or perhaps even more than one instrument.
To balance study needs against investments of time on the part of research participants,
Institute researchers decided to use a Web-based system, WebSurveyor, to implement the
survey process in a manner that allowed “logic” to be inserted into the survey instrument.
This meant that rather than developing one lengthy questionnaire or several different
versions of a questionnaire, a core framework could be built and, depending on the
responses grantees made to items, they would be directed to other items that were
relevant to them. In other words, their choices would determine the number and pathway
of questions they would be asked to respond to, enabling the instrument to be in-depth
and inclusive, and at the same time of a reasonable length so that grantees would actually
complete it. In the final version of the questionnaire, no research participant was required
to answer more than 34 questions. (See the questionnaire in Appendix A.)

Usability and reliability

The usability, reliability, and validity of the instrument were thoroughly tested. First
drafts were circulated to IMLS project team members for comments and suggestions. A
revised draft of the questionnaire was completed by nine IMLS program officers,
representing different funding programs, to identify questions that were unclear, missing
choices from drop-down menus, and other problems. After this third revision, the Web
survey was piloted with nine current IMLS grantees who would not be participating in
the study itself. Finally, helpful revisions suggested by the federal Office of Management
and Budget were incorporated into the final instrument.

Survey Implementation

In a parallel process, ILI researchers developed the process for actually administering the
questionnaire. This process involved five major tasks: (1) developing an initial database
of grantee contacts based on information collected by IMLS; (2) making initial contact
with grantees and announcing the initiative via e-mail; (3) screening responses to the
announcement letter and developing a database of appropriate recipients to receive the
questionnaire; (4) creating a survey invitation and a link, with necessary follow-up by e-
mail and phone; and (5) compiling, coding, and analyzing the data.

Development of initial contact databases

IMLS program staff identified the grants they believed served a significant number of
youth or for whom youth aged 9-19 were an indirect audience (e.g., grants funding
teacher training or Web site development) from which the initial universe of respondents
was created. Most of the identified IMLS programs did serve youth aged 9-19 as their
target audience either directly or indirectly; programs that considered a third or more of
their target audience to be in this age range were asked to complete the questionnaire.
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IMLS project staff provided ILI researchers with data on grants funded by IMLS for
programs known or likely to contain a youth-related component. Five different
spreadsheets with data from the following grant programs and years were provided to ILI,
from which a single database was created: Native American Library Services
Enhancement Grants from 1998 through 2003; National Leadership Grants from 1998
through 2003; Learning Opportunities Grants from 2003; and State Grants from 1998
through 2000 and 2001 through 2003. Select data from these five spreadsheets were
combined into a single database of 534 grantees to be used as a mailing database for an
initial announcement of the Museums and Libraries Engaging America’s Youth initiative,
with screening questions to determine whether the grant program would be an appropriate
study participant. Information in this database consisted of name of program,
identification number, project title or description, grant year, institution name, and
contact information, including an e-mail address. Among the five spreadsheets, the
format and presentation varied (most notably, in the project title or description and, in the
state library grants databases, the program name). Once the data were brought into the ILI
database, they were standardized—and, in the case of project description, sometimes
abbreviated—to produce a database that was consistent among different grant types and
years.

Initial contact with grantees and announcement of the initiative

A letter was developed from by Dr. Anne-Imelda M. Radice, director of IMLS; it was
titled “Museums and Libraries Engaging America’s Youth Study — Announcement and
Confirmation.” The letter introduced the yearlong study and its four goals, and
announced the implementation of a national survey intended to help identify results,
trends, and characteristics of IMLS-supported projects related to youth development. The
letter was personalized with information specific to each grant: IMLS program and
project type, award year, project description, and grant number. Recipients were asked to
respond to four screening questions designed to determine whether (1) the grant met the
criterion of being a youth development effort (direct or indirect), and (2) the person
contacted was the most appropriate person to complete the questionnaire. Recipients who
did not believe they had an affiliation with or access to knowledge about the referenced
grant program were asked to provide the name and e-mail address of an appropriate
contact.

An exclusive e-mail address hosted by the Institute for Learning Innovation was set up to
send and receive correspondence related to the study. This e-mail address appeared as the
sender’s e-mail address for both the initial contact and the survey. The announcement
letter contained several references intended to allow for independent verification of the
authenticity of the letter and to allay suspicions of “phishing” scams. The letter contained
a link to the IMLS Web site, where more information on the youth initiative was
available. The phone number and e-mail address of the Institute’s principal investigator
were provided, along with the information that a non-Web-based alternative for
completing the questionnaire was available. A note at the end of the announcement letter
stated, “This message has been sent by the Institute for Learning Innovation, a not-for-
profit learning research and development organization based in Annapolis, MD. IMLS
has contracted with the Institute for Learning Innovation to conduct this survey.”
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The announcement was sent on June 8, 2006, via Microsoft’s Outlook Express to 534
contacts. One hundred and eighteen e-mail messages were returned as undeliverable; a
database of these grants and their contact information was transmitted to IMLS project
staff for follow-up review. IMLS staff researched the undeliverable e-mail addresses by
phone; as updates and corrections were provided to ILI, the announcement letter was
e-mailed to those recipients. In addition, as responses to the screening questions provided
more appropriate contacts, the announcement letter was sent to these new contacts on a
case-by-case basis. To address a lower than expected response rate to the announcement
letter, a second e-mail was sent on June 14, 2006, to those who had not responded in any
way to the original e-mail. This second contact consisted of the original letter with the
following addition at the top, below the letterhead: “It has come to our attention that you
have not yet responded to our e-mail of last Friday, June 8™. For your convenience, we
have attached that e-mail below. Please respond at your earliest convenience, as your
participation is vital to the success of this project.”

The advantages of e-mail and Web-based contact and survey administration have been
described, but a few drawbacks to this form of contact are notable for future
consideration. E-mail messages that are undeliverable owing to an inaccurate or
discontinued e-mail address are usually returned to the initiating mailbox, but the number
of messages that do not reach the intended recipient because of screening by a spam filter
or delivery to a junk mail folder is unknown. In addition, despite attempts to make the
reliability of the message verifiable, an unknown number of messages may have been
deleted or ignored because of to increasing concerns about phishing scams that attempt to
entice recipients to click on a link in the e-mail message with various negative
consequences. Finally, some of those contacted mistook the screening questions for the
actual survey and were confused when they received the link to the questionnaire in a
subsequent e-mail, believing that they had already completed it.

Screening of responses and development of survey mailing list

As responses to the screening questions posed in the announcement letter were received,
the initial contact database was updated. New fields were coded in the database to
indicate response status, answers to the screening questions, forwarding contact
information, and any pertinent notes. In addition, updates and changes to current contact
information were made in the database as they became available through responses to the
announcement letter.

A second Excel database was developed as the survey invitation mailing list. This
database consisted of entries for those grants that were determined to be appropriate for
participation based on responses to the screening questions and those grants for which
there was no response to the initial e-mail announcement. Grants for which the e-mail
address remained undeliverable and grants determined to be inappropriate for
participation because they were not youth-related as identified by the screening questions
were eliminated from the survey mailing list database. The final survey invitation mailing
list contained 450 entries. Each grant was assigned a unique numerical identifier to
facilitate the tracking of survey responses. Throughout the survey data collection process,
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the mailing list was updated with the most current contact information as it became
available through telephone or e-mail contact with grantees.

Survey invitation e-mail and follow-up

The Excel survey mailing list database was uploaded to the WebSurveyor online mailing
list. The questionnaire incorporated links to the grantee mailing list so that each
questionnaire, when received, would be personalized with the relevant grant information
and the institution contact information from the database. Those receiving the invitation
were asked to complete the questionnaire with only the referenced grant in mind and to
provide any updates or corrections to the listed institution contact information.

A brief message inviting recipients to participate in the survey was written by the
principal investigator and approved by IMLS. This message was entered directly into
WebSurveyor and included a link to the personalized online questionnaire. The initial
invitation to participate in the survey and the link to the questionnaire were e-mailed to
recipients on June 23, 2006. This e-mail was repeated one week later. During the period
that the survey was active, responses to the announcement letter and screening questions
continued to be received, and the mailing list continued to be updated and links to the
questionnaire sent out as appropriate. In addition, a list of grants eliminated by the
screening questions was forwarded to IMLS for evaluation; as a result, four additional
grants were added to the survey mailing list database and links were sent to them also.

On July 6, 2006, an Institute for Learning Innovation researcher began calling contacts
for 244 grants for which a questionnaire had not yet been submitted. The phone calls
yielded various responses, with many contacts requesting that the link to the
questionnaire be re-sent. These phone calls also resulted in some updated information or
redirection of the invitation and link to the questionnaire to more appropriate contacts. A
few phone calls revealed disconnected numbers, unreturned messages, and uncooperative
contacts. In response to the phone campaign, approximately 100 links to the
questionnaire were re-sent. The telephone campaign was terminated on July 13, 2006. On
July 20, 2006, a final message was sent to 38 contacts who, as a result of the phoning
campaign, had requested that the link to the questionnaire be re-sent but who had not yet
submitted a completed questionnaire.

As evidence for the previously mentioned limitations of Web-based surveying, several of
those contacted in this final message said this was the first message and link to the
questionnaire they had received. Although Web data gathering has its limitations, it is
also important to realize that other forms of data gathering (phone, traditional mail, etc.)
also have drawbacks. This method supported a good response rate in a very timely
fashion (six weeks) and was relatively simple to complete for the vast majority of those
responding.

Data compilation and coding

To ensure the safety and integrity of the data during the period that the survey was being
implemented, data from completed questionnaires were downloaded from WebSurveyor
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nightly to an Excel file stored on a hard drive and to a removable memory stick. Upon the
closing of the survey, the data were backed up in a similar manner.

Since use of the statistical analysis program SPSS for data interpretation necessitated that
all data be in numeric form, rubrics were developed for all qualitative fields, and all
qualitative responses to these fields were coded into numeric form. All quantitative non-
numeric responses were also assigned numeric codes and the responses converted to a
numeric format. The numeric coding system was designed to distinguish between
questions that were skipped because of to the questionnaire’s programmed logic and
questions that were asked but not answered. An extensive code sheet detailing the codes,
field names, and text for each survey question was developed to accompany the database
in the analysis phase. The converted database of completely numeric responses was
uploaded from Excel into an SPSS database and saved in that format.

Case Study Criteria

The secondary purpose of the instrument was to flag potential case studies for further
study. Although the survey’s wide distribution and strong response rates provide a broad
overview of the funded programs targeting youth, it was only the first step in identifying
programs that were particularly successful. A set of case study criteria was developed
based on two activities described earlier: (1) the development of a focused literature
review, and (2) the mining of Institute research in youth development and free-choice
learning. Criteria were based on three proven frameworks, two of which were described
in the literature review in Section One.

McLaughlin’s work on effective community-based learning environments for youth in
urban areas (McLaughlin 2000) suggests four characteristics of successful youth
programs:

1. Youth-centered: programs respond to diverse talents, skills, and interests;
build on strengths; use appropriate materials; provide personal attention; reach
out to the community to recruit a range of participants; and make youth
leadership an integral part of the program.

2. Knowledge-centered: programs have a clear focus, provide high-quality
content and instruction, embed multiple “hidden curricula” in their activities,
and ensure that participating youth have teachers (both adults and peers) from
the program and the community.

3. Assessment-centered: programs have cycles of planning, practice, and
performance, giving participants a sense of structure and accomplishment.
They offer feedback and recognition, and take stock of a broad range of
competencies.

4. Community-centered: programs create caring communities and family-like
environments for building trusting relationships, establishing clear rules,
giving participants responsibilities for the program, and providing constant
access to adults and the community, including links to leaders, jobs, and other
institutions.
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A more recent framework that has emerged in the field is that of the six Cs, which
suggests that successful programs should address cognitive and behavioral competence,
confidence, positive social connections, character, caring (or compassion), and
contribution to self, family, community, and society (King et al. 2005, 94-112).

In addition, in work conducted at the Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University,
Mancini and Marek (1998) outlined five characteristics of sustainable social programs:
1. Create community awareness of impacts.
2. Develop strong partnerships with community groups or corporate entities.
3. Incorporate new sources of funding after inception.
4. Ensure continuity of leadership.
5. Support continuity of staff.

In addition to acting as criteria to flag potential case studies, instrument items related to
these concepts show how IMLS-funded programs fit into the national context of current
practice and excellence.

Data Analysis Methods

T-tests were performed to look for significant differences between questionnaire
responses from libraries and museums. ANOVAs (analyses of variance) were used to
look for significant differences among museums, libraries, and formal educational
institutions. Cross-tabulation tables were created for each item to compare data. Where
scale-level data were obtained, means, standard deviations, and results of t-tests were
reported.
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Findings and Discussion

The administration of the survey was closed on July 27, 2006. Of the 450 grantees who
received invitations to participate, 55 were determined to be inappropriate,” resulting in
395 questionnaires actually being distributed. Of these, 290 questionnaires were
completed (a response rate of 73%). Of the 290 questionnaires completed, some were
deleted from the final sample because they did not serve the identified age group for the
study, the contact person was not aware of any funding received, or it was a duplicate
submission. The final total of responses to the survey was 247. The following findings
and discussion are based on the 247 grantees that responded to the questionnaire and are
fairly representative of IMLS grantees; further analysis against a full grantee database
and all grantees submitting proposals would be necessary to confirm the generalizability
of these results.

Background of Grantees

Institutions from all 50 states and Puerto Rico responded to the questionnaire, with a high
concentration of responses from Illinois and New York. Although museums and libraries
were fairly evenly distributed in the original mailing list, more museums (52%) than
libraries (40%) responded. One explanation for this discrepancy may be differences in the
processes by which libraries and museums receive their IMLS funding, as evidenced by
the responses of the two groups.

While many libraries compete for grants through proposals to IMLS, others (many of
them public libraries) receive IMLS funding through their state library agency’s IMLS
Library Services and Technology Act (LSTA) formula funds. In states that competitively
subgrant LSTA funds or use IMLS funds to support a program statewide, libraries that
benefit may remember their project as LSTA- or state-funded. In other such cases, the
funded program may be such an integral service that it doesn’t stand out in memory.
Museums receive IMLS funding only through competitive proposal processes, which are
likely to leave a clearer institutional “footprint.”

This difference was evidenced in follow-up phone contact with those who had not yet
responded to the questionnaire. When museums were contacted, representatives were
consistently familiar with the IMLS program funded and were able to suggest the staff
person best able to complete the questionnaire, even if the program had been completed
several years earlier and staff had changed. Conversely, many library representatives
contacted by phone were unable to remember the program or the specific funding
category, and were unable to find someone on staff to complete the questionnaire. This
may indicate the need for different approaches for data collection from these two groups
in future initiatives. For example, in the case of libraries that receive IMLS funds through
their state library agency rather than directly from IMLS, state librarians may be a better
source of data or contact information than the actual funded organizations.

! That is, “unable to be contacted” or “age group served” was not part of the identified sample for this
study.
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Although more museums than libraries responded to the questionnaire, there were some
regional patterns. Museums responded more frequently in the Northeast, while libraries
more frequently responded in the South. Data collection from the Midwest and West was
fairly evenly distributed between both types of institutions. Figure 1 shows the census
regions and divisions of the United States that were used.

Figure 1: Census Regions and Divisions of the United States
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Some of those responding to the survey were in the “other” category (8.5% of the total),
meaning they were neither libraries nor museums. This category primarily included the
formal education sector, such as community colleges, schools, or universities; often they
were the administrators of the grant.

The majority of institutions included in the survey (44%) have a large staff (26 or more
full-time employees (FTE)) (see Table 1). The other two categories of small (fewer than
5 FTE) and medium (6-25 FTE) were 24% and 31% of the sample, respectively; thus, the
sample was composed of a diverse group of institutions as far as size. Size distribution
was evenly split between museums and libraries.

Table 1: Type of Institution

Institution Type

Library Museum Other Total
(n=98) (n=128) (n=21) (n=247)
Institution Size

Small (5 or fewer FTE staff) 27.6% 23.4% 9.5% 23.9%
Medium (6-25 FTE staff) 32.6% 30.5% 28.6% 31.2%
Large (26 or more FTE staff) 38.8% 45.3% 57.1% 43.7%
Don’t know 0% 0.8% 4.8% 0.8%
Not indicated 1.0% .0% .0% 0.4%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Audiences Served

Individuals responding to the questionnaire were asked to describe the demographics of
the target audience they served through the funded program, appreciating that the primary
parameter for participation in the survey was a target audience (participants and/or end
users) of which at least one third were in the 9-19-year age bracket. Table 2 shows the
minimum and maximum age of participants in the funded programs.

Table 2: Distribution of Participant Age Ranges in Surveyed Programs
(Note: Not all programs targeted youth alone. Some targeted multiple audiences, some targeted
adults who serve youth.)

Institution Type

Library Museum Other Total

Minimum Participant Age
Birth-5 years 38% 43% 33% 40%
Ages 6-10 years 38% 44% 43% 41%
Ages 11-18 years 24% 13% 24% 19%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

Institution Type

Library Museum Other Total
Maximum Participant Age
Ages 10-14 years 21% 31% 38% 27%
Ages 15-18 years 59% 53% 57% 56%
Ages 19-25 years 18% 16% 5% 16%
Over 25 years 2% 0 0 1%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

Programs were asked to identify whether they served youth directly (defined as programs
in which youth were actual participants) or indirectly; for example, through activities
such as teacher or youth leader training for those serving youth, or Web site or
curriculum development that produced products that targeted youth. The breakdown of
these responses is in Table 3. Programs could also choose “both equally.” Of the 22% of
programs that served youth indirectly, 40% produced a product, 30% produced an adult
leader outcome, and 30% produced both.
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Table 3: Distribution of Service to Youth

Institution Type

Library  Museum Other Total

Service Distribution
Directly 23% 24% 3% 49%
Indirectly 7% 11% 4% 22%
Both 10% 17% 2% 29%

Number of youth served

Programs serving youth directly were asked to share the total number of youth served;
this number varied greatly. Figure 2 shows the variation in the number of youth served
directly by each type of institution. Museum programs had a tendency to reach larger
numbers of youth in their programs, with 68 institutions reporting they served more than
501 youth in their programs, compared with the 27 institutions serving 500 or fewer
youth. Library programs, on the other hand, were more evenly split between large and
small programs, with 31 libraries reporting that they served more than 501 youth,
compared with 42 that served fewer than 500 youth per program.

Figure 2: Youth Served Directly
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These findings reflect an important, ongoing debate in the youth development
community. Many funders demonstrate a positive bias toward programs that reach large
groups of youth, since more youth benefit from participation in these programs.
However, the research demonstrates that the greatest gains often are made in programs
that serve small numbers of youth intensely. This is a policy issue that IMLS may want to
consider in future funding strategies.

Typical groups of youth served

Individuals responding to the questionnaire were asked to describe the typical youth
audience that their program served, using two or three adjectives. This was an open-
ended question, which explored the special needs programs were designed to fill. The
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responses were coded into categories that included the following: a specific ethnic or
racial group; a specific need-based group (at risk, English as a second language, teen
parents, low income); special interest (science-minded, teachers interested in primary
sources); middle school students; elementary, junior, senior, or after-school youth;
families; rural youth; and cross-cultural diversity. A final category was labeled “simple
descriptive” for respondents who described their youth with adjectives such as
“interesting and engaging” or “high energy.”

Generally, libraries and museums designed their programs for youth with specific needs
or interests, such as “poor reading skills” or “high science interest.” However, a
significant number of programs were designed for youth generally, as an audience
segment, and not to address a specific need. This may be due to a lack of awareness of
the research in the youth development arena and provides excellent support for helping
museum and library staff understand the various groups of youth for which programs can
be offered.

Participation by others

The positive youth development literature also demonstrates that successful youth
programs engage participants’ families and work closely with youths’ school and
community representatives. Figure 3 indicates that museums and libraries are working to
include these important groups—only 1% of programs engage only youth. However,
discussions with case study representatives at the two fall meetings indicated that
libraries and museums could probably develop stronger skills in engaging youth’s
families and representatives of the community in deeper, more meaningful ways.
Although programs reported involving others, these discussions often demonstrated that
the involvement was superficial. Both family and community audiences are important
elements of successful programs for youth and can contribute greatly to the sustainability
of these programs.

Figure 3: Breakdown of Participants Involved in the Program
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Length of time in the program

The length of time participants remained active in a program was largely short term or
less than six months. Fully 29% of museum programs and 11% of library programs were
designed as one-time-only events. Only 27% and 19% of library and museum programs,
respectively, engaged youth for more than a year. Also, 33% of the museum programs
and 27% of the library programs were designed for “random” or at-will attendance,
indicating a lack of important relationship building with youth and their families. Only
24% and 17% of library and museum programs, respectively, offered weekly
programming for youth. These findings are corroborated by the research literature; they
illustrate the great need to disseminate PYD research findings and program suggestions
that encourage more frequent and in-depth participation by youth in museum and library
programming. This is also a consideration for IMLS in terms of its future funding
strategies—the organization may want to consider supporting longer term funding of
projects.

Products Emerging from Projects

Some programs’ sole focus was the production of materials or tools to support youth in
this age group, such as Web sites, electronic educational media, professional or K-12
education curricula or tools, and, in one case, an assessment tool. The most common
product at both libraries and museums was creating a work of art or a public structure,
followed by creating a Web site or Web resource (which in museums tended to be tied in
with a K-12 education curriculum or an instructional tool). Museum programs that serve
youth but also develop a product tended to develop K-12 instructional tools (60%),
present workshops or learning programs (55%), or create a Web site or Web resources
(49%). Libraries also tended to develop K—12 instructional tools (53%) and Web sites or
Web resources (38%).

In the effort to reach a broader audience—and one that tends to be tech-savvy—programs
that engaged youth or served youth directly were definitely maximizing their Web
presence. Fully 45% of all programs that served youth, directly or indirectly, had a Web-
based presence. Further research on and analysis of these products could tell us more
about their impact and use.

Focus of program or products emerging from projects

The programs offered and the products created by libraries and museums tended to focus
in their areas of expertise or, in the case of museums, on the topics of their collections.
Thus, youth programs in libraries tended to focus on literacy—either reading (34%) or
general information literacy through the use of technology (20%). Some libraries also
offered programs developed around arts and humanities themes (15%). Museums offered
programs from their area of expertise as well, with the most frequent being arts and
humanities (excluding history; 34%), STEM (science, technology, engineering and math;
30%), and history (15%). This distribution is entirely expected, since organizations must
align programs with their institution’s mission in order to ensure institutional support.
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Program Need Identification
Respondents were asked, “How was the need for your program or product identified?”
This open-ended question was later coded into four categories:

0 Absent response

1 Institutionally generated (using internal experience, opinion, or research)

2 Anecdotal (informal community or teacher input)

3 Performed needs assessment (or combination of community input and
research)

Note that the type of needs assessment was not specified. Only a small number of
organizations used the actual term; most described a process of research and community
involvement that was coded as needs assessment by researchers.

Figure 4 reflects the methods respondents reportedly used to identify program need. A
combination of methods was used by most institutions, with institutionally generated
needs and anecdotal needs commonly driving the choice of programs. Very few
institutions (only 5% of libraries and 9% of museums) used a needs assessment process to
determine the type of programming needed.

Figure 4: “How was the need for your program/product identified?”
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This finding illustrates an excellent opportunity for IMLS to improve professional
practice. The finding underscores an important need in the community for education and
tools in the area of needs assessment—scaleable to organization size—to support the
identification of youth needs in specific communities. In addition to anchoring programs
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in specific audience needs and outcomes, such assessments would increase the ability of
museums and libraries to communicate the importance of their programs to their
communities in order to garner financial and other support.

Use of a Written Framework

One tenet of strong youth development programming is that the program is designed and
carried out using a written outline or framework. This ensures that the program is
reproducible and sustainable if leadership changes and that it has an organization and
cohesiveness that is clear to its participants. Fully 77% of the youth programs funded by
IMLS that responded to the questionnaire were using a written framework, a sign of
effective programming that still suggests room for improvement.

To explore which philosophies or education theories museums and libraries use in their
practice, the survey asked whether these written frameworks were based on a specific
research model. Thirty percent of all the institutions responding indicated that their
program frameworks were based on a specific research model (19% of libraries, 37% of
museums, 39% of other types of institutions), but respondents had great difficulty
describing the model. The most frequently named model was Experiential Learning
(Brookfield 1995; Kolb 1984), which was also one of the two examples provided. The
frequency of this response, coupled with a high number of people who chose to skip this
question, demonstrates the level of difficulty of the question. Further studies may need to
explore the issue more qualitatively in order to better inform institutional decision
making.

Program Elements That Contribute to PYD

As the literature review demonstrated, research in the PYD field has identified some key
elements of successful youth programs. Those responding to the questionnaire were
asked to rate the extent to which their program or product included the following
elements. A five-point Likert scale was used, with 1 indicating “not at all” and 5
indicating “a lot.” Respondents were asked to rate the following program elements:

e Facilitated networking with each other (team building).

e Provided access to key resources and materials.

e Established levels of accomplishment.

e Officially recognized accomplishments with a badge, certificate, or other
symbol acknowledging completion.

e Engagement with community professionals/mentors.

e Engagement with families.

Keeping in mind that the methodology—a Web-based questionnaire—is a form of self-
reported data, some key elements of youth development program design were being used
consistently in museum and library practice. It came as no surprise that libraries and
museums rate themselves highest in the provision of access to key resources and
materials. This rating was validated in the case study interviews. Museums and libraries
also have incorporated engagement with community professionals and mentors, as well
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as engagement with families, into their program design. The areas in which libraries and
museums could be encouraged to expand their efforts are creating opportunities for youth
to contribute to their communities, designing programs that offer the opportunity for
youth to network with each other, and offering some form of official recognition for
completion of specific tasks or levels within a program.

Outcomes and Evaluation

Many of the programs funded before 2000 had not yet been exposed to the IMLS
program on outcome-based evaluation. To level the playing field for case study selection,
multiple instrument items were assigned to the question of program outcomes, with
different language used to ensure that participants who received funding later did not
have an unfair advantage over participants funded earlier by scoring higher on this
important question. In all cases, the items were open-ended and were coded by ILI
researchers. It is important to note that before IMLS’s introduction of outcome-based
methodology in 2000, many organizations were engaged in evaluation, although
programs were not required to define or evaluate outcomes.

A scaled, four-point coding rubric was created to categorize responses related to program
outcomes. The coding rubric was as follows:

0 Absent response.

1 Weak outcomes: did not describe a change in participant but rather what
the institution would do or provide.

2 Acceptable outcomes: described the desired changes in participant.

3 Well-developed outcomes: multiple measurable outcomes for different

audiences, written in audience language, linking outcomes to impact, etc.
Examples of statements relating to each category are provided below. Note how
responses are more closely related to the audiences’ experience at the higher end of the
rubric.
Outcomes rated as Weak:
“Increase access to museum collection.”
“Provide computer software and laptops to participants.”
Outcomes rated as Acceptable:
“Strengthen teacher ability to use historic newspapers in the classroom.”
“Increase the availability of non-fiction science resources at the library;
strengthen teacher and student ability to use Web-based materials; provide

valuable online curriculum resources to teachers; improve performance in
reading and core-curriculum subjects.”
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Outcomes rated as Well-developed:

“Target families are more aware of and comfortable with the museum as a
resource for free-choice learning. Target families use museum resources to meet
their free choice learning needs. Teachers in partner schools and youth
coordinators in community-based organizations use museum resources to support
their teaching. There is increased communication and capacity within the
community to support lifelong science learning.”

“Increased computer skills; improved social skills; increased intergenerational
activities; improved self-esteem for youth and program participants; changed
community attitude about the library and its role with technology.”

The results of this series of items indicate that half of those responding to the
questionnaire either declined to respond to this question (12%) or gave a weak response
(38%) (see Figure 5).

Figure 5: Outcome Articulation
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To explore the concept of outcomes without using outcomes language (to avoid
privileging later grants), respondents were asked later in the questionnaire if youth
participants “changed” as a result of their participation in their program.

Respondents found this a much easier question than the first question on outcomes and

gave wonderful examples of outcomes, both individual and group. Responses to this
question included the following:
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““One youth went from being considered an at-risk youth to winning a statewide
award recognizing his service to the community, becoming an officer on the
student council, and prom king. In addition, skill levels increased, adults changed
their perception of youth in the community, knowledge increased about
computers, and youth changed their perception of the library and of the adults in
the community.”

“The biggest changes we saw were in self-esteem and cooperative behavior as a
team.”

The narrative responses to this question were coded into categories of IMLS’s outcome
types: a change in attitude, skill, knowledge, behavior, or status. Generally, museums
considered themselves effective in supporting changes in knowledge (33%) and attitudes
(27%), while libraries emphasized attitudes (28%) and skills (24%). When respondents
were asked how they knew this change had occurred, 40% reported having used some
evaluation and 15% had input from external sources, such as teachers and parents.

This particular line of questioning continued in the following two items, which asked
respondents if participation in their program had resulted in a change first in the youth’s
immediate community (peers and families) and then, in another item, if participation had
resulted in a change in the larger community. In both questions, respondents were asked
how they knew this change had occurred. The items became increasingly more difficult
for grantees to answer, as indicated by the number of items left incomplete.

Less than half (43%) of all respondents answered in the affirmative to the question: Did
your program /product change individual youth’s immediate community (family, peer
group, etc.)? Libraries were more likely than museums to answer this question
affirmatively: 52% of libraries compared with 38% of museums. These qualitative
responses were coded by ILI staff into categories that emerged from the data. The
categories were:

e New connections (5%)

e Acquisition of new skills/knowledge by immediate community (30%)
e Diminished barriers to use of the institution (22%)

e Community development (20%)

Some respondents were quite articulate about the impact of their program on families and
peer groups, as evidenced by the following responses:

“Families learned how to incorporate math concepts into game formats for
educational family fun; children got excited about math; parents gained
knowledge of new ways to reinforce math skills at home other than just helping
kids with homework assignments.”
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“The parents of the youth would come into the next program asking questions and
telling of the things they did together and the help they receive from each other
now.”

“The teen participants found companionship among their book discussion groups
and regularly attended sessions. Teens incorporated reading techniques with their
children. Writing component of book discussion culminated in a poetry book
published for teen mothers and families to share.”

Other respondents were able to articulate community outcomes, as seen in the following
examples:

“Increased participation in library services and resource offerings by a huge
percentage. In 2003, the library had 1,100 patron visits with very few youth; in
2006 (Jan.-May), the library had over 3,000 patron visits, with ~50% being
children and youth.”

““As our faculty has taken a more process-oriented approach to integrating
research skills into their courses, many students have engaged in more complex
research tasks and seem to have a better grasp of the process.”

“Libraries were encouraged to partner with local Head Start, WIC programs,
and local schools. Some of those partnerships happened. In one case, there were
books in the waiting room at two local immunization clinics. In anther instance,
the local library reported that special education classes from the local school
were coming to the library on a regular basis.”

Impacts of the program on the greater community were coded into categories that
emerged from the data. These categories included the following:

Youth contributions to community (15%)
Change in status that impacts community (21%)
External scores reflect change (18%)
Community improvement in PYD (38%)

Respondents knew that these changes in the greater community had occurred largely
through observation and self-reporting. Only a small number of organizations (20%)
reported using evaluation to support this claim.

Finally, in a third item, respondents were asked to rate, on a five-point Likert scale, the
extent to which their project intended to change or create each of IMLS’s six categories
of outcomes?. These categories, compared with the outcomes grantees described in their

2 Attitude (ideas or feelings about something): positive identity, tolerance, self-confidence, interest, etc.
Skill (ability to do something): technology, literacy, decision making, leadership, cultural competency, etc.
Knowledge (facts or understanding about something): concepts, theories, how to apply them, etc. Behavior
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programs, demonstrate alignment between intentions and outcomes. Museums and
libraries perceive their strength to be in the support of the acquisition of knowledge,
skills, and positive attitudes. These outcomes can work, in the longer term, to support
changes in behavior, status, and condition.

Museums and libraries have no difficulty describing the change in participants as a result
of participation in their programs, and many (27% of libraries; 48% of museums) use
some form of evaluation to support those claims. However, libraries and museums have
more difficulty linking those changes to the participants’ immediate and general
community. Only 43% of all respondents could articulate a change in the immediate
community and 14% in the greater community. Yet, PYD research indicates the great
importance of engaging youth’s families and friends in addition to the youth, and the
literature on social program sustainability underscores the importance of being able to
articulate and promote the resulting community benefit in order to build community
support for program sustainability.

Program Evaluation

All but six (2%) programs reported having performed some kind of evaluation during the
design and implementation of their programs. Program evaluation is one area in which a
statistically significant difference between museums and libraries was evident, most
likely related to differences in funding—museums engage in evaluation generally and
make use of external evaluators specifically much more often than libraries do. Museum
programs tend to be funded through competitive proposals to funding agencies such as
IMLS, the National Science Foundation, and the Wallace Foundation, all of whom
require some form of outcome evaluation to demonstrate the results of their investments.
Over the past 10 to 15 years, this has created a culture of routine evaluation in museums
across the country, with varying degrees of quality. Left to their own devices, the
majority of museum educators would, in all likelihood, prefer to invest the full sum of the
grant into the program offerings to reach more youth or reach the youth more often. The
change in culture has arisen in response to demand from funding agencies. Libraries, on
the other hand, receive their IMLS funding through block grants, which do not always
require a competitive process. Thus, evaluation is not required by an external agency as
frequently as it is for museums. Future IMLS funding should possibly include a
requirement for more routine evaluation among libraries and, if this is deemed important,
guidance regarding the mechanisms by which it might be accomplished.

(habits, patterns, ways of being or doing something): reduced risky actions, volunteering, social choices,
etc. Status: high school graduate, successful college applicant, certified babysitter, etc. Condition (health,
physical, psychological): symptom-free, healthy, nonsmoker, drug-free, etc.
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Table 4: Use of Evaluation
To what extent was evaluation conducted for your program/product?
(Scale 1-4; 1 = never, 4 = continuously.)

Standard

Institution type Mean N Deviation
Library 2.92 98 .846
Museum 3.19 128 .839
Other 3.24 21 1.044
Total 3.09 247 .868

When respondents were asked to describe how their program was evaluated, the method
mentioned most frequently was for a staff member to design and implement the
evaluation. In most museums and libraries, this is the same person who conceived and
implemented the program. These staff members are most strongly invested in
determining how the program is affecting participants and how it can be improved, but
they are also the least likely to be objective about the findings. Museums and libraries
often operate in a climate of reduced staffing and budgets, and external evaluators are
often unaffordable. IMLS might consider asking grantees to identify someone besides the
program director to be the internal evaluator, encouraging staff to act as evaluators for
each other’s programs when funds are not available for an external evaluator.
Additionally, because objectivity is ensured largely through a study’s methodology,
online classes in survey design and methods might help museums and libraries
incorporate more and higher quality evaluation into their programs.

The evaluation method of choice continues to be feedback sheets distributed at the
conclusion of a program. This is an evaluation method that library and museum staff
members are familiar with and one that is easy to implement. When asked to describe the
extent to which their programs were modified in response to any evaluation performed,
museums are again significantly different than libraries in their ability to more frequently
incorporate evaluation findings into practice.

Program Sustainability

Partnerships

Partnerships are an important tool that organizations can use to leverage their ability to
provide programs to the community, create sustainable programs, and increase
organizational learning and community connections.

Libraries report that their most frequent partnerships are with schools, community
organizations, and museums. Museums report that their most frequent partnerships are
with the same groups: schools, community organizations, and libraries. Notable is the
lack of partnerships with media organizations (newspapers, radio stations, etc.) that could
help libraries and museums build community awareness and support for their programs.
Museum and libraries partner with other organizations primarily to acquire participants
and expertise. By developing programs for preexisting groups of youth, museums and
libraries leverage their ability to provide services to more youth. Again, museums and
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libraries form partnerships less often for publicity and funding, which are critical for
creating sustainable programs. The cause of this less frequent partnering with media was
not identified by the survey; it may be due to a lack of awareness on the organization’s
part or, more likely, a lack of practice on the part of the media. One of IMLS’s national
partnerships—with the Corporation for Public Broadcasting—was designed to encourage
museums and libraries to work with local broadcasting entities to address community
needs. A number of the supported programs targeted youth.

Figure 6: Mean of Self-Reported Incorporation of Sustainability Elements
“To what extent did your program work to...?"” (Scale 1-5; 1 = not at all, 5 = a lot.)
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Program continuity

Respondents were asked, “Is your program/product still ongoing?”” An astounding 85% of
responses were in the affirmative. In further exploration during the case studies, it
became apparent that while some piece of the program or product was still active, the
program had usually changed in scale, name, or content area to meet the needs of a new
funder, a new institutional focus, or a reduced budget. It can be assumed, however, that
the investments IMLS makes in these programs continue to influence the grantee
organizations long after the funding is complete.

The most frequent reason cited that a program had continued was institutional support,
which indicates the role IMLS is playing in supporting organizational growth and
capacity. For libraries, while institutional support was important, community support was
the strongest reason that programs continued.

When programs did not continue, the most frequent reason cited was a lack of funding or
completion of the funding cycle. Many grant periods are two years, which often gives
program staff sufficient time only to develop and implement the program, and less time
to demonstrate its value to potential funders. Finding new funding sources is often not the
program staff’s strength but rather the development department’s, which often has many
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competing demands for time and attention. Longer funding cycles, the creation of support
materials to help libraries and museums build community support (e.g., how and when to
send a press release, how to encourage media attention), and tools for building corporate
interest would help these organizations learn how to better support themselves.
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Section Three: The Case Studies

The next component of the Engaging America’s Youth study was a series of case studies
drawn from respondents who had completed the grantee survey. The Institute for
Learning Innovation had three reasons for pursuing a case study design:

1. To develop a deeper understanding of IMLS’s contribution to the field of positive
youth development.

2. To better understand support systems and challenges for successfully
implementing PYD theory.

3. To highlight practices that other programs might learn from.

To meet these needs, ILI researchers implemented a two-stage process. First, 15 case
studies were chosen from among the projects surveyed. These cases exhibited effective
practice and represented a range of geographic areas and different sizes and types of
institutions. The development of case studies is an effective research approach and is
used when specific contextual issues are considered important to understanding a given
situation or phenomenon. They work well when trying to document the complexity and
interaction among variables being explored in a study (Stake 1995; Yin 2003). The
purpose of the case studies in this project was to explore how successful programs
operated, how they overcame barriers common to the field, and how their efforts
connected to the PYD literature, and to determine the role IMLS funding played in
supporting their programs.

Second, to inform and advise the project, IMLS convened a panel of experts in the field
of museum and library practice, youth development, research, policy setting, and media.
This group participated with representatives from each of the case studies in two two-day
workshops to discuss specific issues identified by the survey and the case study research.
This section of the report describes the selection process for the cases and summarizes the
case study and workshop discussions. The case studies themselves are in Appendix D.

Case Study Selection Process

Case studies were selected from the original grantee survey sample. Grantees were
flagged for this deeper investigation by a multitier process, including the following
criteria:

1. They showed strong use of elements of successful youth programs that promote
PYD as demonstrated through existing research.

2. They showed strong use of McLaughlin’s (2000) elements of sustainable youth
social programs (youth-centered, knowledge-centered, assessment-centered, and
community-centered).

3. Collectively, they represented the full spectrum of IMLS youth programs and
were representative of geography, institution size, program type, and program
content.
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By creating an algorithm that scored all 247 responses on 14 key items (detailed below),
the researchers developed a list of the highest scoring programs for these identified items.
From that list, 15 programs were chosen to broadly represent all IMLS programs by
geography, organization type, program type, and audience. Each case study selected
agreed to identify three interview candidates for 45-minute telephone interviews and to
send two program representatives to participate in the workshops.

The following items of the questionnaire were used as criteria for identifying potential
case studies. Scoring demonstrates selected case study item scores compared with scores
of the entire sample.

Item 1: If your program had clearly articulated outcomes for youth, please describe them.

The narrative responses were coded using a four-point scale:

0 Absent response

1 Weak outcomes: did not describe a change in participant but rather what
the institution would do or provide.

2 Acceptable outcomes: described the desired changes in participant.

3 Well-developed outcomes: multiple measurable outcomes for different

audiences, written in audience language, linking outcomes to impact, etc.
The average score on this question for the sample as a whole was 1.53, while the average
for the grantees selected for the case studies was 2.06. Table shows the distribution of
codes.

Table 5: Coded Responses for Participant Outcomes

Coded Responses

Sample Type 0 1 2 3
Entire Sample 12% 38% 34% 16%
Case Studies - 33% 27% 40%

Item 2: To what extent did the program/product include the following elements
(identified by PYD research) for youth audience(s)? (Scale 1-5; 1 = not at all, 5 = very
much.)

For each element in Figure 7, respondents gave a rating on a five-point Likert scale.
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Figure 7: Ratings on PYD Elements

Entire Sample: Ratings on PYD Elements
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Item 3: Was your program designed and/or carried out using a written outline or
framework?

Programs were categorized based on whether a framework had been used in designing
them or carrying them out. The responses are detailed in Table 7.

Table 6: Use of Framework in Program Design

Response
Sample Yes No
Entire Sample 77% 23%
Case Studies 80% 20%

Item 4: How was the need for your program/product identified?

The narrative responses to these questions were categorized based on the following
coding rubric:

Absent response

Institutionally generated (using internal experience, opinion, or research)
Anecdotal (informal community or teacher input)

Performed needs assessment (or combination of community input and
r