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C H A P T E R  1   
O V E R V I E W  O F  P I L O T  O F  S U M M E R  O N L I N E  T O O L B O X  

 
This report is on the 2011 pilot of summer learning outcome measures carried out by the 
University of California, Irvine with the Summer Learning Community programs 
participating in the Packard Foundation’s Summer Matters Initiative 2010-2011.  
The pilot of the summer learning outcome measures entailed the adaptation of the 
California Afterschool Outcome Measures Project (CAOMP) online toolbox—created 
with support from the Packard Foundation and the California Department of Education—
to assess student outcomes for the state’s publically funded afterschool programs.  
 
A large-scale field test of a battery of student outcome measures of skill development and 
positive behavior change was conducted between fall 2010 and spring 2011 at 196 
publically funded afterschool program sites in California. The field test of the CAOMP 
online toolbox with the participation of 28 programs and 196 sites statewide provided 
psychometric data indicating strong reliability and validity of the measures and the 
feasibility of their online administration in afterschool program settings.1 For a full report 
of the Field Test findings see the final report, California Afterschool Outcome Measures 
Project Field Test of the Online Toolbox (Vandell, O’Cadiz, Hall, & Karsh, 2012).  
 
One of the main goals of the Summer Matters Initiative is to “assure that educators, 
parents, and leaders from the target communities recognize summer enrichment programs 
as a critical intervention which the community will sustain.”  The 2011 pilot of the 
Summer Learning Outcome Measures aims to build on the CAOMP work and create a 
summer outcomes toolbox which will help advance Summer Matters Initiative’s long 
term objective by providing evidence of the benefits of participation in summer learning 
programs.  
 
The pilot test of the outcome measures for use in Summer Learning Programs was 
necessary to determine the reliability, validity and feasibility of administering the 
measures via an online process in the particular context of summer programming. 
The Summer Learning Outcome Measures hence is comprised of the same battery of 
reliable and valid measures of skill development and positive behavior change used in the 
field test with some minor adaptations to specific items to make them appropriate for the 
summer learning program context in which they were to be administered.  
 
The summer measures online toolbox included surveys to be completed by program staff 
and students [see Matrix of Summer Outcome Measures in Appendix 1]. The two 
subscales of Positive Behavior Change for the student self-reports included Social 
Competencies (7 items) and Misconduct (7 items). There were four subscales for Skill 
Development in the student self-report including Work Habits, Reading (elementary) or 

                                                
1 Validity is the strength of the measure to support conclusions, inferences, and generalizations based on 
the measure. Reliability is the consistency of the measure over time, the degree to which it measures the 
same way under similar conditions with similar subjects.  
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English (middle) Efficacy (4 items), Math Efficacy (4 items), and Task Persistence 
(middle only) (7 items). The Program Experience measure included two scales: Staff & 
Activities (11 items) and Peer Affiliation (5 items). The Program Staff report on student 
outcomes made available to summer learning programs included the two subscales of 
Positive Behavior Change, Social Skills (7 items), and Behavior with other Children 
(Prosocial and Aggressive, 15 items) and the two subscales of Skill Development, Work 
Habits (6 items) and Task Persistence (8 items). 
 
Organization of Report 

 
This report of the pilot of outcome measures for Summer Learning Programs is organized 
into six chapters and includes 2 appendices. This first chapter provides an overview of 
the pilot of summer learning outcome measures.  
 
Chapter 2 presents the pilot implementation experience and outlines some of the 
challenges that arose during the piloting of the measures at diverse Summer Learning 
Programs across the state. 
 
Chapter 3 presents results of the Student Self-Reports of Program Experiences, and 
Chapter 4 presents the results of the Student Self-Reports of Skill Development and 
Positive Behavior Change.  
 
Chapter 5 presents the associations found between the Quality of Program Experiences 
and the Student Outcomes presented in the previous chapters.  
 
Chapter 6 provides conclusions of the results, highlighting significant findings and 
presenting recommendations for the use of the online toolbox of student outcome 
measures by Summer Learning Programs.  
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CHAPTER 2  
SUMMER PILOT IMPLEMENTATION EXPERIENCE 

 
Recruitment of Pilot Participants  
 
UC Irvine researchers coordinated with the Partnership for Children and Youth—the 
intermediary agency for the Summer Matters project—to present the summer learning 
outcome measures pilot project to eight programs participating in Summer 2011. In a 
webinar  (May 20, 2011) researchers Valerie Hall and Pilar O’Cadiz presented the online 
outcome measures toolbox and the protocols for administering surveys, and fielded 
questions from program representatives [see Appendix 1, PowerPoint presentation, 
Overview of Summer Learning Outcome Measures Toolbox].  
 
Programs were invited to participate in the pilot on a voluntary basis. Five of the eight 
Summer Matters Learning Communities in summer 2011 opted to pilot the measures at 
either all sites or a sample of the sites in their program that were participating in the SLC 
project. As a result, a total of 20 Summer Matters sites participated in the pilot of summer 
learning outcome measures. Four of the Summer Matters Learning Community programs 
(Sacramento, Think Together Santa Ana, LA’s BEST and Whittier) had participated in 
the Field Test of the toolbox in their respective afterschool programs and were therefore 
already familiar with the online survey administration protocols. For these programs the 
survey implementation process went relatively smoothly. One program, Fresno, was new 
to the process. UC Irvine researchers were in communication with participating sites 
throughout the summer, providing support during the implementation process by email 
and phone. 
 
Gilroy had indicated interest in participating and requested both staff and student survey 
codes but did not complete any surveys for the summer pilot. Another program, Oakland, 
initially expressed interest but then opted not to do the Summer Learning Outcome 
Surveys because they had other data collection activities taking place and did not want 
their students doing more than one survey, given the relatively short duration of summer 
programming.  
 
Additional sites that participated in the pilot and are included in the aggregate all-sites 
analysis include: 17 Think Together sites, 5 in Northern California (Elk Grove) and 12 in 
Southern California (2 Mountain View, 2 Baldwin Park and 8 San Diego); 5 sites in 
South Bay Union, and 1 site in Santee Unified (also in Southern California). This makes 
for a total of 42 sites included in the overall pilot sample. 
 
Although two of the six programs had initially opted to do both the student self-reports 
and the staff reports of student outcomes, this did not occur. Only student reports were 
collected from all 5 SLC programs and their 20 sites that actively participated in the pilot 
of the summer learning outcome measures. Table 1 summarizes the Summer Matters 
programs and the number of sites that participated in the pilot. 
 



Summer Learning Outcome Measures Pilot Report February, 2012                        Page 4 of 38 

Table 1: Profile of Summer Learning Community Programs and Sites Participating in 
Pilot, (Name, Location, Number of Students Served, Program Duration) 

 

PROGRAM 

 
# of  
Pilot 
Sites 

 

SLP  
Proposed  
Students  
Served 

 

DURATION 
Start Date-End date 
Hours of Operation 

Number 
 Weeks 

 of Operation 

Y.D. Support Services 
Sacramento City School District 6 MS 300 

 
6/20-7/29 

 
6 

FRESH 
Fresno County Office of Education, 1 K-8 500 6/13-7/15 6 

LA’s BEST  
Los Angeles Unified School District 1 Elem 1,080 

(140) 6/27-7/29 6 

Jump Start Summer Program 
Whittier School District 9 Elem 760 7/5-8/5 5 

THINK Together  
Santa Ana Unified School District 

2 Elem 
1 MS 600 7/1-7/29 

 5 

TOTAL 20  

*Participated in Field Test of California Afterschool Outcome Measures (Fall 2010; Spring 2011) 

 
Because the different participating summer programs had variable start and end dates that 
operated from 5 to 6 weeks within the three months of summer (June, July and August) it 
was necessary to make available on the Summer Learning webpage links for both the pre 
and post surveys at the same time allowing programs to administer the appropriate survey 
with Summer Learning programs starting as early as June 13, 2011 and ending as late as 
August 5, 2011.  
 
Pilot Implementation Experience 
 
Once programs opted to participate in the pilot, program managers provided UC Irvine 
researchers with a list of Summer Learning Program participants and staff at each of the 
participating pilot study sites on a “Template for Requesting Codes”. UC Irvine assigned 
codes to the lists of students and staff submitted for each participating pilot study site. 
The lists of individualized survey codes for staff and students were sent via email to the 
program managers and program staff at each site along with step-by-step instructions for 
administering the surveys. Survey links and administration instructions were also 
provided on the Summer Learning Project page of the CAOMP website—
http://afterschooloutcomes.org/content/summer-learning-project [See Summer Learning 
Outcome Measures Online Toolbox webpage pictured below]. 
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Figure. 1: Summer Learning Outcome Measures Online Toolbox Webpage 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Programs were called at the end of the summer programs, during the last weeks of July 
and first week of August, to remind them to do the post survey. Participating sites 
provided positive feedback regarding the survey administration process indicating that 
the instructions were clear and the survey administration was easy and quick. If any 
problems or questions arose at the sites during the survey administration, UC Irvine staff 
was available by email or phone.  

 
 
 
 
 



Summer Learning Outcome Measures Pilot Report February, 2012                        Page 6 of 38 

Challenges  
 
One of the challenges for both program managers and site staff—based on informal 
feedback received—was the short time frame to prepare sites for survey administration. 
There was little time between pilot launch and start up of the summer programs to request 
student/staff lists from sites, assign codes and communicate instructions for the survey 
administration to site staff. The short time frame made it challenging for sites to do 
surveys, which impacted the number of pre and post surveys programs were actually able 
to complete. As a result, even though they had intended to do both, some programs were 
only able to do one survey administration. 

The short duration of the summer program made it difficult for staff to complete reports 
on their students. Hence, no staff surveys were completed, although two programs 
initially planned to conduct staff surveys and were assigned staff ID numbers. With more 
advanced notice and some clear orientation, Summer Staff may be able to complete 
student reports in the future. 

In order to remove these challenges in future administrations, the research team at UC 
Irvine has improved the online toolbox so that the assignment of IDs is now automated 
and removes several steps in the survey administration process. This improvement in the 
system should substantially expedite the uses of the toolbox in the future.  

Another issue arose with staff receiving minimal or insufficient information for survey 
administration from their program administrators. The program administrators did not 
always follow through with providing site staff with the necessary information for survey 
administration, for example, some sites did not receive their codes in a timely fashion or 
did not have the website address for accessing the survey links and survey administration 
instructions. 

The improved system should address these issues as well.  

In the case of Whittier’s programs, the lack of access to computers presented a data 
collection challenge. As a result, the district opted to administer paper surveys to students 
with the Los Angeles County Office of Education supporting the online data input using 
AmeriCorps volunteers. However this proved to be more of a time consuming process 
than was expected and the District was only able to complete one (post) survey 
administration. 

The development of an iPad loaner program is being piloted in the next phase of the 
project to determine feasibility of this approach for programs that lack access to 
computers. 
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CHAPTER 3 
RESULTS OF STUDENT SELF-REPORT OF PROGRAM  EXPERIENCES 

 
One important indicator of the success of any out-of-school-time program is the quality 
of students’ experiences. In the Pilot Phase of the Summer Learning Outcome Measures 
Project, this indicator of program success was measured by the Program Experience 
Survey, which was adapted from the After-School Experiences Survey developed by 
Rosenthal and Vandell (1996). The After-School Experiences Survey items have been 
used extensively in studies of afterschool programs, including the NICHD Study of Early 
Child Care and Youth Development, the Study of Promising After-School Programs, and 
evaluations of THINK Together and the Tiger Woods Learning Center. It has excellent 
psychometric properties.  
 
The value of this measure is informing programs about how students perceive and assess 
the effectiveness of the program, their relations with teachers and staff, and their relations 
with other students. The measure is valuable because prior research has demonstrated 
associations between quality of students’ reported program experiences and measures of 
students’ skill development and positive behaviors. Students who report more positive 
experiences in their afterschool program, for example, demonstrate better skill 
development and behavior change according to teachers and program staff (Rosenthal & 
Vandell, 1996; Kataoka & Vandell, 2011; Vandell, O’Cadiz, Hall, & Karsh, 2012).  
 
The Student Online Self-Report of Program Experiences consists of 16 items that are 
rated using four-point rating scales: 1) Not at all true; 2) A little true; 3) Mostly true; 4) 
Really true. The measure included two subscales, Staff & Activities (11 items) and Peer 
Affiliation (5 items). Examples of items in the Staff and Activities subscale are “I like the 
activities here” and “I trust the teachers here”. The Peer Affiliation subscale measures 
students’ relations with the other students in the afterschool program with items such as 
“I get to know other kids really well here”. Table 2 lists the items in the Staff & 
Activities and the Peer Affiliation subscales. 
 
Table 2: Program Experiences Measure: Items, Staff & Activities and Peer Affiliation  

Items: Staff & Activities Items: Peer Affiliation 
1. I trust the teachers here 
2. I wish I didn't have to come here 
3. The teachers really listen to me when I have 

something important to say 
4. I'm usually bored here 
5. The teachers are very strict here 
6. I really like coming here 
7. The teachers here are more like friends than 

teachers 
8. The teachers really try to help kids here 
9. I like the activities here 
10. The teachers here care about me 
11. This is a great place to be 

1. I get to know other kids really well here 
2. I can really trust the other kids here 
3. I have lots of friends here 
4. I like the other kids here 
5. I have a good time playing with other 

kids here 
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The Student Self-Report of Program Experiences measure was administered to students 
during the post-participation survey administration along with the student reports of skill 
development and behavior. Both elementary and middle school students completed the 
measure. The scale was administered only at the end of the summer programs, so that 
students could report on their experiences over the summer. From the Summer Matters 
programs, a total of 673 students completed the Student Self-Report of Program 
Experiences: 344 elementary students and 329 middle school students. 
 
Calculation of Program Experience Scores  
 
 For the Program Experiences measure, mean scores and categorical scores were 
calculated for each of the two subscales (Staff & Activities and Peer Affiliation). These 
scores were calculated for each student who completed the Program Experiences 
measure. The reliability coefficients for both subscales were good. For the Staff & 
Activities subscale, the alpha was .86 for elementary students and .89 for middle school 
students. For the Peer Affiliation subscale, the alpha was .82 for elementary students and 
.89 for middle school students.  
 
Calculation of each student’s Staff & Activities and Peer Affiliation mean scores were 
based on the average score of the item ratings for the items of that subscale. Each item 
was assigned a value of 1 to 4; this value corresponded to the rating selected by the 
student for that item (e.g. “Really true” = 4). For items that were negative statements, 
such as “I am really bored here”, the ratings were reverse-coded (e.g. “Really true” = 1). 
The mean scores for Staff & Activities were computed as the mean (average) of the 11 
Staff & Activities item scores, and the mean scores for Peer Affiliation were computed as 
the mean of the 5 Peer Affiliation item scores. The mean scores ranged from 1.00 to 4.00; 
a score of 3.00 or higher would indicate that a student had good experiences in their 
summer program. 
 
After all individual student scores were calculated for the Staff & Activities and Peer 
Affiliation subscales, the combined mean scores of the two main groups of students were 
calculated (elementary and middle school students). These overall scores were calculated 
from all the individual student scores from all the students who participated in the post-
participation survey administration of the field test. They represent the average Staff & 
Activities and Peer Affiliation scores for all summer programs participating in the 
Summer 2011 pilot study. These scores can provide a benchmark for comparison to an 
individual summer program or site. The overall scores for the Summer Matters programs 
were also calculated, and are reported in the same tables. These can be compared to the 
overall scores for all participating programs. 
 
In addition to calculating mean or average scores, categorical scores for Staff & 
Activities and Peer Affiliation were determined. The categorical scores were created to 
show the distribution of scores categorized as Low, Fair, Good, or Excellent experiences. 
The cut-points were established based on the four-point item rating scale: 1) Not at all 
true; 2) A little true; 3) Mostly true; 4) Really true. A score of 3.00 to 3.59 was 
categorized as Good, because this score would show that students rated the majority of 
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statements about their afterschool program as “Mostly true”. A mean score of 3.6 to 4.0 
was categorized as Excellent, because this score would show that the majority of items 
were rated as “Really true”. Similarly, a mean score of 2.0 to 2.9, which corresponded to 
the rating “A little true”, was categorized as Fair, and a mean score of 1.0 to 1.9 was 
categorized as Low. 
 
The average Staff & Activities score for elementary students in the Summer Matters 
programs was 3.37 and the average score for Peer Affiliation was 3.27. For all middle 
school students in the Summer Matters programs, the average Staff & Activities score 
was 3.11; the average Peer Affiliation score was 3.07. 
 
The categorical scores show that about 78% of elementary students in the Summer 
Matters programs reported good (33%) or excellent (45%) program experiences with 
staff and activities. For both the Staff & Activities and Peer Affiliation subscales, about 
21% of students reported having fair experiences; 2-3% reported low quality of 
experiences at their summer program. 
 
For middle school students who attended the Summer Matters programs, the categorical 
scores show that about 32% of the students reported good and 30% reported excellent 
experiences with staff and activities. About 32% reported good (32%) and 32% reported 
excellent experiences with peers at the programs. About 30% reported fair quality 
experiences. Few students reported low quality of program experiences. About 7% 
reported low quality of experiences with program staff and activities, and about 5% 
reported low quality of experiences with peers.  
 
Table 3: Program Experiences, Elementary Student Self-Reports 
 

 
 

N 
 

Mean 

% 
Low 

(1.0-1.9) 

% 
Fair 

(2.0-2.9) 

% 
Good 

(3.0-3.59) 

% 
Excellent 
(3.6-4.0) 

Summer 2011 (All Programs)       
Staff & Activities 427 3.28 3.3% 25.3% 31.1% 40.3% 
Peer Affiliation 426 3.21 5.2% 22.8% 31.0% 41.1% 
       
Summer Matters (All 
Programs) 

      

Staff & Activities 344 3.37 1.5% 20.9% 32.8% 44.8% 
Peer Affiliation 343 3.27 3.2% 20.7% 32.1% 44.0% 
 
N= number of students; Mean = average score 
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Table 4: Program Experiences, Middle School Student Self-Reports 
 

 
 

N 
 

Mean 

% 
Low 

(1.0-1.9) 

% 
Fair 

(2.0-2.9) 

% 
Good 

(3.0-3.59) 

% 
Excellent 
(3.6-4.0) 

Summer 2011 (All Programs)       
Staff & Activities 1,282 2.97 8.6% 37.8% 30.3% 23.5% 
Peer Affiliation 1,281 2.86 10.9% 37.4% 26.7% 24.9% 
       
Summer Matters (All 
Programs) 

      

Staff & Activities 329 3.11 7.0% 30.4% 32.2% 30.4% 
Peer Affiliation 329 3.07 4.6% 32.2% 31.6% 31.6% 
 
N= number of students; Mean = average score 
 

 
 
Summary and Conclusions 

Analyses of the student reports of Program Experiences show that a substantial majority 
of elementary and middle school students in the Summer Matters programs had high 
quality experiences. Students reported positive relations with program staff, satisfaction 
with program activities, and good relations with peers. 
 
All participating programs will be provided with the summary Program Experiences 
scores for all pilot study sites, as well as the scores for their overall program and each of 
the participating sites in their program. These scores can be used to compare the Program 
Experiences scores of individual programs and sites to the Program Experiences scores of 
all participating programs in the Summer 2011 pilot study. Programs can use these results 
to help guide program improvement. 
 
The next chapter summarizes the findings pertaining to all student outcomes (skill 
development and positive behavior change). 
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CHAPTER 4  
STUDENT SELF-REPORTS OF SKILL DEVELOPMENT  

AND POSITIVE BEHAVIOR  
 
This chapter presents the primary results of the online assessment of students’ skill 
development and positive behavior collected during the Summer 2011 pilot study. 
Reports of student outcomes were obtained from the students themselves (self-reports).  
 
Almost 4000 student reports (n = 3,907) were obtained in the pilot study of the Summer 
Learning Outcome Measures Project: 2,181 students completed surveys at the beginning 
of their summer program (pre-Participation) and 1,726 completed surveys at the end of 
their summer program (post-Participation).  
 
From the five Summer Matters programs that participated in the summer pilot study, a 
total of 1,797 surveys were completed. 1,120 pre-participation surveys were completed 
(718 from elementary students and 402 from middle school students), and a total of 677 
post-participation surveys were completed (348 elementary and 329 middle). 529 of the 
students in the Summer Matters programs completed both pre- and post-participation 
surveys (41% of the student participants). Table 5 provides the overall participation rates 
for all programs that participated in the Pilot Phase and for the Summer Matters 
programs. 
 
Table 5: Surveys Completed by All Programs in the Pilot Phase and by Summer 
Matters programs 

   
 Pre-Participation Surveys  Post-Participation Surveys  

 

# of reports from 
elementary 

students 

# of reports from 
middle school 

students 

# of reports from 
elementary 

students 

# of reports from 
middle school 

students 
     

Summer 2011 (All Programs) 808 1,373 433 1,293 
     
Summer Matters (All 
Programs) 718 402 348 329 
     

 
Calculation of Student Outcome Scores 
 
Similar to the scores for program experiences (see Chapter 3), outcome scores are 
calculated and reported to programs as mean or average scores and as categorical 
designations. The mean score for each outcome subscale represents the average of all the 
items of that subscale. In the case of negative statements or problem behaviors, the 
ratings are reflected (e.g. “Not at all true” = 4), so that higher scores represent better 
student outcomes. In addition to computing mean scores, student outcome scores are 
reported as categorical designations that are grounded in the terminology of the specific 
subscale (e.g. 1 = Not at all true; 2 = A little true; 3 = Mostly true; 4 = Really true”). 
These categorical designations indicate the proportions of students whose outcomes 
receive Low scores (scores between 1.0 and 1.9), Fair scores (scores between 2.0 and 
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2.9), Good scores (scores between 3.0 and 3.59), or Excellent scores (scores between 3.6 
and 4.0).  
 
The next sections of this chapter present the findings pertaining to the analyses of student 
outcomes. The findings for elementary students are presented first, followed by the 
findings for middle school students.  

 

A. ELEMENTARY STUDENT OUTCOMES 

This section presents the student outcome scores and analyses for elementary students 
(Grades 3 to 6). Elementary student self-reports of student outcomes are organized in two 
broad areas of skill development and positive behavior.  
 
Elementary students in grades 3, 4, 5 and 6 completed self-reports of outcomes in which 
they rated their own skills and behaviors. In the area of skill development, three measures 
were included on the Elementary Student Survey: work habits, reading efficacy, and math 
efficacy. In the area of positive behavior change, two measures were included: social 
competencies and misconduct.  
 
Skill Development 
 
The Elementary Student Self-Report includes three measures of skill development: Work 
Habits, Reading Efficacy, and Math Efficacy. All three measures are assessed on a 4-
point scale (1 = not at all true, 4 = really true). Sample items on the Work Habits scale 
include: “I work well by myself” and “I finish my work on time.”  Items on the Reading 
Efficacy scale assess a student’s sense of reading competency (e.g. “I expect to do well in 
reading”) and subjective task value (e.g. “I am interested in reading.”). The Math Efficacy 
scale includes items such as “I expect to do well in math” and “I am interested in math.”  
For all three measures of skill development, an overall score is computed as the mean of 
all the items of each scale.  
 
Psychometrics for the skill development measures are calculated for all participants in the 
summer pilot study the whole sample of elementary students, as well as for subgroups of 
students (by gender and grade level). Table 6 summarizes the psychometrics for the 
whole sample of elementary students and table 7 summarizes the reliability coefficients 
by gender and grade level. 
 
These analyses show that the measures had excellent psychometric properties, consistent 
across subgroups of students. The figures are consistent with those obtained in the 
California Afterschool Outcome Measures Project Field Test and also with results 
reported in previous studies (Vandell et al., 2011).  
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Table 6: Psychometrics at Time 1 and Time 2, Elementary Student Self-Reports of 
Skill Development, Whole Sample 

 N Mean SD Range Alpha # Items 
Work Habits, Pre  802 3.14 .66 1.00 - 4.00 .80 6 
Work Habits, Post 431 3.12 .67 1.00 - 4.00 .82 6 
       
Reading Efficacy, Pre 797 3.07 .82 1.00 - 4.00 .83 4 
Reading Efficacy, Post 429 3.16 .80 1.00 - 4.00 .83 4 
       
Math Efficacy, Pre 797 3.28 .79 1.00 - 4.00 .85 4 
Math Efficacy, Post 430 3.34 .83 1.00 - 4.00 .89 4 

 
 

Table 7: Reliability Coefficients at Time 1 and Time 2, Elementary Student Self-Reports of 
Skill Development, by Gender and Grade Level 

 Gender  Grade Level  
 Boys Girls  3rd- 4th  5th- 6th  

Work Habits, Pre  .80 .80  .78 .82  
Work Habits, Post .82 .82  .81 .83  
       
Reading Efficacy, Pre .84 .81  .81 .85  
Reading Efficacy, Post .84 .82  .82 .84  
       
Math Efficacy, Pre .87 .82  .84 .86  
Math Efficacy, Post .90 .87  .88 .89  
 
 
Tables 8-10 summarize the elementary student self-reported outcome scores for the three 
measures of skill development: work habits, reading efficacy, and math efficacy. For all 
elementary students in the pilot study, mean scores for work habits were 3.1 at Time 1 
(Pre) and 3.1 at Time 2 (Post), the mean scores for reading efficacy were 3.1 and 3.2, and 
the mean scores for math efficacy were 3.3 and 3.3 
 
For all elementary students in the Summer Matters programs, mean scores for work 
habits were 3.2 at Time 1 (Pre) and 3.2 at Time 2 (Post), the mean scores for reading 
efficacy were 3.1 and 3.3, and the mean scores for math efficacy were 3.3 and 3.4.  
 
Categorical scores show that about 69% of the elementary students in the Summer 
Matters programs reported good (37-42%) or excellent work habits (28-32%). The 
distributions for reading and math efficacy were also high. About 68-73% of the reading 
efficacy scores and about 74-77% of the math efficacy scores were in the good or 
excellent range. 
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Table 8: Work Habits, Elementary Student Self-Reports 
 

 
 

N 
 

Mean 

% 
Low 

(1.0-1.9) 

% 
Fair 

(2.0-2.9) 

% 
Good 

(3.0-3.59) 

% 
Excellent 
(3.6-4.0) 

Summer 2011 (All Programs)       
Work Habits, Pre 802 3.14 5.2% 27.8% 37.0% 29.9% 
Work Habits, Post 431 3.12 5.6% 27.4% 40.6% 26.5% 
       
Summer Matters (All 
Programs) 

      

Work Habits, Pre 718 3.17 4.6% 26.3% 37.2% 31.9% 
Work Habits, Post 348 3.17 5.2% 25.3% 41.4% 28.2% 
 
N= number of students; Mean = average score 
 

 
 
Table 9: Reading Efficacy, Elementary Student Self-Reports 
 

 
 

N 
 

Mean 

% 
Low 

(1.0-1.9) 

% 
Fair 

(2.0-2.9) 

% 
Good 

(3.0-3.59) 

% 
Excellent 
(3.6-4.0) 

Summer 2011 (All Programs)       
Reading Efficacy, Pre 797 3.07 9.9% 25.5% 32.9% 31.7% 
Reading Efficacy, Post 429 3.16 7.7% 24.7% 29.4% 38.2% 
       
Summer Matters (All 
Programs) 

      

Reading Efficacy, Pre 713 3.12 8.6% 24.4% 33.4% 33.7% 
Reading Efficacy, Post 346 3.27 5.5% 21.4% 30.1% 43.1% 
 
N= number of students; Mean = average score 
 

 
 
Table 10: Math Efficacy, Elementary Student Self-Reports 
 

 
 

N 
 

Mean 

% 
Low 

(1.0-1.9) 

% 
Fair 

(2.0-2.9) 

% 
Good 

(3.0-3.59) 

% 
Excellent 
(3.6-4.0) 

Summer 2011 (All Programs)       
Math Efficacy, Pre 797 3.28 6.5% 20.5% 28.5% 44.5% 
Math Efficacy, Post 430 3.34 7.7% 17.4% 20.9% 54.0% 
       
Summer Matters (All 
Programs) 

      

Math Efficacy, Pre 713 3.28 6.3% 20.1% 29.0% 44.6% 
Math Efficacy, Post 347 3.39 5.5% 17.6% 21.0% 55.9% 
 
N= number of students; Mean = average score 
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Positive Behavior 
 
The Elementary Student Self-Report includes two measures of behavior:  social 
competencies and misconduct. Social Competencies are assessed by items such as “I 
work well with other kids” and “I can tell other kids what I think, even if they disagree 
with me.” These skills are rated on a 4-point scale (1 = not at all true, 4 = really true) and 
an overall social competencies score is computed as the mean of the items. The items of 
the Misconduct measure are rated on a 4-point scale (0 = never, 3 = more than once a 
week). Sample items include “I have done something my parents told me not to” or “I 
have taken something that belongs to someone else.” An overall misconduct score is 
computed as the mean of the seven item scores. Low scores of misconduct are indicators 
of positive outcomes in behavior. 
 
Psychometrics for the social competencies and misconduct measures are calculated for all 
students in the summer pilot study, as well as for subgroups of students (same as for the 
skill development measures). The same subgroups were used, based on gender and grade 
level. 
 
Similar to the results for the measures of skill development, results show that the 
measures of social competencies and misconduct have good psychometric properties that 
are consistent across subgroups of students. The psychometrics for the whole sample (all 
programs participating in the pilot study) are also consistent with results reported in other 
previous studies. Table 11 summarizes the psychometrics for the whole sample of 
elementary students. Table 12 summarizes the reliability coefficients by gender and grade 
level.  
 
Table 11: Psychometrics at Time 1 and Time 2, Elementary Student Self-Reports of 
Positive Behavior, Full Sample 

 N Mean SD Range Alpha # Items 
Social Competencies, Pre  789 3.03 .63 1.00 - 4.00 .74 7 
Social Competencies, Post  430 3.00 .63 1.00 - 4.00 .74 7 
       
Misconduct, Pre 800 .49 .56 0.00 - 3.00 .83 7 
Misconduct, Post 428 .60 .62 0.00 - 3.00 .84 7 

 
 
Table 12: Internal Consistency (Cronbach alpha) at Time 1 and Time 2, Elementary 
Student Self-Reports of Positive Behavior, by Gender and Grade Level 

 Gender  Grade Level  
 Boys Girls  3rd- 4th  5th- 6th  

Social Competencies, Pre  .71 .76  .73 .75  
Social Competencies, Post  .74 .74  .73 .75  
       
Misconduct, Pre .84 .80  .82 .83  
Misconduct, Post .85 .81  .86 .82  
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Tables 13-14 show the mean scores and categorical distributions for elementary students’ 
self-reports of two areas of behavior: social competencies and misconduct. Higher scores 
in social competencies and lower scores in misconduct are indicators of positive 
outcomes in behavior. For all elementary students in the pilot study, mean scores for 
social competencies were 3.0 at Time 1 (Pre) and 3.0 at Time 2 (Post). The mean scores 
for misconduct were .49 at Time 1 and .60 at Time 2 (on a scale of 0 to 2). 
 
For all elementary students in the Summer Matters programs, mean scores for social 
competencies were 3.1 at Time 1 (Pre) and 3.0 at Time 2 (Post), the mean scores for 
misconduct were .46 at Time 1 and .49 at Time 2. 255 of the students in the Summer 
Matters programs completed both pre- and post-participation surveys. The length of 
program participation varied between programs ranging from 5 to 6 weeks, starting as 
early as June 20, 2011 and ending as late as August 5, 2011. 
 
The categorical scores at Time 1 (Pre) show that about 58% of the elementary students in 
the Summer Matters programs reported good (39%) or excellent social competencies 
(15%). The categorical scores for misconduct show that 96% of students reported low 
(76%) or medium (15%) levels of misconduct. Only 3% of students reported high levels 
of misconduct. 
 
At Time 2 (Post), categorical scores show that about 60% of the elementary students in 
the Summer Matters programs reported good (45%) or excellent social competencies 
(19%). The categorical scores for misconduct showed that 98% of students reported low 
(84%) or medium (20%) levels of misconduct. Only 4% of students reported high levels 
of misconduct. 
 
Table 13: Social Competencies, Elementary Student Self-Reports 
 

 
 

N 
 

Mean 

% 
Low 

(1.0-1.9) 

% 
Fair 

(2.0-2.9) 

% 
Good 

(3.0-3.59) 

% 
Excellent 
(3.6-4.0) 

Summer 2011 (All Programs)       
Social Competencies, Pre 789 3.03 5.4% 37.0% 39.9% 17.6% 
Social Competencies, Post 430 3.00 4.7% 36.5% 44.2% 14.7% 
       
Summer Matters (All 
Programs) 

      

Social Competencies, Pre 705 3.05 5.4% 36.5% 39.3% 18.9% 
Social Competencies, Post 347 3.03 3.7% 36.3% 45.0% 15.0% 
 
N= number of students; Mean = average score 
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Table 14: Misconduct, Elementary Student Self-Reports 
 

 
 

N 
 

Mean 

% 
Low 

(0.0-0.9) 

% 
Medium 
(1.0-1.9) 

% 
High 

(2.0-3.0)  
Summer 2011 (All Programs)       
Misconduct, Pre 800 0.49 82.1% 15.0% 2.9%  
Misconduct, Post 428 0.60 76.2% 20.1% 3.7%  
       
Summer Matters (All 
Programs) 

      

Misconduct, Pre 716 0.46 83.9% 13.3% 2.8%  
Misconduct, Post 345 0.59 76.2% 20.0% 3.8%  
 
N= number of students; Mean = average score 
 

 
 

B. MIDDLE SCHOOL STUDENT OUTCOMES 
 
This section presents the outcome scores and analyses for middle school students (Grades 
6 to 9). Students in Grade 6 were included in the middle school sample if they attended 
an Intermediate school summer program; they were included in the elementary school 
sample if they attended an elementary school program. Similar to the previous section on 
elementary student outcomes, middle school students’ self-reports of outcomes are 
organized in two broad areas of skill development and positive behavior.  
 
Middle school students in grades 6, 7, 8, and 9 completed self-reports of outcomes in 
which they rated their own skills and behaviors. In the area of skill development, three 
measures were included on the Middle School Student Self-Report: work habits, English 
efficacy, and math efficacy. In the area of positive behavior change, two measures were 
included: social competencies and misconduct.  
 
From all participating programs in the Pilot Phase, a total of 1.373 middle school student 
self-reports were completed at the beginning of the summer programs (Time 1, Pre) and 
1,293 were completed at the end of the summer programs (Time 2, Post).  
 
Skill Development 
 
The Middle School Student Self-Report included four measures of skill development: 
Work Habits, English Efficacy, Math Efficacy, and Task Persistence. All four measures 
were assessed on a 4-point scale (1 = not at all true, 4 = really true). Sample items on the 
Work Habits scale include: “I work well by myself” and “I finish my work on time.”  
Items on the English Efficacy scale assess a student’s sense of competency in English 
(e.g. “I expect to do well in English”) and subjective task value (e.g. “I am interested in 
English.”). The Math Efficacy scale includes items such as “I expect to do well in math” 
and “I am interested in math.” The Task Persistence scale includes items such as “When I 
fail, it makes me try harder”. For all four measures of skill development, an overall score 
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is computed as the mean of all the items of each scale. 
Psychometrics for the skill development measures are calculated for the whole sample of 
middle school students (all participating programs in the pilot study), as well as for 
subgroups of students (based on gender and grade level).  
 
Results conducted with the data from the middle school student self-reports are similar to 
those obtained with the elementary student self-report data. The measures of work habits, 
English efficacy, and math efficacy had excellent psychometric properties, consistent 
across subgroups of students. The psychometrics for the whole sample are also consistent 
with those obtained in the pilot phase of this project and with results reported in other 
previous studies.  
 
Table 15 summarizes the psychometrics for the whole sample of middle school students, 
and Table 16 summarizes the reliability coefficients by gender and grade level. 
 
Table 15: Psychometrics at Time 1 (Pre) and Time 2 (Post); Middle School Student 
Self-Reports of Skill Development 

 N Mean SD Range Alpha # Items 
Work Habits, Pre  1,373 2.84 .64 1.00 - 4.00 .80 6 
Work Habits, Post 1,293 2.86 .69 1.00 - 4.00 .87 6 
       
English Efficacy, Pre 1,352 2.73 .89 1.00 - 4.00 .85 4 
English Efficacy, Post 1.287 2.69 .90 1.00 - 4.00 .87 4 
       
Math Efficacy, Pre 1,346 2.76 .95 1.00 - 4.00 .89 4 
Math Efficacy, Post 1,287 2.80 .94 1.00 - 4.00 .91 4 
       
Task Persistence, Pre 1,354 3.00 .53 1.00 - 4.00 .68 7 
Task Persistence, Post 1,290 3.03 .53 1.00 - 4.00 .69 7 

 
 
Table 16: Internal Consistency (Cronbach alpha) at Time 1 (Pre) and Time 2 (Post); 
Middle School Student Self-Reports of Skill Development, by Gender and Grade Level 

 Gender  Grade Level  
 Boys Girls  6th-7th  8th-9th   

Work Habits, Pre  .80 .80  .81 .79  
Work Habits, Post .86 .88  .85 .89  
       
English Efficacy, Pre .85 .85  .85 .85  
English Efficacy, Post .87 .88  .87 .88  
       
Math Efficacy, Pre .90 .88  .88 .89  
Math Efficacy, Post .91 .90  .91 .88  
       
Task Persistence, Pre .67 .68  .66 .70  
Task Persistence, Post .66 .71  .66 .74  
 
Students’ self-reports of skill development are reported in Tables 17-20. About 45-50% 
of the students’ self-reports of work habits and English efficacy scores are categorized as 
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good or excellent. Over half of the mean scores for math efficacy and task persistence are 
categorized as good or excellent. 
Table 17-20 summarize the middle school student self-reported outcome scores for the 
four measures of skill development: work habits, English efficacy, math efficacy, and 
task persistence. For all participating middle school students in the pilot study, the 
aggregate mean scores were 2.7 or greater, on a scale of 1 to 4. The mean scores for work 
habits were 2.8 at Time 1 (Pre) and 2.9 at Time 2 (Post), the mean scores for English 
efficacy were 2.8 and 2.9, the mean scores for math efficacy were 2.8 and 2.8, and the 
mean scores for task persistence were 2.9 and 3.0. 
 
For the Summer Matters programs, the middle school student mean scores for work 
habits were 2.9 at Time 1 (Pre) and 3.0 at Time 2 (Post), the mean scores for English 
efficacy were 2.8 (Pre) and 2.9 (Post), the mean scores for math efficacy were 2.9 (Pre) 
and 3.0 (Post), and the mean scores for task persistence were 3.1 (Pre) and 3.1 (Post). 
 
At Time 1 (Pre) about 53% of the middle school students in the Summer Matters 
programs reported good (38%) or excellent (15%) work habits; about 32% reported fair 
scores and 7% reported low scores. For English efficacy, 27% of students reported good 
scores and 22% reported excellent scores; 16-18% reported fair scores, and 16-18% 
reported low scores. About 21% of students reported good scores in math efficacy and 
35-39% reported excellent scores; 24% reported fair scores and 15% reported low scores. 
For task persistence, about 43% of students reported good scores and 16-20% reported 
excellent scores; 37% reported fair scores and 1% reported low scores. 
 
At Time 2 (Post) about 62% of the middle school students in the Summer Matters 
programs reported good (40%) or excellent (22%) work habits; about 38% reported fair 
scores and 9% reported low scores. For English efficacy, 28% of students reported good 
scores and 28% reported excellent scores; 18% reported fair scores, and 18% reported 
low scores. About 23% of students reported good scores in math efficacy and 39% 
reported excellent scores; 27% reported fair scores and 18% reported low scores. For task 
persistence, about 43% of students reported good scores and 20% reported excellent 
scores; 38% reported fair scores and 3% reported low scores. 
 
 
Table 17: Work Habits, Middle School Student Self-Reports 
 

 
 

N 
 

Mean 

% 
Low 

(1.0-1.9) 

% 
Fair 

(2.0-2.9) 

% 
Good 

(3.0-3.59) 

% 
Excellent 
(3.6-4.0) 

Summer 2011 (All Programs)       
Work Habits, Pre 1,373 2.84 7.8% 44.9% 34.9% 12.4% 
Work Habits, Post 1,293 2.86 9.4% 40.0% 35.3% 15.3% 
       
Summer Matters (All 
Programs) 

      

Work Habits, Pre 402 2.89 9.2% 38.1% 37.6% 15.2% 
Work Habits, Post 329 3.03 7.3% 31.6% 39.5% 21.6% 
 
N= number of students; Mean = average score 
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Table 17: Work Habits, Middle School Student Self-Reports 
 

 
 

N 
 

Mean 

% 
Low 

(1.0-1.9) 

% 
Fair 

(2.0-2.9) 

% 
Good 

(3.0-3.59) 

% 
Excellent 
(3.6-4.0) 

Summer 2011 (All Programs)       
Work Habits, Pre 1,373 2.84 7.8% 44.9% 34.9% 12.4% 
Work Habits, Post 1,293 2.86 9.4% 40.0% 35.3% 15.3% 
       
Summer Matters (All 
Programs) 

      

Work Habits, Pre 402 2.89 9.2% 38.1% 37.6% 15.2% 
Work Habits, Post 329 3.03 7.3% 31.6% 39.5% 21.6% 
 

 
 

Table 18: English Efficacy, Middle School Student Self-Reports 
 

 
 

N 
 

Mean 

% 
Low 

(1.0-1.9) 

% 
Fair 

(2.0-2.9) 

% 
Good 

(3.0-3.59) 

% 
Excellent 
(3.6-4.0) 

Summer 2011 (All Programs)       
English Efficacy, Pre 1,352 2.73 19.3% 33.9% 26.3% 20.5% 
English Efficacy, Post 1.287 2.69 19.6% 35.0% 25.2% 20.3% 
       
Summer Matters (All 
Programs) 

      

English Efficacy, Pre 397 2.77 18.1% 32.2% 27.5% 22.2% 
English Efficacy, Post 329 2.89 16.1% 28.9% 27.4% 27.7% 
 
N= number of students; Mean = average score 
 

 
 
Table 19: Math Efficacy, Middle School Student Self-Reports 
 

 
 

N 
 

Mean 

% 
Low 

(1.0-1.9) 

% 
Fair 

(2.0-2.9) 

% 
Good 

(3.0-3.59) 

% 
Excellent 
(3.6-4.0) 

Summer 2011 (All Programs)       
Math Efficacy, Pre 1,346 2.76 20.3% 32.1% 22.0% 25.6% 
Math Efficacy, Post 1,287 2.80 18.2% 30.7% 23.5% 27.7% 
       
Summer Matters (All 
Programs) 

      

Math Efficacy, Pre 396 2.93 17.7% 27.0% 20.5% 34.8% 
Math Efficacy, Post 329 3.01 14.9% 24.0% 22.5% 38.6% 
 
N= number of students; Mean = average score 
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Table 20: Task Persistence, Middle School Student Self-Reports 
 

 
 

N 
 

Mean 

% 
Low 

(1.0-1.9) 

% 
Fair 

(2.0-2.9) 

% 
Good 

(3.0-3.59) 

% 
Excellent 
(3.6-4.0) 

Summer 2011 (All Programs)       
Task Persistence, Pre 1,354 3.00 3.2% 42.8% 41.9% 12.0% 
Task Persistence, Post 1,290 3.03 1.9% 42.8% 41.9% 13.4% 
       
Summer Matters (All 
Programs) 

      

Task Persistence, Pre 397 3.06 3.0% 37.5% 43.3% 16.1% 
Task Persistence, Post 329 3.14 1.2% 36.5% 42.6% 19.8% 
 
N= number of students; Mean = average score 
 

 
 
 
Positive Behavior 
 
The Middle School Student Self-Report includes the same two measures of behavior 
change as are included on the Elementary Student Self-Report: social competencies and 
misconduct. Social Competencies are assessed by items such as “I work well with other 
kids” and “I can tell other kids what I think, even if they disagree with me.” These skills 
are rated on a 4-point scale (1 = not at all true, 4 = really true) and an overall social 
competencies score is computed as the mean of the items. The items of the Misconduct 
measure are rated on a 4-point scale (0 = never, 3 = more than once a week). Sample 
items include “I have done something my parents told me not to” or “I have taken 
something that belongs to someone else.” An overall misconduct score is computed as the 
mean of the seven item scores. Low scores of misconduct are viewed as a positive 
indicator. 
 
Psychometrics for the social competencies and misconduct measures are calculated for all 
middle school students who participated in the Summer 2011 pilot study, as well as for 
subgroups of students (by gender and grade level). 
 
Similar to the results for the measures of skill development, results show that the 
measures of social competencies and misconduct had excellent psychometric properties, 
consistent across subgroups of students. The psychometrics for the whole sample were 
also consistent with those obtained in the California Afterschool Outcome Measure 
Project Field Test and with results reported in other previous studies. Table 21 
summarizes the psychometrics for the whole sample of middle school students in the 
pilot study. Table 22 summarizes the reliability coefficients by gender and grade level. 
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Table 21: Psychometrics at Time 1 (Pre) and Time 2 (Post), Middle School Student 
Self-Reports of Positive Behavior, Whole Sample 

 N Mean SD Range Alpha # Items 
Social Competencies, Pre  1,338 2.96 .65 1.00 - 4.00 .80 7 
Social Competencies, Post  1,286 2.85 .69 1.00 - 4.00 .85 7 
       
Misconduct, Pre 1,367 0.70 .56 0.00 - 3.00 .82 7 
Misconduct, Post 1,291 0.61 .56 0.00 - 3.00 .84 7 

 
 
Table 22: Internal Consistency (Cronbach alpha_ at Time 1 (Pre) and Time 2 (Post), 
Middle School Student Self-Reports of Positive Behavior, by Gender and Grade Level 

 Gender  Grade Level  
 Boys Girls  6th-7th  7th-8th   

Social Competencies, Pre  .82 .79  .80 .80  
Social Competencies, Post  .85 .84  .83 .88  
       
Misconduct, Pre .81 .82  .80 .82  
Misconduct, Post .85 .84  .82 .86  
 
 
Tables 23 and 24 show the mean scores and categorical distributions for middle school 
students’ self-reports reports of two areas of behavior: social competencies and 
misconduct. Higher scores in social competencies and lower scores in misconduct are 
indicators of positive outcomes in behavior. For all middle school students in the pilot 
study, mean scores for social competencies were 2.96 at Time 1 (Pre) and 2.85 at Time 2 
(Post). The mean scores for misconduct were .70 at Time 1 and .61 at Time 2 (on a scale 
of 0 to 2). 
 
For all middle school students in the Summer Matters programs, mean scores for social 
competencies were 3.00 at Time 1 (Pre) and 3.02 at Time 2 (Post), the mean scores for 
misconduct were .64 at Time 1 and .65 at Time 2.  
 
Categorical scores at Time 1 (Pre) show that about 57% of the middle school students in 
the Summer Matters programs reported good (38%) or excellent social competencies 
(16%). The categorical scores for misconduct showed that 96% of students reported low 
(72%) or medium (19%) levels of misconduct. Only 2% of students reported high levels 
of misconduct. 
 
Categorical scores at Time 2 (Post) show that about 59% of the middle school students in 
the Summer Matters programs reported good (41%) or excellent social competencies 
(21%). The categorical scores for misconduct showed that 98% of students reported low 
(77%) or medium (26%) levels of misconduct. Only 4% of students reported high levels 
of misconduct. 
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Table 23: Social Competencies, Middle School Student Self-Reports 
 

 
 

N 
 

Mean 

% 
Low 

(1.0-1.9) 

% 
Fair 

(2.0-2.9) 

% 
Good 

(3.0-3.59) 

% 
Excellent 
(3.6-4.0) 

Summer 2011 (All Programs)       
Social Competencies, Pre 1,338 2.96 6.0% 41.3% 36.2% 16.6% 
Social Competencies, Post 1,286 2.85 8.9% 43.5% 32.2% 15.4% 
       
Summer Matters (All 
Programs) 

      

Social Competencies, Pre 391 3.00 4.3% 39.1% 40.7% 15.9% 
Social Competencies, Post 329 3.02 6.1% 35.0% 37.7% 21.3% 
 
N= number of students; Mean = average score 
 

 
 
Table 24: Misconduct, Middle School Student Self-Reports 
 

 
 

N 
 

Mean 

% 
Low 

(0.0-0.9) 

% 
Medium 
(1.0-1.9) 

% 
High 

(2.0-3.0)  
Summer 2011 (All Programs)       
Misconduct, Pre 1,367 0.70 71.8% 24.2% 4.0%  
Misconduct, Post 1,291 0.61 76.5% 20.2% 3.3%  
       
Summer Matters (All 
Programs) 

      

Misconduct, Pre 401 0.64 77.3% 19.0% 3.7%  
Misconduct, Post 329 0.65 72.3% 26.1% 1.5%  
 
N= number of students; Mean = average score 
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CHAPTER 5 
ASSOCIATIONS BETWEEN QUALITY OF PROGRAM EXPERIENCES 

AND STUDENT OUTCOMES 
 

The Program Experiences scale, administered as part of the post-participation survey, is 
an important part of the Online Toolbox that provides an assessment of the quality of 
students’ experiences at their afterschool program. In this chapter, association between 
these reported experiences and students’ outcome scores are reported. For these analyses, 
the quality of program experiences was categorized as poor/fair (ratings of 1.0 to 2.9), 
good (ratings of 3.0 to 3.59), and excellent (ratings of 3.6 to 4.0).  
 
Analyses were conducted separately for elementary and middle school students. Within 
each section, the first analysis of variance (ANOVA) tested associations between quality 
of experiences with Staff & Activities (categorized as Low/Fair, Good, or Excellent) in 
relation to the student skills and behaviors. A second ANOVA examined associations 
between experiences with peers in relation to student skills and behaviors.  
 

 
A. ELEMENTARY STUDENTS  

 
For the participating Summer Matters programs, of the ANOVAs show significant 
associations between elementary students’ program experiences and their self-reports 
of student outcomes  (p < .01). Table 25, below, presents the mean student outcome 
scores at each of the three levels of Experiences with Staff and Activities. For each 
successive level of quality of Staff & Activities (Low/Fair, Good, Excellent), the mean 
student outcome scores for work habits, reading efficacy, math efficacy, and social 
competencies increased; the mean outcome scores for misconduct decreased.  
 
Post hoc analyses (Scheffe) tested for significant differences between each of the Staff 
and Activities quality levels, and showed that all the tested differences were significant (p 
< .01). Students in the Excellent quality group had higher outcome scores than students in 
the Good quality group, and students in the Good quality group had higher outcome 
scores than students in the Low/Fair quality group. 
 
Table 25: Elementary Student Reports of Quality of Experiences with Staff & Activities 
Are Linked to Self-Reported Student Outcomes 

 Staff & Activities  
 

 Low/Fair Quality Good Quality Excellent 
Quality 

 Mean Mean Mean 
Summer 2011 (All Programs, Ns = 425-427)    
Work Habits** 2.80 3.18 3.33 
Reading Efficacy** 2.69 3.27 3.43 
Math Efficacy** 3.01 3.36 3.56 
Social Competencies** 2.76 3.03 3.15 
Misconduct** 0.82 0.67 0.37 
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Table 25: Elementary Student Reports of Quality of Experiences with Staff & Activities 
Are Linked to Self-Reported Student Outcomes 

 Staff & Activities  
 

Summer Matters (All Programs, Ns = 342-
344) 

   

Work Habits** 2.84 3.18 3.35 
Reading Efficacy** 2.83 3.29 3.48 
Math Efficacy** 3.06 3.35 3.60 
Social Competencies** 2.79 3.04 3.13 
Misconduct** 0.84 0.72 0.35 
 
**p<.01 
*p<.05 

 
Table 26, below, shows that higher levels of quality of Peer Affiliation were also 
associated with higher scores in work habits, reading efficacy, math efficacy, and social 
competencies, and associated with lower scores in misconduct. Post-hoc analyses 
(Scheffe) confirm that for all outcomes, the differences in outcome scores between each 
level of quality (Low/Fair-Good, Low/Fair-Excellent, Good-Excellent) were significant 
(p < .01).  
 
Table 26: Elementary Student Reports of Experiences with Peers Are Linked to Self-
Reported Student Outcomes  

 Peer Affiliation  
 

 Low/Fair Quality Good Quality Excellent 
Quality 

 Mean Mean Mean 
Summer 2011 (All Programs, N = 424-426)    
Work Habits** 2.78 3.09 3.40 
Reading Efficacy** 2.75 3.12 3.49 
Math Efficacy** 3.07 3.24 3.60 
Social Competencies** 2.50 3.04 3.32 
Misconduct** 0.82 0.56 0.46 
    

Summer Matters (All Programs, N = 341-
343) 

   

Work Habits** 2.83 3.09 3.44 
Reading Efficacy** 2.85 3.19 3.57 
Math Efficacy** 3.13 3.29 3.62 
Social Competencies** 2.52 3.01 3.32 
Misconduct** 0.84 0.54 0.46 
 
**p<.01 
*p<.05 
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B. MIDDLE SCHOOL STUDENTS  
 

Table 27 summarizes middle school students’ outcome scores, for each level of quality of 
Staff & Activities. The results of ANOVAs show that all of the tested relationships 
between middle school students’ reports of quality of program staff and activities and 
the students’ self-reports of outcomes were positive and significant (p < .01). For each 
successive level of Staff & Activities scores (Low/Fair, Good, Excellent), the mean 
student outcome scores for work habits, English efficacy, math efficacy, task persistence, 
and social competencies increased. The mean outcome scores for misconduct decreased 
between the Low/Fair and Good levels of Staff & Activities scores. Post-hoc analyses 
(Scheffe) confirm that for all the other outcomes (except misconduct), the differences in 
outcome scores between each level of quality (Low/Fair-Good, Low/Fair-Excellent, 
Good-Excellent) were significant (p < .01). 
 
Table 27: Middle School Student Reports of Quality of Experiences with Staff & 
Activities Are Linked to Self-Reported Student Outcomes 

 Staff & Activities  
 

 Low/Fair Quality Good Quality Excellent Quality 
 Mean Mean Mean 
Summer 2011 (All Programs, N = 1,282)    
Work Habits** 2.56 2.96 3.32 
English Efficacy** 2.31 2.85 3.25 
Math Efficacy** 2.42 2.91 3.40 
Task Persistence** 2.84 3.08 3.34 
Social Competencies** 2.58 2.94 3.24 
Misconduct** 0.76 0.56 0.38 
    
Summer Matters (All Sites, N = 329)    
Work Habits** 2.71 3.09 3.36 
English Efficacy** 2.45 3.04 3.27 
Math Efficacy** 2.56 3.08 3.48 
Task Persistence** 2.90 3.14 3.43 
Social Competencies** 2.77 3.08 3.27 
Misconduct** 0.85 0.61 0.65 
 
**p<.01 
*p<.05 

 
Table 28, below, shows that the associations between quality of Peer Affiliation and 
middle school students’ outcome scores were all significant. As with analyses for the 
associations between Staff & Activities and outcomes, students in the Summer Matters 
programs who reported higher quality Peer Affiliation in their afterschool program had 
higher scores in work habits, English efficacy, task persistence, and social competencies. 
Post-hoc analyses (Scheffe) confirm that for these outcomes, the differences in outcome 
scores between each level of quality of Peer Affiliation (Low-Medium, Low-High, 
Medium-High) were significant (p < .01). Associations between quality of Peer 
Affiliation and the other two outcomes (task persistence and misconduct) were also 
significant (p < .01). Post-hoc analyses (Scheffe) show that students with Good quality 
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experiences with peers had higher scores in task persistence and lower scores in 
misconduct, as compared to students who reported Low/Fair quality experiences.  

 
Table 28: Middle School Student Reports of Experiences with Peers Are Linked to Self-
Reported Student Outcomes 

 Peer Affiliation 
 

 Low/Fair Quality Good Quality Excellent Quality 
 Mean Mean Mean 
Summer 2011 (All Programs, N = 1,281)    
Work Habits** 2.59 2.95 3.29 
English Efficacy** 2.36 2.83 3.20 
Math Efficacy** 2.46 3.01 3.24 
Task Persistence** 2.85 3.13 3.26 
Social Competencies** 2.46 3.02 3.41 
Misconduct** 0.68 0.58 0.53 
    
Summer Matters (All Sites, N = 329)    
Work Habits** 2.67 3.20 3.29 
English Efficacy** 2.47 3.06 3.20 
Math Efficacy** 2.56 3.33 3.20 
Task Persistence** 2.86 3.26 3.34 
Social Competencies** 2.59 3.07 3.48 
Misconduct** 0.84 0.53 0.54 

 

**p<.01 
*p<.05 

 

Chapter Summary 

The analyses presented in this chapter show that students’ experiences in their summer 
program are consistently linked to their skill development and positive behavior change. 
Students who report higher quality program experiences—with peers, program staff, and 
program activities—had higher self-reported outcome scores in work habits, task 
persistence, and social competencies, and lower scores in misconduct.  
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CHAPTER 6 
CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
Conclusions 

The pilot of the online toolbox for use in summer learning programs was conducted at 42 
sites statewide—including 20 sites from five programs participating in the Packard 
Summer Matters Initiative. All of the participating programs were able to successfully 
complete at least one administration of student surveys in the 5 to 6 weeks of summer 
programs. Some programs were able to complete both the pre- and post student reports. 
In all, almost 4000 student reports (n = 3,907) were obtained.  

The measures of Positive Behavior Change and Skill Development piloted at summer 
learning programs demonstrated excellent psychometric properties that were consistent 
across subgroups of students and with results reported in other previous studies.  

Reports on student program experiences show that the majority of both elementary and 
middle school students in the Summer Matters Learning Community programs had good 
or excellent quality experiences. Students reported positive relations with program staff 
and satisfaction with program activities (77.6% elementary and 62.6% middle), and good 
to excellent relations with peers (76.1% elementary and 63.2% middle).  
 
Categorical scores show that about 69% of the elementary students in the Summer 
Matters programs reported good or excellent work habits. The distributions for reading 
and math efficacy were also high. About 68-73% of the reading efficacy scores and about 
74-77% of the math efficacy scores for elementary students in Summer Matters programs 
were in the good or excellent range. In pre-surveys 58% of the elementary students in the 
Summer Matters programs reported good (39%) or excellent social competencies (15%). 
Only 3% of elementary students reported high levels of misconduct, with the 
overwhelming majority, 96% of students, reporting low (76%) or medium (15%) levels 
of misconduct.  
 
Categorical scores at Time 1 (Pre) show that about 57% of the middle school students in 
the Summer Matters programs reported good or excellent social competencies. Only 2% 
of middle school students reported high levels of misconduct. Similar to elementary 
students, 96% of middle school students reported low (72%) or medium (19%) levels of 
misconduct.  
Categorical scores at Time 2 (Post) show that about 59% of the middle school students in 
the Summer Matters programs reported good or excellent social competencies. 
Categorical scores at Time 2, show that 98% of middle school students reported low 
(77%) or medium (26%) levels of misconduct, and only 4% of reported high levels of 
misconduct. 
 
For both elementary and middle, significant associations were found between program 
experiences and outcomes. Higher level of Peer Affiliation and quality experience with Staff 
& Activities were associated with higher scores in Work Habits, Reading Efficacy, Math 
Efficacy, and Task Persistence. Higher level of Peer Affiliation and quality experience with 
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Staff & Activities were also associated with lower scores in Misconduct. These associations 
were consistent with the results for the field test of afterschool measures. 
 
Recommendations 
 
Several lessons were learned from the pilot of the summer learning outcome measures at 
the 20 Summer Matters Learning Community sites and the additional 22 participating 
sites. The following address some of the main challenges that were experienced and offer 
recommendations for the implementation of the online toolbox for use by summer 
learning programs into the future. 
 
• Prepare summer staff early providing instructions and answering questions prior to 

summer program start-up and maintain ongoing communication between site staff 
and researchers. —Researchers need to check in with site staff prior to survey 
administration to ensure they have all information they need to get started within the 
survey administration timeline, and staff need to be able to contact researchers 
directly with questions and problems regarding data collection.  

• Some districts require internal review in order to conduct research requiring more 
lead-time to conduct survey administration. —Summer programs operating in 
partnership with school districts on school sites need to secure appropriate 
permissions well before the start of summer. 

• The option to use two Independent Respondents (student self-reports, program staff 
reports on students on students) greatly increases the strength and validity of this 
assessment. —Over time, when the survey process becomes routinized, it will be 
easier for staff to administer surveys to students and to be able to complete staff 
reports on students.  

• Value exists in tracking individual student performance over time with matched pre-
post surveys and across programs [i.e. afterschool and summer learning]—providing 
more powerful & interpretable data. —Respondent data are matched for both pre and 
post survey administrations (i.e., same students and/or staff in beginning of summer 
and end, from one year to next, and comparing students in afterschool only, summer 
only, with students in both summer and afterschool programs). 

• Information can be useful to guide program improvement based on student reports of 
program experience AND on student performance on outcome measures. 

Finally, the online tool box is a viable option for summer learning programs to adopt as a 
means of measuring outcomes and with the potential of providing data to serve the 
Summer Matters Initiatives’ objectives to gather support from a broad range of 
stakeholders for the continued support and bolstering of summer learning opportunities 
for students in California.  
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APPENDICES 

 

1. MATRIX OF SUMMER LEARNING OUTCOME MEASURES 

2. OVERVIEW OF SUMMER LEARNING PROJECT OUTCOME MEASURES,  POWERPOINT 
PRESENTATION 



Summer Learning Outcome Measures Pilot Report February, 2012                        Page 32 of 38 

APPENDIX 1.  Matrix of  Summer Learning Measure 
 

 

REMOVED 

To protect integrity of survey, Appendix 1 has been removed from report. 
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APPENDIX 2 
OVERVIEW OF SUMMER LEARNING PROJECT OUTCOME MEASURES 

PowerPoint Presentation 
 

[See link to PDF. of PowerPoint online at: afterchooloutcomes.org, 
under “REPORTS” tab]. 

 


