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i 

Abstract 

This thesis explores the potential for practitioner-led evaluation of youth programs that use 

a youth-adult partnership (Y-AP) model. The purpose of the project is to inform and advocate to 

practitioners the benefits of Y-AP and evaluation, with a specific focus on the quality of program 

processes and practices in community-based contexts. I analyze three studies of community-based 

programs that employ a Y-AP model to inform a practitionerôs guide to Y-AP evaluation. The 

guide offers step by step insights and associated reflection prompts through a process-focused 

evaluation, including planning, design, and implementation, as well as sample data collection 

instruments. I conclude the paper with reflections on practitioner-oriented research. 
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Introduction  

This project is a response to the tensions I observed in community-based youth programs, 

both as an adolescent youth participant and as an adult practitioner. As a participant I desired 

choice and responsibility and was challenged by adults who made assumptions about what I 

wanted out of my experience. As an adult practitioner, my relationships to the youth participants 

were dictated by a culture of scarcity and unspoken rules about what is and is not a young personôs 

role. Even in contexts where youth and adults were asked to partner on projects, the idea that adults 

were the final decision-makers was assumed by all.  

I learned about youth-adult partnership (Y-AP) as a possible approach to youth 

participation in community programs in 2019. Zeldin et. al. defines Y-AP as ñthe practice of 

multiple youth and multiple adults deliberating and acting together, in a collective [democratic] 

fashion over a sustained period of time, through shared workéintended to promote social justice, 

strengthen an organization and/or affirmatively address a community issueò (2013, p.388). This 

framing of community-based programs as a site for youth and adult collaboration towards 

collective change is markedly absent from other types of youth programming. Other types of youth 

programming tend to see youth as objects to receive services, problems to be fixed, or resources 

to be developed; in contrast, Y-AP characterizes youth members as valued participants and 

reciprocal partners (Camino, 2000; Lerner, 2005; Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2003; Zeldin et al., 2013).  

During my time as a participant in youth-programming, I can attribute only one experience 

as Y-AP out of the dozens of community-based programs I was a part of. I felt like my ideas were 

valued, I was an important part of a community change project, and I was working alongside both 

peers and adults to make that happen. Similarly, I worked in several capacities as a youth 

counselor, instructor of adolescent youth, and program facilitator for youth development 
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programming. In those roles I can only attribute one of them as attempting to fulfill the principles 

of Y-AP. Youth partners have so much to offer when making decisions and generating ideas; 

similarly, I benefited from the opportunity to grow and learn alongside them.   

Y-AP programming in community contexts is different from other types of youth programs 

because it is characterized by promoting identity development, enhancing awareness of social 

justice issues, and fostering intergenerational collaboration (Camino, 2000; Wu et al., 2016; Zeldin 

et al., 2013). I believe more people should know about and use Y-AP because these characteristics 

are beneficial for youth and adult participants, the community-based organization, and the broader 

community. A guiding question for this project is based on this belief: ñWhat does a practitioner 

audience need to know about Y-AP to be able to use it?ò 

There are transformational benefits when Y-AP is a part of community-based youth 

programs. Y-AP is commonly found in community-based programs because it challenges the 

traditional student-teacher or mentor-mentee dynamics that most adults and youth are accustomed 

to. A foundational study of Y-AP argues that successful Y-AP are rooted in community work, and 

vice versa; successful community work benefits from Y-AP (Camino, 2000). Further, 

intergenerational collaboration can be transformative for individuals, the groups that they are a 

part of, and their communities (London et al., 2003). The emphasis on mutual reciprocity, shifting 

power from adults, and youth voice in decision-making lit a fire in me that I want to share with 

others. It is a substantial field for both academic and non-academic users that has been developing 

over more than two decades.  

My interest and study of this topic developed over the course of several years and the 

method for this project builds on previous inquiries on youth participation, adult narratives about 

ñat risk youthò, and the benefits of evaluation for youth-adult partnership programs. After several 
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discussions with adult and youth practitioners of Y-AP between 2019 and 2022, I identified two 

persistent concerns: either (1) Y-AP was not working as desired and there was interest in learning 

more, yet the resources that were available were not relevant for their programming; or (2) they 

wanted to try Y-AP but werenôt sure how to adapt their current programming. I decided to create 

a practitionerôs guide to Y-AP to address both concerns and provide resources that were relevant 

for Y-AP programming.  

Y-AP is rooted in philosophies and theories from the 20th century on youth development, 

youth participation, identity development, and experiential learning (Camino, 2000; Wu et al., 

2016).While the foundational ideas are not new, academics have struggled to quantify what makes 

youth-adult partnership unique and in some cases preferrable to other programs. Y-AP is difficult 

to implement and not as widely adopted as other types of youth programs. Therefore, an 

overarching question that this project addresses is one that scholars of community-based youth 

programs are still grappling with: ñHow and why should Y-AP be evaluated?ò (Arnold & Cater, 

2011; Wu et al., 2016; Zeldin et al., 2014).   

Evaluating Y-AP in community-based programs can create opportunities for more youth 

voice in decisions and more adult support in collaborative youth-adult interactions (Arnold & 

Cater, 2011; Jones & Perkins, 2006; Zeldin et al., 2013). Youth can decide what to evaluate, and 

youth and adults may collaborate on developing and implementing the evaluation. In addition, the 

data that is generated can offer insights for what is working in the program and what needs to be 

adjusted. An additional question that guides this project is for youth and adult practitioners of Y-

AP: ñWhat information might practitioners need to plan, design, and implement an evaluation of 

Y-AP?ò. 
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Practitioners might be limited in their knowledge of program evaluation and its sub-

components of planning, designing, and implementing, as well as the appropriate measures for Y-

AP. In fact, the evaluations for community-based programs have historically focused on measuring 

participant satisfaction as a proxy for program quality, measuring demographic data as a proxy for 

equitable distribution of services, or measuring attendance rates as a proxy for successful 

implementation (Arnold & Cater, 2011). However, the key components of Y-AP are not 

adequately captured by data on satisfaction, demographics, and attendance; instead, measures of 

Y-AP models should focus on the level of collaboration between youth and adults as well as the 

extent to which youth have a voice in the decisions that are being made (Wu et al., 2016). I 

developed  

Figure 1 to illustrate how I conceptualize the relationship between approach to youth 

programs, perceptions towards youth, and evaluation focus. 

Figure 1 

Relationships between approach to youth programs, perception towards youth, evaluation 

questions, and evaluation focus 

 
 

Youth 
Program 
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Youth Services

Youth Development

Youth-Adult 
Partnership

Perception 

of Youth

"Youth are 
problems to be 

fixed"

"Youth are 
resources to be 

developed"

"Youth are partners 
to collaborate with"

Evaluation Question and 
Evaluation Focus

"Are the youth 'fixed'?" 

Outcome

"Are the youth 
developing/developed?" 

Process/Outcome

"Are the youth 
collaborating?" 

Process
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I used a search strategy with four criteria to identify evaluation studies designed for Y-AP 

in community-based programs and found that there are only a few available evaluation studies and 

data collection instruments that are for a practitioner audience. I analyzed three of these studies 

that were representative of the small sample and synthesized my findings to create a framework 

for a ñPractitionerôs Guide to Evaluating Youth-Adult Partnershipò. The guide is a starting point 

for the audience of practitioners I spoke with over the past three years. I compiled what I 

determined to be ñbest practicesò from the evaluation studies as well as enhancements based on 

my own experience as a youth programs practitioner and researcher. 

This paper is structured into four chapters and an appendix. Chapter 1 "Methods" outlines 

the various approaches that I used to complete this project. Chapter 2 ñLiterature Reviewò offers 

an overview of the youth development field, Y-AP as a programmatic approach, and an overview 

of evaluation for youth programs. Chapter 3 "Analysis of Three Evaluation Studies to Inform 

Practitionerôs Guideò includes a description and analysis of the selected studies of community-

based programs that employ a youth-adult partnership model, as well as key takeaways for data 

collection strategies and measurements for Y-AP quality. Chapter 4 ñPractitionerôs Guide to 

Evaluating Y-APò is a synthesis of the takeaways in Chapter 3 and the findings of Chapter 2. The 

guide offers step by step insights and associated reflection prompts through a process-focused 

evaluation, including planning, design, and implementation. I conclude the paper in Chapter 5 with 

reflections on this project and practitioner-oriented research. The Appendix includes additional 

materials for practitioners to consider when taking on an evaluation. 
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Chapter 1: Methods 

 My methodology involves three key components: (1) literature review, (2) identification 

and analysis of evaluation studies, and (3) developing a practitionerôs guide. First, I conducted a 

literature review of three focus areas: the prominent types of youth program models and how they 

connect to different perceptions of youth in society; the developmental benefits of youth-adult 

interaction and youth contribution in community-based youth-adult partnership (Y-AP) programs; 

and the benefits and rationale for conducting an evaluation in community-based Y-AP programs. 

I present the review of literature in Chapter 2. Second, I identified evaluation studies that measure 

components of Y-AP in community-based programs as a preliminary step for developing the 

practitionerôs guide.  I used four criteria (in Table 1) to narrow my sample to three studies and 

analyzed them with question prompts (Table 2). The intended use of the analysis was to understand 

how practitioners could conduct an evaluation of Y-AP. I discuss my findings in Chapter 3. Finally, 

I synthesized my findings from the evaluation studies and the literature review to create a 

framework to guide practitioners in evaluating Y-AP programs, located in Chapter 4. 

Methods for Literature Review 

My review of relevant literature has been an ongoing process throughout my time in 

graduate school and influenced by prior professional and volunteer experience. I examined 

literature on youth programs from the lens of youth participation in community planning in a UEP 

course on Foundations in Policy and Planning. I studied the role of community programs in 

perpetuating and challenging the narrative of ñat risk youthò in a seminar course on Theories for 

Practice in Crisis, Conflict, and Recovery at Harvardôs Graduate School of Design. Finally, I 

identified approaches for evaluating youth-adult partnership in community programs in a UEP 

course on Program Evaluation.  
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I used the following keywords to search for literature that aligns with my thesis topic: 

ñyouth-adult partnershipò; ñyouth developmentò; ñevaluation youth development programsò; and 

ñyouth participation in evaluationò. This literature search strategy yielded results on Web of 

Science, the Tufts Library search engine, JumboSearch, and Google Scholar. I used Google 

Scholar to determine the number of citations and chose literature that were cited more than 50 

times and was published more than one year prior. This strategy was used so that I could review 

literature that is considered useful by other academics and that has enough time to be distributed 

to both academic and non-academic audiences. Additionally, I identified authors that were highly 

cited within their field and expanded my search from those scholars. Finally, I referenced syllabi 

from UEP courses, such as: Program Evaluation for texts on data collection strategies and 

evaluation goals; Foundations in Policy and Planning for texts on iterative policy development; 

and Community Practice for texts on community-based programs and power relations. 

Methods for Collecting and Analyzing Evaluation Studies  

In the second phase of collecting and analyzing evaluation studies, I identified studies that 

are also cited by at least 50 others in Google Scholar and had been published more than one year 

prior. I identified four criteria that would help me narrow my search. These criteria are important 

because I wanted to ensure that I offered practitioners guidance that can be broadly applied in 

different contexts with various populations, while also highlighting the specificity of Y-AP 

program evaluation. The studies I selected also satisfied these additional criteria: (1) assess youth-

adult partnership within community-based programs, (2) use a data collection instrument that is 

accessible to a practitioner audience (e.g. survey, rubric, or rating scale), (3) have clear definitions 

for successful youth-adult partnership embedded in the data collection instrument, and (4) have 

variation in their study population, program type, and geography. I excluded studies that focused 
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exclusively on one curriculum, such as group sports or sexual health education as a vehicle for 

youth development, because these studies often did not have explicit goals of social justice or 

community change that is implicit in Y-AP programs. There were only a few studies that fit these 

criteria exactly, so I identified three studies that were representative of the small sample. These 

three studies are the basis of my analysis. I chose three studies to analyze because this number 

seemed feasible given the time allotted (approximately three months). Table 1 describes the criteria 

for selection and a brief summary for each of the selected studies.  
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Table 1 

Criteria for Study Selection and Summary for Three Selected Studies 

 Study 

Criteria for Study Selection Jones & Perkins, 2006 Wu et. al., 2016 Zeldin et. al., 2014 

Assess youth-adult 

partnership within 

community-based programs 

Examines both youth 

and adult perceptions 

of their relationships 

within a community-

based program 

Examines four 

dimensions of 

youth-adult 

partnership by 

developing a 

rubric in 

partnership with a 

community-based 

program 

Examines multiple 

community-based 

programs across 

three countries 

Use a data collection 

instrument that is accessible 

to a practitioner audience 

Authors use a rating 

scale for three 

elements of youth-

adult relationships as a 

data collection 

instrument that 

includes user 

instructions 

Designed a rubric 

with four 

dimensions, each 

with multiple sub-

parts, that can be 

used online or 

printed 

Develops a survey 

instrument with 

multiple questions 

that each relate to 

two dimensions of 

youth-adult 

partnership 

Clear definitions for 

successful youth-adult 

partnership in the data 

collection instrument 

Descriptors for each 

element of youth-adult 

partnership are 

provided, as well as 

guidance on how to 

move between the 

ratings on the scale if 

desired. 

Descriptors for 

each dimension 

and each sub-part 

are included, as 

well as a 

description for the 

lowest, midpoint, 

and highest rating 

Not applicable 

Variation in study 

population, program type, 

and geography 

Study participants are 

both youth and adults 

in the same program in 

the Northeast Region 

of the United States, 

with local variations 

Study participants 

are both youth 

and adults in one 

program in 

Michigan 

Study participants 

are only youth in 

various types of 

programs that are 

considered ñyouth 

developmentò 

within three 

different national 

contexts 

 

I analyzed the three studies for the development of a practitionerôs guide to Y-AP evaluation. 

My analysis is focused on how practitioners can measure Y-AP program quality by reviewing 

relevant literature and previous studies with similar questions. I pay particular attention to how Y-
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AP is defined, the benefits of Y-AP for both youth and adult participants, and the potential for 

different data collection strategies to work in various contexts. My conclusions are sourced from 

an analysis of three evaluation studies, a review of relevant literature, and my own personal 

experience. 

I developed questions for analysis that are presented in Table 2 below as a preliminary step for 

the practitionerôs guide to evaluating Y-AP for community-based organizations. The questions are 

categorized in three phases that are most common when conducting an evaluation: planning, 

design, and implementation (Weiss, 1998). My logic for categorizing my analysis in this way was 

that I could more easily translate the analysis of the studies to a practitionerôs guide. Additionally, 

I am aware that there are many ways that an evaluation could be done and I wanted to provide the 

intended audience with a framework that is clear to understand and minimal parts with only three 

phases. 

Table 2 

Evaluation Phases and Questions for Analyzing Studies 

Evaluation Phase Question 

Planning What population was the study developed with? 

Where was the study conducted? 

Why was this study conducted? 

What limitations does the study have? 

Design What measures are used to operationalize youth-adult 

partnership? 

What settings are the youth-adult partnerships studied in? 

What methods are used and what are the results? 

How is youth-adult partnership a part of the evaluation process? 

Implementation Which practitioners should use this evaluation approach and 

when? 

Which context/settings should practitioners use this evaluation 

approach? 

 

The analysis of the selected studies helps me to identify what information might be included 

in the guide. The analysis questions do not include how to replicate the study or details on how to 
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statistically validate the results because in my experience that information is not beneficial to a 

practitioner audience.  

Methods for Developing the Practitionerôs Guide 

I use the analysis in Chapter 3 and the literature review in Chapter 2 to synthesize and compile 

the practitionerôs guide in Chapter 4. I modeled the design and structure of the guide after 

practitioner-oriented materials that I have developed previously. The information in the guide is a 

sampling of some of the best ideas and common mistakes that I identified from the selected studies 

and the literature review, complemented by my own personal experience as a participant and 

practitioner in community-based youth programs. The guide includes definitions of three 

dimensions of quality Y-AP and an overview of why the dimension should be used to measure Y-

AP. It also includes ideas for a practitioner to consider in the planning, design, and implementation 

of an evaluation with question prompts to respond to as a reflection practice (Weiss, 1998). This 

reflective practice offers Y-AP program practitioners an opportunity to learn about evaluation and 

then apply the learning by answering a related prompt. I also include a case study example from a 

hypothetical organization that is based on my own experience as a youth program practitioner. 

Finally, I provide sample data collection instruments with ideas about using multiple methods.   
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

This literature review is organized into three sub-sections: adolescent youth development 

in community-based programs, youth-adult partnership (Y-AP), and the evaluation of those 

programs. I provide an overview of the historical context for community-based programs and how 

a persistent narrative of ñat-riskò youth may be detrimental to adolescent development. I also 

discuss how the core needs of positive adolescent development are supported by the principles of 

Y-AP. I highlight the basics of evaluation purpose, goals, and focus, with particular attention on 

the processes of youth programs. Finally, I review three dimensions of youth-adult partnership that 

are measured for program quality. Together, they justify the Y-AP approach for community-based 

youth programs and highlight the importance of properly aligned evaluation tools. 

From Deficits to Strengths: An Organizing Principle for Adolescent Youth Programs 

Youth development programs can be traced to the late 19th and early 20th century. Some of 

the most widely recognized youth development programs today ï Boys & Girls Club, National 4-

H Council, Camp Fire USA ï were initiated at this time and framed their activities as providing 

welfare, training, and occupation to youth (Arnold & Cater, 2011). Some scholars consider the 

emergence of some of these social programs to protect youth who were deemed to be ñat-riskò of 

endangering themselves or others (Hale, 2018; Lerner, 2005). In 1904, American psychologist 

Granville Hall published the first text on adolescence, titled ñAdolescence: Its psychology and its 

relations to physiology, anthropology, sociology, sex, crime, religion, and educationò (Lerner, 

2005). Hallôs text was a reference for popularized ideas about adolescent youth of that period, that 

they are ñat-riskò, inherently ñwildò, and ñbrokenò or in danger of becoming ñbrokenò (Lerner, 

2005). Lerner notes that the first half of the 20th century was dominated by this discourse about 

adolescent youth. 
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While the youth development field has gone through many iterations with different 

stakeholders since that time, there is a narrative that persists. The belief that youth are recipients 

of welfare, resources to be trained, or that they must be kept occupied as a preventive measure 

permeates many adolescent experiences. This belief may impact the development of adolescent 

youths and, in turn, how they relate to their communities. 

 Positive youth development scholar, Richard Lerner, approaches it as a framework for 

understanding the impact of youth programs with a developmental systems lens (Lerner, 2005). 

Lerner presents three  key elements of youth programs that support positive youth development: 

ñpositive and sustainedéadult-youth relationships; skill-building activities; and opportunities to 

use these skills by participating in, and leading, community-based activitiesò (Lerner, 2005). 

Lernerôs analysis presents two key findings: (1) positive youth development is promoted in 

community-based settings, and (2) positive youth development can be operationalized by focusing 

on the characteristics of ñthriving youthò ï competence, confidence, connection, character, and 

caring (Lerner, 2005).  

A key difference between positive youth development programming and other approaches to 

youth programming (e.g., youth training, youth welfare, youth services, etc.) is the view of 

adolescents that informs each approach. A positive youth development approach replaces what 

Lerner describes as a ñdeficit viewò of adolescents with the view that all adolescents have inherent 

strengths and the potential to change (Lerner, 2005). As discussed in the section above, the 

foundational ideas about adolescents and associated programming are rooted in narratives of risk, 

danger, and brokenness (Lerner, 2005). Positive youth development approaches to programming 

shift away from those narratives and replaces them with assets, skills, and connection (Lerner, 

2005; Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2003). This shift can be attributed to a convergence of changing views 
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about the role of youth in society, the economic restructuring of the 1980s that put more emphasis 

on social programs, and a growing awareness of the importance of adolescent development 

(Checkoway et al., 1995; Lerner, 2005; Sellers & Arrigo, 2018). The relative success of 

community-based programs with a positive development framework set the stage for another 

model with different applications and values: youth-adult partnership (Y-AP). 

Community settings encourage positive adolescent development  

Youth-adult partnership (Y-AP) is an application of positive youth development; however, 

collaboration and youth voice in decisions are key differentiators between Y-AP and other types 

of positive development youth programs. Y-AP challenges the ñdeficitò narrative that is 

fundamental to a youth services approach by positioning youth as cooperative partners (Lerner, 

2005). Y-AP is based on some of the theoretical ideas of positive youth development, focusing on 

mutual respect and cooperation (Camino, 2000). Camino defines Y-AP as a construct for positive 

youth development with three components: (1) principles of equality and respect that guide youth-

adult relational dynamics; (2) a set of skills related to effective partnership, such as communication 

and teamwork; and (3) an opportunity to work in a cooperative and collective manner (Camino, 

2000). Y-AP is different from a youth development approach where youth may not have control 

over their work, or have the chance to work in teams with the adults, often feeling like they are 

being dictated to (Camino, 2000). Y-AP challenges social norms about the role of young people 

and the role of adults within organizations (Zeldin et al., 2013). 

Literature and research suggest that there is a set of individual and collective assets that all 

people need for healthy, or positive, development (Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2003). These assets ï or 

core needs ï can be provided through Y-AP. Roth & Brooks-Gunn indicate there is consensus 

around what a positive development setting should provide, including: ñPhysical and 
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psychological safety; Appropriate structure; Supportive relationships; Opportunities to belong; 

Positive social norms; Support for efficacy and mattering; Opportunities for skill building, and; 

Integration of family, school, and community effortsò (2003, p.97). A sense of belonging and 

heightened social awareness of social issues for both youth and adults are among the key benefits 

of Y-AP in community-based programs (Camino, 2000; London et al., 2003; Zeldin et al., 2013). 

Y-AP is most salient in community-based programs because it diverges from the traditional 

student-teacher or mentor-mentee dynamics that most adults and youth are accustomed to. It can 

be implemented in a wide range of communities, but there must be adequate support for both youth 

and adult partners (Camino, 2000). In a foundational study of Y-AP, Linda Camino explains the 

value of Y-AP in community settings: ñYouth participation helps build strong communities, 

building healthy communities contributes to youth development, and adultsô negative attitudes 

about youth can be overcome when adults work with youth to address community 

concernséò(Camino, 2000, p.13). This study affirms the principle that successful Y-AP are rooted 

in community work, and vice versa; successful community work benefits from Y-AP. Further, the 

collective action and connection that is embedded in Y-AP has positive implications for the 

evolution of the community development field (London et al., 2003). Connecting the development 

of youth, community work, and organizational change can ñproduce generative and self-sustaining 

processes that serve to address key social issues and revitalize communities and the organizations 

and individuals within themò (London et al., 2003, p.35).  

Three Dimensions to Measure the Quality of Y-AP 

There are three key dimensions of a youth-adult partnership that are indicative of program 

quality: ñyouth voice in decision-makingò (YVDM), ñsupportive adults as natural mentorsò 

(SANM), and ñyouth-adult reciprocity and interactionò (YARI) (Jones & Perkins, 2006; Wu et al., 



 

 

 

16 

2016; Zeldin et al., 2014).  Youth voice in decision-making, sometimes shortened to ñyouth voiceò 

can be characterized as a host of activities where youth collaborate with adults to make 

programming decisions. Supportive adults as natural mentors, also referred to as ñmentorsò or 

ñadult alliesò, can be characterized by the guidance and power-sharing of adults in programming. 

This foundation of YVDM and SANM cultivates ñyouth-adult reciprocity and interactionò (YARI) 

among program participants. Youth-adult reciprocity and interaction is the third dimension of Y-

AP and involves youth and adults collaborating and interacting as a team. A discussion of YVDM, 

SAM, and YARI are provided below. 

Youth Voice in Decision-making 

Scholars have documented that the Y-AP framework is associated with adult perceptions of 

youth as partners in solving community issues (Jones & Perkins, 2006; Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 

2016). Community-based youth development programs are considered a highly effective context 

for intergenerational participation because they offer youth the opportunity to ñimagine 

possibilities, debate options, take on responsible social roles, and collaborate with adult residents 

and community workersò (Zeldin et al., 2014, p.343). There are a growing number of studies of 

community-based programs within the Y-AP model that measure the extent and perception of 

youth voice in programmatic decision-making. The role of youth voice and contribution to 

program decisions is a key indicator of quality Y-AP and differentiates it from other youth 

programs.  

Supportive Adults and Mentoring 

Another component of Y-AP is the impact of a supportive adult relationship and mentoring 

on youth sense of agency and competency (Zeldin et al., 2014). The supportive adult ally is a 

fundamental element of the Y-AP model. The role of supportive adult ally or adult partner is 
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different  from other forms of youth programming that require ñproblem fixingò or ñresource 

developingò when adults interact with youth (Lerner, 2005; Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2003). Youth 

must believe that they are trusted as both leaders and learners by the adult partners; meanwhile 

there must be a sharing of power by adults with youth for a quality Y-AP to be cultivated (Jones 

& Perkins, 2006; Zeldin et al., 2014). Another consideration for adult mentorship in Y-AP is the 

benefit to adolescent youth development. A Hagler & Rhodes (2018) study found that mentored 

youth, compared to their unmentored counterparts, tend to have better educational outcomes and 

more communal connections.  

Youth-Adult Reciprocity and Interaction 

 Youth and adults collaborating as reciprocal partners is a third dimension of quality Y-AP. 

The culture of reciprocity and mutual respect is embedded within the principles, systems, and 

processes of a quality Y-AP (Camino, 2000; Zeldin et al., 2013). The exposure to new ideas and 

opportunity to solve complex problems together is a benefit that both youth and adults draw from 

their interactions (Jones & Perkins, 2006; Ozer, 2016). Most adults have little interaction with 

adolescent youth and therefore can generate stereotypes based on inaccurate information or 

drawing on their own negative experiences from when they were young (Jones & Perkins, 2006). 

A quality Y-AP can generate opportunities for youth and adults to interact cooperatively on 

collective action projects for their community. Scholars agree that when youth and adults work 

together as a part of a team on a community project, both adult and youth attitudes towards each 

other can improve. In addition, there are positive development benefits for youth when they work 

on collaborative teams with adults (Zeldin et al., 2013). 
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Evaluation for Youth-Adult Partnership  

As discussed above, there are a myriad of types of youth programming and each of them 

have their own unique framework and approach. Evaluating implementation is an often-

overlooked component of many programs. It is likely not an issue of program administrators not 

being interested in evaluation and assessment, but more likely that they and their staff are limited 

in resources and capacity (Arnold & Cater, 2011). In fact, while there are many evaluation tools 

available there is limited and confusing guidance on which evaluation approach should be 

employed and how, given an organizationôs desired measurement outcomes (Weiss, 1998).  

Evaluations are conducted by people with and without professional training in evaluation 

science. Sometimes those people are external to the organization being evaluated; however, some 

organizations have the resources and staff capacity for an internal evaluation team (Weiss, 1998). 

Regardless of who conducts an evaluation, they should have an intimate familiarity with the 

program goals, components, and desired measurement outcomes (Mertens & Wilson, 2012; Weiss, 

1998). Evaluation science and methods texts advise that the components of an evaluation should 

be clearly connected to the goals and objectives of the program that is being evaluated (Weiss, 

1998). 

Phases of an Evaluation 

Evaluation can be categorized into three phases: planning, design, and implementation. 

The first phase is the Planning phase and is a critical first part of developing an evaluation. In this 

phase, an organization should clarify why they want to conduct an evaluation as well as what their 

limitations and resources are (Weiss, 1998). The second phase of an evaluation is the Design phase, 

which can look different based on the desired outcome (Weiss, 1998). This phase of an evaluation 

is when practitioners may lose the connection between what they are measuring and their data 
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collection strategy. In fact, in a 2009 review of 52 evaluation studies, researchers found insufficient 

detail about the method and purpose of data collection (Mertens & Wilson, 2012). At this point in 

the evaluation a practitioner should consider what they want to measure, how they will collect data 

for that measure, when they will evaluate, and over what period of time (Weiss, 1998). Finally, 

the implementation phase of the evaluation prompts a practitioner to consider what method(s) they 

will use to evaluate, as well as what factors may impact their results during data collection 

(Mertens & Wilson, 2012). There can be an iterative feedback loop between the design phase and 

the implementation phase, especially for process-oriented evaluation.  The phases can be helpful 

when there is uncertainty about the connection between the data that is being collected and the 

evaluation question (Mertens & Wilson, 2012).  

Evaluation Purpose, Focus, and Goals 

Evaluations are used for a variety of purposes and can occur at different times in the cycle 

of a program. In Table 3 I provide a list that I have adapted from Weissô ñPurposes of Evaluationò 

(Weiss, 1998). Weiss frames two evaluation goals -- decision-making and organizational learning 

ï each with various a set of more specific purposes. In addition to evaluation goals and purposes, 

Weiss emphasizes the connection between the timing of an evaluation and how that is connected 

to the question that is being asked and the data that is collected to answer the question. Weiss 

identifies two types of evaluation data: process and outcome. A study of process data would occur 

while the program is happening, whereas a study of outcome data would look at the consequences 

for participants after a program has ended (Weiss, 1998). Evaluation questions that can be 

answered with process data are those that correlate with how a program is implemented (Weiss, 

1998). In contrast, evaluation questions that are best answered with outcome data are those that 

correlate with the impact of a completed program (Weiss, 1998). For each type of evaluation 
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question that is posed, there is a source of data that is best suited to answer it. Weiss recommends 

that if there are multiple types of questions, it would be useful to prioritize them and then collect 

data in order of priority (Weiss, 1998). 

Table 3 

 Evaluation Goal and Purpose with Proposed Evaluation Questions and Focus (Weiss, 1998) 

Evaluation Goal Evaluation Purpose Proposed Evaluation 

Question 

Proposed Evaluation 

Focus (Process or 

Outcome) 

Organizational 

Decision-making 

Program changes Should we adjust, 

expand, or reduce our 

program? 

Process 

Test new ideas How is this new idea 

working? 

Process 

Consider alternatives Which option is our 

best choice? 

Process 

Funding decisions Are our program funds 

being allocated 

effectively? 

Process 

Organizational 

Learning 

Record program 

history 

What has our program 

done, when, how, and 

why? 

Outcome 

Align work with 

program values 

Are we doing what we 

said we would? 

Process 

Understand program 

impact 

What was the impact of 

that intervention? 

Outcome 

Feedback for 

practitioners 

What can we learn 

from what we have 

done? 

Process 

 

Scholars in evaluation science (Weiss, 1998) and positive youth development programs 

(Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2016; Zeldin et al., 2014) advise that more organizations should consider 

evaluations that focus on program processes. This would be in addition to or in place of studying 

program outcomes, which focuses on the consequences of program participation after 

involvement. Youth development or youth welfare programs might evaluate implementation 

success or program quality through outcome-based metrics because the underlying goal is to 
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develop youth as resources or to address the problem that youth are facing (Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 

2003). This is best captured by data after the program has completed. In contrast, a process-focused 

evaluation would be ideal to measure Y-AP program quality because it would highlight the 

collaboration, interactions, and relationships of participants that are central to a quality Y-AP.  

Mixing Methods for Process-Focused Evaluation 

Process-focused evaluation invites more opportunities for a mixed methods design. An 

evaluation that uses multiple methods for data collection can be oriented so that participants take 

ownership over the evaluation process (Framework, n.d.). For example, an evaluation may benefit 

from a combination of quantitative data collection, such as a survey or a rubric, as well as 

qualitative data collection, such as interviews and focus groups (Mertens & Wilson, 2012). 

Research has demonstrated that engaging adolescent youth as contributors and leaders of 

evaluation design and implementation is beneficial for the youth and adults involved (Arnold & 

Cater, 2011; Ozer, 2016). 

Youth participation in research is commonly referred to as Youth Participatory Action 

Research (YPAR), or Youth Participatory Evaluation in the context of program evaluations 

(Arnold & Cater, 2011; Ozer, 2016). YPAR and YPE are well-suited for a Y-AP setting because 

they draw on the fundamental components of a Y-AP program: (1) supportive and cooperative 

relationships between youth and adults, (2) a sense of purpose and connection, and (3) youth 

agency and efficacy in evaluative decisions (Ozer, 2016). YPAR and YPE can be defined as ñan 

approach to scientific inquiry and social change grounded in principles of equity that engages 

young people in identifying problems relevant to their own lives, conducting research to 

understand the problems, and advocating for changes based on research evidenceò (Ozer, 2016, 

p.190). The method can become a part of the program, where youth are guided and supported by 
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adults to lead and develop a research agenda, design a data collection instrument, and implement 

it (Arnold & Cater, 2011). Incorporating program participants into the design and implementation 

of an evaluation might include recruiting participants, crafting survey or interview questions, and 

facilitating interviews or focus groups (Bulanda et al., 2013; Wu et al., 2016). Youth participation 

in an evaluation design with multiple methods can offer insights into interpersonal and 

developmental experiences that adults may struggle to understand (Ozer, 2016). 

Summary 

A process-focused evaluation of the quality of a Y-AP program in a community-based 

context offers several advantages. One benefit of this approach is that the evaluation can provide 

feedback on how the participant interaction and perception of each other affects program quality. 

Another potential for this approach is that the evaluation can measure how the program is being 

delivered and received to ensure program quality (Weiss, 1998). Measuring program processes as 

a proxy for program quality is specific to the context, people, and practices of an organization 

(Arnold & Cater, 2011). The studies that I have identified to guide practitioners in evaluating 

youth-adult partnership are process-focused. I provide an analysis and discussion of them in the 

next chapter.  
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Chapter 3: Analysis of Three Evaluation Studies for Practitionerôs Guide   

 The section below presents my analysis of the three selected studies. I summarize my 

takeaways from each study and identify how the analysis informs the development of a guide to 

Y-AP evaluation. My analysis is focused on how practitioners can measure Y-AP program quality 

by reviewing three evaluation studies with similar questions. These studies were selected because 

they meet four criteria: (1) assess youth-adult partnership within community-based programs, (2) 

uses a data collection instrument that is accessible to a practitioner audience (e.g. survey, rubric, 

or rating scale), (3) have clear definitions for successful youth-adult partnership embedded in the 

data collection instrument, and (4) have variation in their study population, program type, and 

geography. I analyze the studies as a preliminary step for the practitionerôs guide in Chapter 4 

which aids community-based organizations in developing evaluation of Y-AP through three 

phases: planning, design, and implementation (Weiss, 1998). The studies are presented in 

chronological order because scholars in the same field of research often reference previous studies 

that relate to similar topics (e.g., youth-adult relationships, measuring youth-adult partnership) as 

they develop their own. 

Rating Scale of Involvement and Interaction Developed with 4-H in Northeast Region 

(Jones & Perkins, 2006) 

Planning Phase 

The purpose of this study ñwas to examine the perceptions of youth and adults toward their 

involvement and interaction when working together on community projects. The major research 

question addressed by this study was, What are the perceptions of youth and adults toward their 

involvement and interaction with one another when working together on community 

projects?ò(Jones & Perkins, 2006, p.93). This focus on the perception of both youth and adults 
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when working together on community projects is relevant for the intended audience of this project 

ï both youth and adult practitioners in community-based Y-AP programs. 

The 4-H program is a locally delivered program with national reach that shifted from a 

youth leadership development model to a youth-adult partnership approach (What Is 4-H?, n.d.). 

This study focused on a sub-program of the 4-H model, Engaging Youth Serving Community 

(EYSC) which emphasized the partnership opportunities of youth and adults in rural communities 

in 12 states in the Northeast region of the United States (Jones & Perkins, 2006). The study sample 

also included two urban communities from the greater Philadelphia area as a test for differences 

between rural and urban participants. The urban participants were in the beginning stages of their 

community projects, whereas the rural participants had established relationships with each other 

(Jones & Perkins, 2006). The authors indicate that the length of time that youth and adults are 

working together prior to administering the survey may impact the quality of relationship and the 

assessment of youth-adult interaction.  

Design Phase 

The authors tested the research question using a survey tool, the ñInvolvement and 

Interaction Rating Scaleò, with a convenience sample of 4-H program participants in the Northeast 

region of the United States. The Involvement and Interaction Rating Scale is a 38-item rating 

system that uses a 10-point scale to categorize ñrelationship qualityò. The survey tool is shared 

with both youth and adults who are working together on community-based projects to assess their 

perceptions of each other. Approximately half (n=55) of the respondents were youth, and the 

remaining were adults (n=53). This tool was tested with adolescent age youth and would be best 

suited for replication with youth in that range (aged 13 to 18). The largest age group represented 

among youth was those between 15 and 16 years of age (41%, n = 22), followed by 33% (n = 18) 
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aged 17 to 18, and 24% (n = 13) aged 13 to 14. Most of the adults (90%, n = 48) were ages 26 and 

older. The composition of the sampleôs sex was 69% female (n=75) and 31% male (n=33). The 

high percentage of participantsô sex as female could influence the perception of youth and adultsô 

interactions with each other and should be considered when examining programs with either 

similar or different compositions.  

This study does not incorporate youth-adult partnership into the evaluation design; 

however, there are opportunities for future uses that could incorporate youth partners. For example, 

after the assessment has been conducted and the scores calculated, some organizations may benefit 

from additional discussion of the results (Mertens & Wilson, 2012). Drawing on the practices of 

YPE and YPAR, youth members could facilitate those discussions in a focus group or interview 

setting (Arnold & Cater, 2011; Bulanda et al., 2013; Ozer, 2016). 

Implementation Phase 

The questions are designed to help program administrators and participants evaluate 

program quality and areas for improvement by assessing the extent of youth involvement, adult 

involvement, and youth-adult interaction. The survey results were summarized, and the group 

assigned a category of youth-adult relationship based on the Continuum of Youth-Adult 

Relationships, provided in Figure 2 below. The scale offers program practitioners, administrators 

and participants the opportunity to assess their current program offerings as a baseline and then 

identify how they might move their programming closer or further from this baseline towards their 

desired youth-adult relationship, illustrated in the Continuum (Figure 2). A key benefit of the rating 

scale is that there is no implied superiority of one type of youth-adult relationship over another. 

This approach might appeal to a wide audience of Y-AP practitioners that want instruction on how 

to establish a baseline and guidance on how their programming could be adapted.  
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Figure 2 

Continuum of Youth-Adult Relationships, Jones & Perkins, 2006 

 
 

Implications for Practitionerôs Guide 

 The tenure of a program and the experience of the participants working together may 

impact the results of measuring the quality of Y-AP, particularly YVDM and SANM; therefore, it 

may be a best practice to conduct an evaluation of Y-AP program quality once the program has 

been in place for enough time that the youth and adults have developed a working relationship. 

The identity and lived experience of program participants also seemed to impact their interactions. 

The impact of racial and spatial differences was most pronounced with two of the study groups 

from the urban area of Philadelphia, who predominantly identified as African American. Those 

program participants did not report positive youth-adult interactions as compared to their rural 

peers, who mostly identified as white. An evaluation of youth-adult interaction should account for 

how differences in geography and socioeconomic class, as well as racial and gender identity, may 

impact the interactions between youth and adults. Finally, one benefit that I find from the use of a 

rating scale that matches with a Continuum of Youth-Adult Relationships is that it offers a non-

judgmental approach to assessing the current condition as a baseline and incorporates opportunities 
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for change. This growth mindset is well-aligned with the ñstrengths viewò of Y-AP, as opposed to 

a ñdeficitò view that other youth programs may promote. 

Cross-National Study Tests Two Measures of Y-AP (Zeldin et al. 2014) 

Planning Phase 

The purpose of this study was to operationalize a measure for Y-AP that would be suitable 

for future research and practitioners. Zeldin et. al. (2014) uses the following definition of Y-AP: 

ñthe practice of youth and adults working together for a common purpose in a collective, pluralistic 

fashionò (p.339). The authors conducted a review of empirical and theoretical analysis of Y-AP to 

identify the key components of Y-AP that could be operationalized. The authors reviewed existing 

practitioner literature to determine what words and phraseology is used to assess programs. The 

measure focuses on two components ï youth voice in decision-making (YVDM) and Supportive 

Adult Relationship. YVDM is defined as ñyouth believing that they have authentic opportunities 

to influence decision-making throughout the life of an initiative, program, or activityò. Supportive 

Adult Relationship is defined as ñyouth believing that they are trusted as both leaders and as 

learners by the adults with whom they interactò (Zeldin et al., 2014).  

Design Phase 

They developed and piloted a survey that uses a five-point Likert scale to assess five 

statements on Supportive Adult Relationships and four statements on YVDM . The survey was 

administered with programs that self-describe as employing a positive youth development 

approach. The survey also incorporates previously defined measures like agency, empowerment, 

self-esteem, and school grades to test if the new Y-AP measure would concur with them or not.  

In addition, the survey includes two other measures to help the researchers determine if the new 

Y-AP measures are capturing what they were designed to (e.g., supportive adult relationships and 
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YVDM) rather than participantsô perceptions of program quality, safe environment, and program 

engagement.  

Implementation Phase 

The survey was used with a cross-national cohort (n=610) and included respondents in the 

United States (n=141), Malaysia (n=328), and Portugal (n=141). The results were well-distributed 

for respondentsô sex; however, the racial identity of the cohort members was skewed. 55 percent 

of the study cohort identified as Asian and 23 percent identified as Latino or Hispanic. This 

summary data on the respondentôs racial identity does not account for variation between sites. For 

example, in the United States, only 8.5 percent of the cohort identify as Asian and 7.1 percent 

identify as Latino, whereas in Portugal 91.5 percent identify as Portuguese.  

The authors conclude that the measure can and should be tested in other cohorts and studies, 

while acknowledging the limitations that quality Y-AP implementation can pose. They suggest 

that the principles, values, and strategies of Y-AP must be iteratively integrated into an 

organizationôs programs, structures, and functions. The authors acknowledge that one of the 

limitations of this study are the socially constructed definitions of ñyouthò and ñadultò, as well as 

how those definitions vary based on cultural and geographical context. This limitation can be 

communicated in the practitionerôs guide by advising a clear definition of who is involved in an 

evaluation. 

Implications for Practitioners Guide 

The authors employ a statistical analysis to validate their findings because the study includes 

multiple factors, and they are attempting to create a new measure for Y-AP that has not been tested 

before. Inferential statistics that allow researchers to make predictions about the significance of 

their findings are useful for the authors of this study. However, a practitioner audience will not be 
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developing new measures of Y-AP and the same sort of statistical testing to confirm the 

significance of an evaluation study is not necessary (Arnold & Cater, 2011). Descriptive statistics 

that explain the results and help them to make sense of the data collected are a useful tool for this 

practitioner audience. Another key learning from this study is that the authors point out different 

communities define ñyouthò and ñadultò with various age ranges (Zeldin et al., 2014). It will be 

important for practitioners to clarify the age range of both ñyouthò and ñadultò before conducting 

an evaluation. Finally, it seems that the authors combined racial identity categories when 

summarizing the study sample. The lack of nuance when racial identity data is aggregated can lead 

to insufficient conclusions about Y-AP. 

Rubric Designed to Measure Four Dimensions of Y-AP (Wu et al., 2016) 

Planning Phase 

This rubric is intended to be a tool for peer or self-assessment as well as data collection by 

youth workers, administrators, and evaluators (Wu et al., 2016). Wu et. al. published a rubric with 

four dimensions with 20 questions that use a five-item Likert scale (Wu et al., 2016). They defined 

the context for using this rubric as ñany setting that involve multiple youth and adult(s) working 

together with extensive dialogue for a common goalò (Wu et al., 2016). The broad application of 

this rubric is useful because it can be applied in a variety of Y-AP contexts.  

The authors adapted an existing university-community group partnership between 

Michigan State University (MSU) and the Neutral Zone in Ann Arbor, Michigan to conduct this 

research. The Neutral Zone is a non-profit organization established in 1998 that is recognized for 

their approach to youth-adult programming; youth hold leadership roles within the organization 

and they share best practices on how to incorporate more youth-driven models into organizations 
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with trainings for other organizations (Wu et al., 2016). The researchers are based at MSU and had 

previously worked with staff and youth members of The Neutral Zone. 

Design Phase 

The four dimensions to assess Y-AP program quality are authentic decision-making, 

natural mentors, reciprocity, and community connectedness. Each dimension is composed of sub-

parts which are rated with a Likert scale of 1 to 5, and the ratings of 1, 3, and 5 include descriptions. 

where a rating of 1 represents the lowest quality, a rating of 3 represents the mid-point, and a rating 

of 5 represents the highest quality.  

ñAuthentic decision-makingò is defined as ñyouth are involved in meaningful decision-

makingò. There are five sub-parts to this dimension of the rubric that assess the extent to which 

youth are involved in the decisions of the organization. ñNatural mentorsò is defined as ñadults 

intentionally support relationships with youth to help them developò. There are eight sub-parts to 

this dimension of the rubric which assesses the extent that adults provide supportive and non-

judgmental guidance and ñscaffoldingò to youth partners. ñReciprocityò defined as ñYouth and 

adults work together as partnersò. There are four sub-parts of this dimension that assesses the 

interactions and relationship dynamics between youth and adults. ñCommunity connectednessò is 

defined as ñYouth are engaged in communitiesò. There are three sub-parts of this dimension that 

assess aspects of how program participation can increase young peopleôs connection to the larger 

community. The scores are averaged for each dimension and then summarized for a total score, 

illustrated in Figure 3.  

The rubric was developed in four phases: an initial draft and pilot observation to build 

consensus; ten additional observations of meetings and activities; a focus group analysis of rubric 

design and phrasing that included Neutral Zone staff and youth members; and a final review for 
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accessibility and usability through MSU. This rubric was not tested with a study population and 

there is no ñimplementationò phase or results data to discuss. The authors of the rubric make it 

publicly available through an online platform and request that practitioners use the rubric to collect 

data in their own organizations and for the purpose of testing the effectiveness of the rubric (Wu 

et al., 2016). 

Figure 3 

Youth-Adult Partnership Rubric Scoring Sheet, Wu et. al., 2016 

 

There is more flexibility for participants who identify with multiple racial identities and 

gender expressions to be represented in an evaluation when the rubric includes the option to not 

disclose. The racial composition of study participants in program observations reflected the 

demographics of the Neutral Zone; approximately half of the participants identify as white and 

half identify as people of color (Wu et al., 2016). The rubric has a section for practitioners to 
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quantify the number of participants in their program, including how many youths, how many 

adults, and the racial and sex composition of each group, including the option ñUndisclosedò. 

Implications for Practitioners Guide 

The benefit of a multi-dimension rubric is that a practitioner can choose which dimension 

they wish to measure. For example, two dimensions of Y-APï reciprocity and youth voice in 

decision-making ï could be measured if practitioners want to know the quality of their program 

process based on the criteria of collaboration and youth voice. The rubric is visually appealing and 

offers instructions to guide both program participant and practitioners. In addition, three out of the 

five ratings have definitions to describe what it would mean to select each one, offering more 

clarity for the user. In my experience, visual appeal and clear instructions are two best practices 

for a practitioner audience. Another key distinction for this rubric is the way that the evaluator can 

collect personal information about the participants. The ability to not disclose data about racial and 

gender identity can provide more flexibility; on the other hand, it may impact how the data can be 

summarized. 

Analysis Identifies Three Dimensions for Evaluating Y-AP 

 Based on the analysis of the three selected studies, and a review of the literature, I identified 

three dimensions that I can offer ideas and suggestions for practitioners to evaluate in Chapter 4. 

Youth Voice in Decision-Making, or YVDM, is identified in all of the selected studies; it is 

referred to as ñyouth involvementò (Jones & Perkins, 2006), ñauthentic decision-makingò (Wu et 

al., 2016), and ñyouth voice in decision-makingò (Zeldin et al., 2014). Supportive Adult and 

Natural Mentor, or SANM, is identified in all the selected studies; it is referred to as ñadult 

involvementò (Jones & Perkins, 2006), ñnatural mentorsò (Wu et al., 2016), and ñsupportive adult 

relationshipsò (Zeldin et al., 2014). Finally, Youth-Adult Reciprocity and Interaction is found in 

two of the three studies; it is referred to as ñyouth-adult interactionò (Jones & Perkins, 2006) and 
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ñreciprocityò (Wu et al., 2016). One measure that is not included in this list is ñCommunity 

Connectionò (Wu et al., 2016). This is more a measure for participant experience within 

community-based programs and not specific to Y-AP (Checkoway et al., 1995). Since it is not a 

measure that is specific to the implementation and program quality of Y-AP, I decided to leave it 

out of this project.  

Table 4 lists each dimension and additional rationale for selecting each one. 

Table 4  

Selected Dimensions for Practitionerôs Guide to Evaluating Y-AP 

Dimension Youth voice in decision-

making (YVDM) 

Supportive adults as 

natural mentors (SANM) 

Youth-Adult 

Reciprocity and 

Interaction (YARI) 

Description Youth voice in decision-

making is validated as a 

key determinant of 

quality youth-adult 

partnership programs 

because it supports the 

developmental needs of 

adolescent youth and 

focuses on the 

collaborative processes 

(i.e. decision-making) 

that characterize Y-AP 

(Camino, 2000; Lerner, 

2005) 

 

 

In addition to the 

experience of youth, the 

experience of adults and 

how youth perceive 

them, is an important 

measure of Y-AP 

program quality to 

evaluate. 

In fact, a supportive adult 

relationship is one of the  

ñcritical key ingredientsò 

in a quality youth 

program (Roth & 

Brooks-Gunn, 2016).  

Scholars agree that 

when youth and adults 

work together as a part 

of a team on a 

community project, 

both adult and youth 

attitudes towards each 

other can improve. In 

addition, there are 

positive development 

benefits for youth when 

they work on 

collaborative teams 

with adults (Camino, 

2000; Lerner, 2005; 

Zeldin et al., 2013). 

 

 

The following chapter synthesizes the analysis in this chapter with the literature review findings 

in Chapter 2. Chapter 4 presents a practitionerôs guide for evaluating the quality of youth-adult 

partnership program processes. 
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Chapter 4: Practitionerôs Guide to Evaluating Y-AP 

This is a framework for you, youth and adult practitioners in community-based youth 

programs, to follow in the process of developing an evaluation of youth-adult partnership (Y-AP). 

The next section provides more detail about how Y-AP is different from other types of youth 

programs, why you should evaluate it, the data that you need to evaluate Y-AP, and what the guide 

does (and does not) include.  

What is Y-AP and how do you know? 

Y-AP is different from other types of youth programming. In other types of youth programs 

that are not Y-AP, youth may not have control over their work, or have the chance to work in 

teams with the adults, and adults are the final decision-makers. In Y-AP programs, youth and 

adults collaborate on shared work when they interact with each other, youth practitioners have a 

voice in any decisions that are made, and adults provide supportive mentoring. 

Why would you want to measure and collect data about Y-AP? 

There are multiple reasons why your organization would want to measure and collect data 

about Y-AP. If you are not in a Y-AP program but you are interested in what it could be like, you 

may be interested in how youth and adults feel about the possibility of more youth voice, adult 

support, and collaborative youth-adult interaction. If you are currently in a Y-AP program, you 

might want to check how program participants feel about the current status of youth voice, adult 

support, and collaborative youth-adult interaction. A third reason why you might want to measure 

and collect data about Y-AP is if past or current participants have expressed concerns that even 

though you are currently in a Y-AP program, there is a lack of youth voice, weak adult support, 

and minimal collaborative youth-adult interaction. 
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Three data measures for Y-AP and why you should use them 

Since Y-AP is different from other types of youth programs the data that you collect to 

measure a Y-AP will be different from the data that other types of programs would collect. Data 

to measure a Y-AP should represent how both adults and youth feel about what happens in the 

program. There are three measures that you should consider collecting data for. 

One data measure is youth voice in decision-making or ñYouth Voiceò. Youth Voice is 

more than young people expressing their ideas. In Y-AP, youth are actively involved in making 

decisions that affect their lives. Measuring Youth Voice can help you understand if youth are 

involved in high-stakes decisions in your program or organization.1 The goal of evaluating this is: 

to learn how youth and adults feel about youth making group decisions; to learn how youth voice 

impacts your organization; or, to understand the current experiences of youth participants as you 

work towards more youth voice in programming.2  

A second data measure is supportive adults as natural mentors or ñAdult Supportò. 

ñAdult Supportò represents the role of an adult mentor in a youth-adult partnership. In high quality 

Y-AP, youth partners believe that they are trusted as both leaders and as learners.3 The actions and 

ideas of adults are just as important as the actions and ideas of youth because a supportive adult 

mentor can impact the experience of youth in a Y-AP program. Youth partners should feel like 

they are trusted by adult partners to do the work that is asked of them. The type of support from 

adults in a Y-AP can vary. The level of adult support may be different if it is an adult-led project, 

 
1 (Wu et al., 2016) 
2 (Jones & Perkins, 2006; Wu et al., 2016; Zeldin et al., 2014) 
3 (Zeldin et al., 2014) 
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a youth-led project, or if there is youth-adult collaboration on the project.4 The goal of evaluating 

this might be to learn more about how youth perceive adults or how adults perceive their role.5   

A third data measure is youth-adult reciprocity and interaction, or ñCollaborative 

Youth-Adult Interactionò. A quality Y-AP can create opportunities for youth and adults to work 

together on projects that impact their communities. Sharing ideas and solving problems together 

benefit both youth and adults.6 The goal of evaluating this would be to learn how youth and adults 

work together and their perceptions of that collaboration. 

A process-focused evaluation on program quality 

I suggest that you develop an evaluation while a program is in session (e.g., a process 

focused evaluation) instead of collecting data after your program has ended (e.g., an outcome 

focused evaluation). The three data measures for Y-AP listed above are based on how people think 

about and relate to each other. This kind of data should be collected while a program is still 

happening so that the data can be as accurate as possible and changes to the program can be made 

if  needed. An evaluation commonly happens in three phases: planning, design, and 

implementation. In the planning phase, you will need to decide why you want to evaluate your 

program, or the ñpurposeò of the evaluation. In the design phase, you will need to decide who will 

be involved in the evaluation and when it will happen. You also need to decide what you want to 

measure ï youth voice in decision-making, supportive adults as natural mentors, and/or youth-

adult reciprocity interaction. You can measure one, two, or all three. Whatever you choose to 

measure should be connected to the purpose of your evaluation. In the implementation phase, you 

 
4 (Jones & Perkins, 2006) 
5 (Jones & Perkins, 2006; Wu et al., 2016; Zeldin et al., 2014) 
6 (Jones & Perkins, 2006; Ozer, 2016). 
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will need to decide how you are collecting data, who will be collecting data, and what might impact 

your results. 

This guide does not include This guide does include 

- A comprehensive 

presentation on how to do 

an internal evaluation 

- Advice on the right time 

and size of an evaluation 

that matches your 

resources 

- Advice on how to use the 

results of an evaluation 

- A framework with prompts for you to reflect on 

within the three common phases of an evaluation: 

planning, design, and implementation 

- Three ways to measure Y-AP program quality: 

ñyouth voiceò, ñadult supportò, and ñcollaboration 

and respectò 

- A case study that applies each question prompt to 

a hypothetical organization that mirrors real world 

experiences 

- A sample of pre-existing data collection as well 

as ideas for adapting those 

 

Using the case study 

A case study is included so that you can see how this process might happen in a real-world 

setting. You may find it helpful to notice how your organization compares to the case study 

example, if at all. There are many ways that an organization may decide to plan, design, and 

implement an evaluation of Y-AP and the case study is just one way, not the ñright wayò. This 

hypothetical organization has multiple program areas and one of the program areas is a youth 

program. It has been around for 20 years and there has not been an evaluation of the youth program. 

The leaders of the organization say that they use a Y-AP model for the youth program. Youth are 

paid to participate and there is one adult practitioner that collaborates with 15 youth. Two youth 

are also a part of an advisory board that makes decisions about the organization and the rest of the 

advisory board is adults. 
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Planning Phase 

Planning Question 1: Why does your organization or group want an evaluation? 

Case Study: Youth practitioners ï both past and present ï have expressed concern that there is 

not enough Youth Voice, Adult Support, or Collaborative Youth-Adult Interaction within their 

program or the advisory board. The adult practitioner in the youth program is concerned that 

they cannot provide enough support for the large group of youth in the program. On the 

advisory board, youth are either not listened to or adult members express interest but ultimately 

do not act on youth ideas. 

Guidance: You may conduct an evaluation for a variety of reasons. Y-AP program quality is best 

measured when it focuses on what is happening while the program is taking place (process), in 

contrast to what happened after the program finished (outcome). There are several types of 

evaluation questions that your organization might ask that relate to the quality of program 

processes, such as: ñhow should we change our program?ò, ñhow is this new approach working?ò, 

ñwhat can we learn from this experience?ò7 

Planning Reflection 1: Write down at least two reasons why your organization wants an 

evaluation 

Reason #1: 

Reason #2: 

(Optional) Reason #3: 

 

  

 
7 (Weiss, 1998) 
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Planning Question 2: What are the resources and limits within your program for an 

evaluation? 

Case Study: A resource for this evaluation is the youth practitioners ï they want to understand 

why the program isnôt going the way they think it should. Another resource for this evaluation 

is the timing of the program ï the youth practitioners are in the program year-round for two 

years. This will give them time to develop questions, collect data, and learn from it. A 

limitation of this evaluation is that other adults in the organization may not think that there is 

an issue that needs to be evaluated. Another limitation of this evaluation is that the program 

takes place during the school year after the school day. Youth practitioners are at the program 

for only five hours per week and there are other program goals that they want to meet. The 

youth and adult practitioners need to incorporate the evaluation into the other program goals 

and have the new plan approved by the organizationôs leadership. 

Guidance: Plan an evaluation that matches the limits and resources of this organization. An 

evaluation requires time, people committed to it, a tool to ask questions, and a tool to collect 

responses. Program participants may not have a sufficient understanding of the goals of an 

evaluation, and it will be your shared responsibility to determine what you can contribute to 

an evaluation.8 

Planning Reflection 2: Identify at least one resource and one limitation for you to do an 

evaluation 

Resource(s): 

 

Limitation(s): 

 

 

  

 
8 (Arnold & Cater, 2011) 
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Design Phase 

Design Question 1: What do you want the evaluation to measure? 

Case Study: The youth and adult practitioners in the youth program agree that they want to 

conduct an internal evaluation that asks: ñhow do youth and adults feel about the Youth Voice, 

Adult Support, or Collaborative Youth-Adult Interaction in our program?ò The goal of this 

evaluation is for the youth and adult practitioners to understand how the program is currently 

working so that they know what needs to change to improve it. 

Guidance: The purpose of your evaluation should be directly tied to what you decide to 

measure.9 

Design Reflection 1: Keep in mind your reasons for an evaluation (Prompt 1) and pick 

one, two, or all three of the dimensions to measure 

o Youth Voice 

o Adult Support 

o Collaborative Youth-Adult Interaction 

 

 

  

 
9 (Weiss, 1998) 
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Design Question 2: What program will you evaluate, with which people, over what time 

period? 

Case Study: The practitioners want to evaluate the youth program that is just one area of the 

larger organization as well as the advisory board. This means that some adults, as well as youth 

members, should participate in the evaluation. It may not be possible for all youth members 

of the youth program to be involved in an evaluation of the youth program. The youth 

practitioners agree that whoever participates in the evaluation should be able to commit to 

being a part of the evaluation for the full amount of time. The practitioners agree that it would 

be beneficial for a youth member of the advisory board to be a part of the evaluation as well. 

The youth have been working together for eight months. Since they have experience working 

together, and there are 16 months left in the 24-month youth program, both the youth and the 

adult practitioners agree that it would be the right time to do an evaluation. 

Guidance: A new program with developing relationships between youth and adults may yield 

different results when compared to a program that has been in place for longer with established 

relationships between youth and adults.10 This may determine what program you evaluate and 

when. If you want to collect data about Youth Voice, Adult Support, or Collaborative Youth-

Adult Interaction, you may want to conduct an evaluation with both youth and adults at two 

or three points in time. The first data collection would be to know the current experience of 

both youth and adults ï this is your ñbaselineò. After some time (weeks or months), you can 

collect data a second time and third time to see if the experiences of youth and adults have 

changed and compare it to the ñbaselineò. If you have a cohort model, you can assess a program 

using different cohorts and comparing their experiences. 

Design Reflection 2: List the people that you believe should be involved in your 

evaluation. 

 

 

  

 
10 (Jones & Perkins, 2006) 
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Implementation Phase 

Implementation Question 1: How will Youth Voice and Collaborative Youth-Adult 

Interaction be a part of your data collection strategy? 

Case Study: The youth and adult practitioners ask other youth programs in their network and 

are referred to use a survey that has already been used by other youth programs to understand 

youth and adult experiences of Youth Voice, Adult Support, and Collaborative Youth-Adult 

Interaction. They like what the survey can offer but want to add their own spin to it, so the 

youth practitioners decide to have a youth focus group and an adult focus group, plus a youth-

adult focus group to discuss the results of the survey in separate settings. The youth develop 

the questions for the focus groups and facilitate the youth focus group as well as the youth-

adult focus group. The adult practitioner facilitates the adult focus group with the adults on 

the advisory board. 

Guidance: The data collection strategy should reflect the principles and values of Y-AP by 

incorporating youth in the process. This can look like surveys designed by youth or interviews 

and focus groups facilitated by youth.11 This process is called Youth Participatory Evaluation 

(YPE) or Youth Participatory Action Research.12 Youth practitioners will need training on 

how to facilitate a group conversation if they do not have this skill already. They may also 

need support for how to lead an interview conversation with a youth peer and with an adult. 

With youth as evaluators and collaborating with a supportive adult to learn necessary skills, 

the evaluation can become a part of your Y-AP program. 

Implementation Reflection 1: Select which type of youth participatory evaluation you 

will use in your data collection 

o Youth facilitate focus groups 

o Youth lead interviews 

o Youth write interview and focus group questions 

 

  

 
11 (Bulanda et al., 2013) 
12 (Arnold & Cater, 2011; Ozer, 2016) 
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Implementation Question 2: What factors (internal or external) might impact the 

results of your evaluation? 

Case Study: The youth and adult practitioners point out that the members of the youth program 

are mostly Black and Latina women, as well as white women, and a few Black and Latino 

men. The adult members of the advisory board are majority white men and there is one Latina 

woman member. The adult advisory board members have been recruited from local businesses, 

financial institutions, and higher education. The youth members of the advisory board are both 

Black women. All the youth members attend public school, except for two who attend private 

school. The adult practitioner in the youth program is an AmeriCorps VISTA intern who is 

paid minimum wage. 

Guidance: The identity and lived experience of an individual will influence how they 

collaborate with their program peers.13 This could include their racial and gender identities, as 

well as the beliefs and class background that frame how they see the world. All these factors 

can influence your results and should be accounted for. The beliefs of program participants 

about the role of youth and the role of adults could have an impact on the Youth Voice, Adult 

Support, and Collaborative Youth-Adult Interaction that is necessary in Y-AP.14 There may 

be differences in racial identity, gender identity, and class experience between youth and adult 

participants. If  they do not yet know how to work together and embrace their differences, 

participants may struggle to respect each other, understand each otherôs views, and collaborate. 

 

The image below from the Youth-Adult Partnership Rubric shows one way that you can keep 

track of the similarities and differences of the program participants with the number of youth 

and their demographics, as well as the number of adults and their demographics.15 

Implementation Reflection 2: What are some identities and experiences that 

participants share? What makes them unique? General descriptions are appropriate and 

be mindful to avoid harmful stereotypes 

Share: 

 

Unique: 

 

 
13 (Zeldin et al., 2014) 
14 Jones & Perkins, 2006 
15 (Wu et al., 2016) 
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Implementation Question 3: What methods will you use to conduct the evaluation? 

Case Study: The youth and adult practitioners ask other youth programs in their network and 

are referred to use a survey that has already been used by other youth programs to understand 

youth and adult experiences of Youth Voice, Adult Support, and Collaborative Youth-Adult 

Interaction. They like what the survey can offer but want to add their own spin to it, so the 

youth practitioners decide to have a youth focus group and an adult focus group, plus a youth-

adult focus group to discuss the results of the survey in separate settings. 

Guidance: The method that you choose and data that you collect should be a mix of 

information about your program.16 You can conduct an interview or focus group with a 

specific group or groups of people to get a more detailed information about their experiences. 

You can also distribute a survey or rubric that has multiple statements on Y-AP and people 

can rate how well the statement reflects their own experience using a rating system. You can 

use multiple methods to collect different types of data and provide your organization with a 

more accurate picture of Y-AP program quality.17An evaluation with multiple methods might 

first collect data with a survey and supplement that with interviews, focus groups, or 

observation, or some combination of these things. 

 

There are three data collection methods described below that have already been used with 

other community-based programs and are appropriate for you to use in your program 

evaluation. The tables below explain where each method comes from, who can use it, why you 

should use it, how it works, and what Y-AP measure(s) the method can collect data for. Each 

method has at least two instruments that you can use to collect data to measure Youth Voice, 

Adult Support, and/or Collaborative Youth-Adult Interaction. The graphic below shows how 

the three methods are separate, but they can be used together to collect data about Y-AP. There 

are also instructions on which instruments you can use to measure Youth Voice, Adult 

Support, and/or Collaborative Youth-Adult Interaction. 

 

 

 

  

 
16 (Weiss, 1998) 
17 (Mertens & Wilson, 2012) 

Y-AP 
Data 

Measure

Youth-Adult 
Partnership 

Survey

Youth-Adult 
Partnership 

Rubric
Involvement 

and 
Interaction 

Rating Scale
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Method Name Involvement and Interaction Rating Scale 

Where the method 

comes from 

Created in 2006 by a research team at the University of Kentucky and 

the national 4-H program.  

Who can use the 

method and where 

Youth and adult participants in community-based youth programs 

Benefits of this 

method 

A ñjudgement freeò assessment of the type of youth-adult relationship 

your program is based on.18. The rating scale does not assume that one 

type of youth-adult relationship is better than any other.  It allows you 

to conduct an initial evaluation to determine the current conditions and 

then, if desired, to conduct follow-up evaluations.  

How it works The instrument is divided into three parts with indicators about ñyouth 

involvementò, ñadult involvementò, and ñyouth-adult interactionò 

 

38 statements total that participants rate based on how much the 

statement reflects their experience using a 10-point scale of 

ñrelationship qualityò 

Y-AP data that this 

method measures 

Youth Voice (measured by Youth Involvement) 

Adult Support (measured by Adult Involvement) 

Collaborative Youth-Adult Interaction (measured by Youth-Adult 

Interaction) 

 

 

Method Name Youth-Adult Partnership Survey 

Where the method 

comes from 

Created in 2014 by a multi-national research team in the United States, 

Portugal, and Malaysia with community-based youth programs 

Who can use the 

method and where 

Youth participants in community-based youth programs 

Benefits of this 

method 

A survey can be used multiple times and you can compare the results. 

This survey is designed to help you understand how "youth voiceò and 

ñadult supportò impact program quality 

How it works The instrument collects data on four statements about ñyouth voice in 

decision-makingò and five statements about ñsupportive adult 

relationshipsò.19 Each statement is rated with a five-point scale, where 

1 represents ñstrongly disagreeò, 2 represents ñdisagreeò, 3 represents 

ñneither disagree or agreeò, 4 represents ñagreeò, and 5 represents 

ñstrongly agreeò.   

Y-AP data that this 

method measures 

Youth Voice (measured by ñyouth voice in decision-makingò) 

Adult Support (measured by ñsupportive adult relationshipò) 

 

  

 
18 (Jones & Perkins, 2006) 
19 Zeldin et al., 2014) 
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Method Name Youth-Adult Partnership Rubric 

Where the method 

comes from 

Created in 2016 by Michigan State University researchers in partnership 

with a community-based organization in Ann Arbor, Michigan 

Who can use the 

method and where 

ñAny setting that involve multiple youth and adult(s) working together 

with extensive dialogue for a common goalò.20 The rubric can be used 

with youth and adults. 

Benefits of this 

method 

Four components give you the choice to collect data for all of them or 

only a few. This rubric is best suited for programs that want to evaluate 

the dimensions that make Y-AP unique: reciprocity and authentic 

decision-making. The rubric is visually attractive, uses a five-item scale, 

and provides descriptions for the scale item 1, 3, and 5. 

How it works The instrument is divided into four dimensions that collect data on 

ñauthentic decision-makingò, ñnatural mentorsò, ñreciprocityò, and 

ñcommunity connectionò. Each dimension of the rubric has multiple 

sub-parts that are averaged to reach a total score for that component. The 

four dimensions are summarized for a total score by combining the four 

averages and dividing them by the total possible score (5), then 

multiplying it by 100% to calculate the percentage.   

Y-AP data that this 

method measures 

Youth Voice (measured by authentic decision-making) 

Adult Support (measured by natural mentors) 

Collaborative Youth-Adult Interaction (measured by reciprocity) 

 

  

 
20 Wu et al., 2016 
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If you want to measure ñYouth Voiceò, consider these three data collection instruments  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Statements on Youth Voice in Decision-Making from Youth-Adult Partnership Survey 21 

 

Rate each statement on a scale of 1 to 5, 1 represents strongly disagree and 5 represents strongly 

agree 

1. I have a say in planning programs 

2. The adults take my ideas seriously 

3. I am expected to voice concerns when I have them 

4. I am encouraged to express my ideas and opinions in this program 

 
21 (Zeldin et al., 2014) 

Youth 
Voice

Youth Voice 
in Decisions 

(Survey)

Authentic 
Decision-
making 
(Rubric)

Youth 
Involvement 

(Rating)
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Youth Involvement Indicators from Involvement and Interaction Rating Scale22 

 

 
22 Jones & Perkins, 2006 
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Authentic Decision-Making Dimension from Youth-Adult Partnership Rubric23 

 
 

 
  

 
23 Wu et. al., 2016 
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If you want to measure ñAdult Supportò, consider these three data collection instruments 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Statements on Supportive Adult Relationship from Youth-Adult Partnership Survey24 

 

Rate each statement on a scale of 1 to 5, 1 represents strongly disagree and 5 represents strongly 

agree 

 

1. Youth and staff trust each other in this program 

2. There is a good balance of power between youth and adults in this program 

3. Youth and adults learn a lot from working together in this program 

4. In this program, it is clear that youth and adults respect each other 

5. Adults learn a lot from youth at this program 

 

 
24 (Zeldin et al., 2014) 

Adult 
Support

Supportive 
Adult 

Relationship 
(Survey)

Natural 
Mentor 
(Rubric)

Adult 
Involvement 

(Rating)
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Adult Involvement Indicators from Involvement and Interaction Rating Scale25 

 

 
25 Jones & Perkins, 2006 
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Natural Mentor Dimension from Youth-Adult Partnership Rubric26 

 

 
 

 
26 Wu et. al., 2016 
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If you want to measure ñCollaborative Youth-Adult Interactionò, consider these two data 

collection instruments 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Reciprocity Dimension from Youth-Adult Partnership Rubric27 

 

 

 
27 Wu et. al., 2014 

Collaborative 
Youth-Adult 
Interaction

Reciprocity 
(Rubric)

Youth-Adult 
Interaction 
(Rating)
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Youth-Adult Interaction Indicators from Involvement and Interaction Rating Scale28 

 

  

 
28 Jones & Perkins, 2006 
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Implementation Reflection 3: Keep in mind what you chose to evaluate and pick the 

method(s) and instrument(s) from these options as well as one supplement 

o Involvement and Interaction Rating Scale 

o Youth Involvement Indicators 

o Adult Involvement Indicators 

o Youth-Adult Interaction Indicators 

o Youth-Adult Partnership Survey 

o Youth Voice in Decision-Making Survey Statements 

o Supportive Adult Survey Statements 

o Youth-Adult Partnership Rubric 

o Authentic Decision-Making Dimension 

o Natural Mentors Dimension 

o Reciprocity Dimension 

o Supplement 

o Interviews 

o Focus Groups 
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Chapter 5: Conclusion 

This section presents my reflections on the thesis process and the limited scope of my 

research inquiry. I include ideas for additional research and opportunities to share the practitionerôs 

guide. I also highlight my experience with practitioner-oriented research and how this guided my 

project. 

My aim in undertaking this thesis project was to develop my introductory understanding 

of evaluation science with a field that is important to me and to practice translating technical and 

academic language for practitioner audiences. I approached the development of a practitionerôs 

guide for evaluating youth-adult partnership with the idea that either an adolescent youth or an 

adult would need to understand the language I used. I reviewed materials on writing research briefs 

and avoiding academic jargon; however, the most beneficial resource I leaned on for this part of 

my project was from my time as an instructor, educator, and campaign organizer, as well as 

coursework in crafting narratives for various audiences. I prioritized language that could be 

understood in context and question prompts to use the guide as a reflective practice, similar to 

educational settings. 

It is my intention to share my research with practitioners as a part of my own iterative and 

reflective learning process. I limited myself in terms of scope and time for this project, so I did not 

expand my qualitative data collection beyond my own experience. The intent behind a 

practitionerôs guide was to understand how these ideas work in theory and then to make a usable 

framework to apply the ideas in practice. However, I am curious to see how some of the ideas that 

were proposed adapt to a new generation of adolescent youth. Most of the Y-AP literature that I 

uncovered from peer-reviewed and practitioner scholarship is from the early 2000s and 2010s. I 

know there is still Y-AP programming in progress and perhaps less scholarship on program 
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implementation. Practitioners who continue to use Y-AP models should adapt the existing 

frameworks to meet their current needs or create new ones. I think that this thesis project is a step 

in that direction. 
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