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1. Purpose of Memo 

Using the SAYO-Y surveys collected since 2010 to 2018, the current analysis aims to review and 
evaluate a decade’s worth of youth’s experiences of summer learning programs within the BASB network. 
The analysis provides insights on links between youth program experiences and other variables such as 
program characteristics and youth behavioral traits. It also attempts to empirically verify connections 
between SAYO-Y and APT surveys. The memo presents the findings in a systematic way with the goal of 
achieving the efficient documentation and accessibility of the analysis.  

 

2. Data  

The SAYO-Y survey is designed to collect information on youth program experiences on out-of-
school time programs. The current analysis is concerned only with the summer learning programs that 
occurred since 2010 to 2018. Data for each year were provided in the form of a SPSS data file or a PDF 
report and later combined into one master dataset. The survey is on the student level as each student 
takes the survey, but it is available on the program level as well. In this case, each value indicates the 
average score given by the entire pool of students in the program.  

The dataset includes 486 programs and 16,300 students (without deduplication). The count of 
programs is less than what was reported in Summer 10 Years Data Inventory, 629, but it was confirmed 
that the data cover the most comprehensive list of the participating programs. The student count is less 
than the actual because (1) the data are missing on the student level from 2010 to 2013 and (2) some 
large programs conducted the survey for only a sample of their student groups. The data contain missing 
values, but the main eight domains are missing only 2% to 3% of its observations. The number of partner 
programs and enrolled students is presented in Table 1, and the descriptive statistics of the SAYO-Y main 
variables are in Table 2.  

The data was combined with secondary datasets when necessary. First of all, Summer Salesforce 
Reports from 2016 to 2018 have been combined with the SAYO-Y dataset in order to link the quantitative 
and qualitative characteristics of the participating programs to youth program experiences. We also used 
the APT survey to empirically verify whether the data support the SAYO-Y and APT mapping provided by 
BASB and NIOST.  
 

3. Analytic Methods 

The analysis relies heavily on identifying correlational or bivariate relationships between the main 
variables. Bivariate analysis shows whether the variables tend to move to the same or opposite direction 
or are not related at all. The Pearson correlation was employed as an indicator to the presence of a 
bivariate relationship. In order to identify the strength of a Pearson correlation, the analysis follows the 
cut-off rules delineated by Evans (1996), which divides the strength of correlation into five categories: 
Very Weak (0.00-0.19), Weak (0.20-0.39), Moderate (0.40-0.59), Strong (0.60-0.79), and Very Strong 
(0.80-1.00). When a correlation is shown to be weak, scatter plot analysis was used to detect more 
detailed patterns. The analysis is done both on the student and program level whenever possible.  
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Basic trend analyses were mainly used to identify whether the benchmark has been met or not. 
The Pearson correlation was used to identify trends, and descriptive charts or graphs visually supplement 
the results. Finally, we used qualitative analysis to identify the common program characteristics among 
groups of programs. All analyses are performed using the statistical software program SPSS, and related 
files are stored in Measurement and Improvement team’s network.  

 

4. The Results  

(1) Overview of Program Outcomes 

Over the past nine years, five domains – Supportive Social Environment, Enjoy & Engagement, 
Youth Feel Challenged, Supportive Adults and Helped Socially – consistently met or exceeded the 
benchmark most or all of the time. Helped Academically has met the benchmark for five years, recently 
seeing a marginal drop in its score below the benchmark level. Choice & Autonomy and Leadership & 
Responsibility are the two domains of which average score did not reach the benchmark for the past nine 
years. Data for Teamwork, Problem Solving, and Self-Regulation are only available since 2016, and during 
the time frame, most of the areas in Teamwork met or exceeded the benchmark level, while those in 
Problem Solving and Self-Regulation have not (See Figure 1).  

Identifying the areas of success and focus of a domain can help improve its average score, which 
might be more important for the ones that the average score falls below the benchmark. In Choice & 
Autonomy, youth tend to agree less that they can choose their own activities and ways to spend their 
time (2.36-2.47), while they tend to agree more that they can suggest their own ideas for new activities 
(2.85) and they get to choose which teens they spend their time with (2.71).  

In Leadership & Responsibility, youth are less likely to respond that they are a part of planning 
activities or choosing rules for the program (2.14-2.29), while they are more likely to agree that they do 
things that help people in their community (2.92). Finally, youth responded more positively to the 
question of whether the program helped them to do better at school (2.81) than it helped them to finish 
their homework (2.29). Note this may reflect the fact that summer programs do not include homework 
sessions rather than the actual performance of the programs within the Helped Academically domain. 

 

(2) Trends 

Supportive Social Environment, Enjoy & Engagement, and Choice & Autonomy experienced 
significant growth in its average score over the nine years. The average scores of Youth Feel Challenged, 
Helped Academically and Helped Socially have more or less dropped, but Youth Feel Challenged and 
Helped Socially have successfully stayed above the benchmark.  

Though it is encouraging that there are some visible upward trends among some domains 
including Choice & Autonomy, their Pearson correlations are very weak, indicating there is almost no 
pattern attributable to time. However, it does not provide a complete answer to the question of whether 
the BASB measurements have been effective in improving youth's program experiences, since students, 
staffs and participating programs have changed over time and there are many variables affecting the 
trends. 

In order to examine the efficacy of participation in the Boston Beyond network, it is more 
informative to look at the years of partnership and how they correlate to youth's program experiences. 
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Our analysis shows that the more years of participation in the BASB network do correlate to the better 
outcomes of Enjoy & Engagement and Helped Socially when using the most recent 3 years of the data. 
When using the all-time data, the correlation is only significant in Enjoy & Engagement (Table 3). Also in 
each year, around 23-50% of the continuing programs experienced an increase in their number of domains 
exceeding the benchmark (Table 4).  
 

(3) Correlational Findings 

Corresponding to the previous analyses including the 2012 SAYO-Y Executive Summary, the data 
show that youth program experiences tend to move to the same direction. For instance, students who 
perceived that the program offers learning opportunities and challenges (Youth Feel Challenged) tend to 
be more engaged in the program. In particular, Enjoy & Engagement, Youth Feel Challenged, Supportive 
Adults and Retrospective Academic are shown to be highly associated with all other program experiences. 
The same is also true on the program level (i.e. programs who have high scores in one domain tend to 
perform well in all other domains), and the correlations are generally stronger than on the student level, 
which makes sense considering there are more variations in the individual-level data. The findings imply 
that focusing on these areas can be an efficient way to improve the overall program outcomes (Table 5).   

We have also observed that youth program outcomes are related to some of youth’s behavioral 
traits, which are measured by Talk Adults (whether youth have talked to an adult about their future goals, 
interests, or talents), My Expectations (whether youth have performed well academically or motivated to 
do so), and My Actions (whether youth have taken actions to achieve their goals). In summary, youth who 
give a higher rating on these domains tend to view their program experiences in a more positive light, 
with My Actions being the most highly correlated domain with the eight program outcomes. The findings 
suggest that youth's inner motivation and efforts to enhance their learning experiences during the 
program may contribute to yielding more positive program outcomes, and exploring ways to motivate the 
youth may improve their program experiences.1 
 

(4) Program Characteristics and Outcomes 

By combining Summer Salesforce Reports that contain information on the program characteristics 
of partner programs such as program size, duration, and students’ grades, we were able to link youth’s 
program experiences to these program characteristics. Overall, the size and duration of a program is 
shown to be correlated with youth's program experiences. That is, in a program with a longer duration, 
youth tend to respond positively to Enjoy & Engagement and Supportive Adults and negatively to Helped 
Academically. In addition, a smaller program size, which serves 30 or less than 30 students, is related 
positively to Supportive Social Environment, Choice & Autonomy, Leadership & Responsibility and Helped 
Academically. While the correlations are considered weak, scatter plots reveal a clear tendency that 
smaller-sized programs do tend to exceed the benchmark score in Choice & Autonomy and Leadership & 
Responsibility more frequently than larger-sized programs that serves more than 71 students (Figure 2).  

Next, we grouped the programs into two categories, one for those who scored the benchmark 
(“Above 3 Group”) in the three areas that need focus (i.e. Choice & Autonomy, Leadership & Responsibility 
and Helped Academically) and the other for those who scored below 2.5 (“Below 2.5 Group”), and Table 

 
1 Refer to Q9 in the Analysis tab of “SAYO-Y Analysis – Final.xlsx” for more details.  
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6 shows comparison of Program Size, Program Duration, and Grades Served between Above 3 and Below 
2.5 Groups.  

 It is noteworthy that programs scored above the benchmark tend to have the opposite 
characteristics to their Below 2.5 counterparts. For instance, programs who excelled in Choice & 
Autonomy tend to serve high school students only, while over the half of the programs who did not reach 
2.5 served younger students. Also, the successful programs tend to be a smaller-sized program serving 
less than 30 students, while their counterparts tend to serve more than 70 students. The Leadership & 
Responsibility domain shows the same patterns.   

The findings make sense considering that students are likely to have more opportunities to use 
their discretion and take on a leadership role in a smaller-sized program with more mature students. It 
can also be the case that programs with younger youth put a lower priority on developing these qualities 
in their students. If desirable, encouraging these programs to provide their students more of the 
opportunities could help programs with performance in Choice & Autonomy and Leadership & 
Responsibility. 

Finally, the groups in Helped Academically have shown less distinctive patterns, though it is 
noteworthy that 89% of the programs above the benchmark are mid-term programs that last between 31 
to 60 days, and only 2% of them last longer than 60 days. This is different than what is shown in its Below 
2.5 counterpart, of which 30% of the programs have lasted longer than 60 days. It can be worthwhile to 
examine whether the contents of long-term summer programs that are more or less non-academic might 
have left youth the impression that the program did not necessarily help with their academic growth.2 

 

(5) SAYO-Y – APT Analysis 

We also performed a “between-level” analysis to confirm connections between SAYO-Y and APT 
surveys. The mapping has been provided by BASB and NIOST. The BASB mapping is more detailed as it is 
on the individual question level, and the NIOST mapping is more comprehensive and high-level as it is on 
the domain level. The data largely supports both. 

Most of the connections suggested by BASB are supported by the data. The data also show that 
the students and observers tend to have a similar level of agreement on how challenging activities are. 
334 domains out of 53 suggested by the NIOST mapping are shown to have correlational relationships 
(Table 7). Note that the NIOST mapping used the SAYO-T domains, so the domains are not exactly the 
same as SAYO-Y's, which might have weakened the connections. 

 Finally, the data support that reflection during an activity and at the end of a day are correlated 
with better youth program experiences. In particular, programs that facilitate activities with open-ended 
questions tend to have better outcomes in Youth Feel Challenged and Self-Regulation, while those that 
keep a reflection session at the end of each day tend to have better outcomes in developing youth’s social 
skills (Table 8).   

 

 

 
2 Refer Q7 in the Analysis tab of “SAYO-Y Analysis – Final.xlsx” for more details. 
3 Refer Q15 in the Analysis tab of “SAYO-Y Analysis – Final.xlsx” for more details. 
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6. Tables 

Table 1. Partnered Programs and Enrolled Students by Year 

 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Total 

Program 5 15 20 35 52 69 93 94 103 486 

Student N/A N/A N/A N/A 2350 3013 3922 3422 3593 16300 

Note: The data are not available on the student level for 2010 throughout 2013.  
 

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics of SAYO-Y Main Domains 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Year 16375 2010 2018 2016.16 1.376 
Supportive Social 

Environment 
16102 1.00 4.00 3.1510 0.55223 

Enjoy & 

Engagement 
16049 1.00 4.00 3.2143 0.68453 

Choice & 

Autonomy 
15930 1.00 4.00 2.5532 0.67063 

Youth Feel 

Challenged 
15947 1.00 4.00 3.2453 0.75511 

Leadership and 

Responsibility 
15953 0.80 4.00 2.4046 0.81002 

Supportive 

Adults 
15889 1.00 4.00 3.4317 0.66105 

Helped 

Academically 
15837 1.00 4.00 2.6761 1.00640 

Helped Socially 15839 1.00 4.00 3.1314 0.82999 

Competence 

Learner 
3569 1.00 4.00 3.1003 0.65623 

Competence 

Socially 
3555 1.00 4.00 2.8464 0.73132 

My Actions 3390 1.00 4.00 3.3266 0.65107 
My Expectations 3391 1.00 3.00 2.6707 0.42102 
Talk Adults 3392 1.00 3.00 2.5843 0.48182 
Problem Solving 7115 1.00 4.00 2.8551 0.85393 

Teamwork 7130 1.00 4.00 3.0747 0.75549 
Self-Regulation 7120 1.00 4.00 2.8306 0.91640 
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Table 3. Analysis of the Years of Participation on Program Outcomes 

3-1. Pearson Correlation between Years of Participation and Program Outcomes (2016-2018) 

 Supportive 
Social 
Environment 

Enjoy & 
Engagement 

Choice & 
Autonomy 

Youth Feel 
Challenged 

Supportive 
Adults 

Leadership and 
Responsibility 

Retrospective 
Academic 

Retrospective 
Social 

Pearson 
Correlation 

0.125 0.340** -0.129 0.034 0.141 0.055 -0.085 0.201* 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

0.208 0.000 0.193 0.734 0.157 0.583 0.398 0.042 

N 103 103 103 103 103 103 103 103 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 
3-2.  Pearson Correlation between Years of Participation and Program Outcomes (2010-2018) 
 
 Supportive 

Social 
Environment 

Enjoy & 
Engagement 

Choice & 
Autonomy 

Youth Feel 
Challenged 

Supportive 
Adults 

Leadership and 
Responsibility 

Retrospective 
Academic 

Retrospective 
Social 

Pearson 
Correlation 

0.021 0.193* -0.082 0.028 0.039 0.039 -0.041 0.112 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

0.833 0.050 0.412 0.781 0.699 0.694 0.684 0.259 

N 103 103 103 103 103 103 103 103 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 4. Programs with an Increase in the Domains Meeting Benchmark

 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 

%  50.0% 45.5% 23.1% 26.9% 34.3% 30.4% 25.8% 31.7% 

#  2 5 3 7 12 14 16 19 

Total # of 
Continuing 

Sites 
4 11 13 26 35 46 62 60 
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Table 5. Analysis of the Relationship among SAYO-Y Main Domains 

5-1. Pearson Correlation among SAYO-Y Main Domains on the Program Level 

 

  

Supportive Social 

Environment 

Enjoy & 

Engagement 

Choice & 

Autonomy 

Youth Feel 

Challenged 

Supportive 

Adults 

Leadership and 

Responsibility 

Retrospective 

Academic 

Retrospective 

Social 

Supportive Social 

Environment 

Pearson 

Correlation 

1 .610** .516** .592** .552** .530** .109* .517** 

N 475 475 474 475 475 473 473 473 

Enjoy & 

Engagement 

Pearson 

Correlation 

.610** 1 .415** .733** .714** .429** .179** .772** 

N 475 476 475 475 475 474 474 473 

Choice & 

Autonomy 

Pearson 

Correlation 

.516** .415** 1 .528** .458** .579** .291** .398** 

N 474 475 475 474 474 474 473 473 

Youth Feel 
Challenged 

Pearson 

Correlation 

.592** .733** .528** 1 .689** .508** .453** .729** 

N 475 475 474 476 476 473 474 473 

Supportive 

Adults 

Pearson 

Correlation 

.552** .714** .458** .689** 1 .477** .277** .714** 

N 475 475 474 476 476 473 474 473 

Leadership & 

Responsibility 

Pearson 

Correlation 

.530** .429** .579** .508** .477** 1 .152** .437** 

N 473 474 474 473 473 474 472 472 

Retrospective 

Academic 

Pearson 

Correlation 

.109* .179** .291** .453** .277** .152** 1 .456** 

N 473 474 473 474 474 472 475 472 

Retrospective 
Social 

Pearson 

Correlation 

.517** .772** .398** .729** .714** .437** .456** 1 

N 473 473 473 473 473 472 472 473 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailied). 

Note: Dark cells indicate strong correlation (0.60-0.79), blue cells moderate correlation (0.40-0.59), and light cells weak correlation (0.20-0.39). The cut-off rules follow Evans 

(1996).   
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5-2. Pearson Correlation among SAYO-Y Main Domains on the Student Level 

 

  

Supportive Social 

Environment 

Enjoy & 

Engagement 

Choice & 

Autonomy 

Youth Feel 

Challenged 

Supportive 

Adults 

Leadership and 

Responsibility 

Retrospective 

Academic 

Retrospective 

Social 

Supportive Social 

Environment 

Pearson 

Correlation 

1 .467** .367** .417** .397** .318** .298** .463** 

N 16102 16046 15926 15943 15884 15947 15830 15833 

Enjoy & 

Engagement 

Pearson 

Correlation 

.467** 1 .389** .597** .491** .355** .352** .598** 

N 16046 16049 15915 15903 15847 15908 15795 15799 

Choice & 

Autonomy 

Pearson 

Correlation 

.367** .389** 1 .437** .354** .513** .364** .395** 

N 15926 15915 15930 15894 15839 15816 15702 15707 

Youth Feel 
Challenged 

Pearson 

Correlation 

.417** .597** .437** 1 .512** .420** .473** .584** 

N 15943 15903 15894 15947 15880 15854 15731 15732 

Supportive 

Adults 

Pearson 

Correlation 

.397** .491** .354** .512** 1 .369** .340** .503** 

N 15884 15847 15839 15880 15889 15848 15701 15703 

Leadership & 

Responsibility 

Pearson 

Correlation 

.318** .355** .513** .420** .369** 1 .368** .418** 

N 15947 15908 15816 15854 15848 15953 15784 15786 

Retrospective 

Academic 

Pearson 

Correlation 

.298** .352** .364** .473** .340** .368** 1 .570** 

N 15830 15795 15702 15731 15701 15784 15837 15813 

Retrospective 
Social 

Pearson 

Correlation 

.463** .598** .395** .584** .503** .418** .570** 1 

N 15833 15799 15707 15732 15703 15786 15813 15839 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailied). 

Note: Dark cells indicate strong correlation (0.60-0.79), blue cells moderate correlation (0.40-0.59), and light cells weak correlation (0.20-0.39). The cut-off rules follow Evans 

(1996).   
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Table 6. Comparison of Program Size, Program Duration, and Grades Served between Above 3 and Below 2.5 Groups 

 Above 3.0 Below 2.5 

Choice & Autonomy • High School Only (41%) 
• Less than 30 Students (38%) 
• 31-60 Days (76%) 

• Middle School Level or Below 
(67%) 

• More than 70 Students (25%) 
• 31-60 Days (79%) 

Leadership & Responsibility • High School Only (58%) 
• Less than 30 Students (42%) 
• 31-60 Days (81%) 

• Middle School Level or Below 
(63%) 

• More than 70 Students (34%) 
• 31-60 Days (69%) 

Helped Academically • High School Only (36%) 
• More than 70 Students (20%) 
• 31-60 Days (89%) 

• High School or Below (45%) 
• More than 70 Students (43%) 
• Longer than 60 Days (30%) 
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Table 7. APT- SAYO-Y Connections with NIOST Mapping 

 APT Quality Areas 
 Supportive Social Environment Program Organization & Structure Learning & Skill Building 
 Welcoming 

Environment 
Supportive 
Staff-Youth 
Relations 

Positive 
Peer 
Relations 

Space Varied & 
Flexible 
Programming 

Behavior 
Guidance 

High Program/ 
Activity 
Organization 

Youth 
Engagement 

Stimulates 
Thinking & 
Engagement 

SA
YO

 O
ut

co
m

e 
Ar

ea
s 

Supportive Social 
Environment 

✔ ✔ ✔  ✔  ✔ ✔ ✔ 

Enjoy & 
Engagement 

 ✔   ✔   ✔ ✔ 

Choice & Autonomy  ✔   ✔  ✔ ✔ ✔ 

Youth Feel 
Challenged 

         

Supportive Adults ✔ ✔    ✔  ✔  

Leadership & 
Responsibility 

 ✔   ✔  ✔ ✔ ✔ 

Competence 
Learners 

 ✔      ✔ ✔ 

Competence 
Socially 

 ✔      ✔ ✔ 

Helped 
Academically 

 ✔  ✔  ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 

Helped Socially          
My Actions ✔ ✔ ✔      ✔ 
Problem Solving  ✔      ✔ ✔ 

Teamwork          
Self- Regulation ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 

Note: 
1. Dark cells indicate weak correlation (0.20-0.39), and light cells very weak correlation (0.00-0.19). The cut-off rules follow Evans (1996);  
2. Cells with a checkmark indicate matches suggested by NIOST.  
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Table 8.  Correlational Relationship between Reflection Time and Program Outcomes 

 Supportiv
e Social 
Environm
ent 

Enjoy & 
Engage
ment 

Choice & 
Autonomy 

Youth Feel 
Challenged 

Supportive 
Adults 

Leadership 
and 
Responsibility 

Retrospectiv
e Academic 

Retrospective 
Social 

Problem 
Solving 

Teamwork Self-
Regulation 

 

Reflection – 1  
“Staff ask open-
ended questions 
to facilitate 
youth reflection 
during the 
activity” 

.272** .147** .220** .349** .106* .212** 0.182 0.192 .259** .136** .366** 

 

Reflection – 2 
“At the end of 
the activity 
period, staff 
engage youth in 
a structured 
time for 
feedback and 
reflection on the 
activity.”  

.225** .153** .132* .241** .176** .267** .230* .301** 0.030 .149** .252** 

 

Note: 
1. Dark cells indicate weak correlation (0.20-0.39), and light cells very weak correlation (0.00-0.19). The cut-off rules follow Evans (1996);  
2. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); 
3. * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed).  
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7. Figures 

Figure 1. Average Score in SAYO-Y Main Domains by Year 
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Figure 2. Scatter with Choice & Autonomy and Leadership & Autonomy by Program Size  

 

 


