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REFLECTIONS ON IMPLEMENTATION [
Abstract

This research describes organizational level implementation strabéissd in piloting
enhancements to the school-based mentoring program from Big BrotheSsstirs of
America. Semi-structured interviews (n=15) with lead agency implergaltong with
conference call meeting notes were analyzed using qualitative contgrsign&indings
yield a description of the challenges to implementation and strategies tomecthese
challenges, formal implementation strategies engaged in, and thetextdnth these

align with an implementation framework put forth by Klein, Conn, and Sorra (2001) with
supplement from Fixsen, Naoom, Blase, Friedman, and Wallace (2005). Findings from
this study indicate that financial resources, management support, impleoreokatiate

and select implementation policies and practices are important to attend totdering
implementation of a school-based mentoring program. Additionally, organizational
readiness for change and organizational climate should be attended to befoma progra
implementation. Implementation strategies identified through this réskalg to define
important organizational factors that drive the implementation of school-basearimgnt

programs.
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Glossary

Term

Definition

Implementation driver

A term used to describe each of the four
main categories in the Klein, Conn, and
Sorra (2001) implementation framework
(management support, financial resource
availability, implementation climate,
implementation policies and practices).

Implementation strategy

A term used to describe all factors that fall
within each of the four implementation
drivers. These are perceived to support
implementation.

Implementation policies and practices

The name of one of the four
implementation drivers — from Klein,
Conn, and Sorra (2001)

Program fidelity

“...the match between an intervention as it
was intended to be delivered and the
intervention as it actually is in real-world
circumstances” (Hill, Maucione, & Hood,
2006).
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Chapter 1

Introduction

In the last decade the number of school-based mentoring (SBM) programs has
rapidly increased. From 1996 to 2001, there was a 40% growth in youth mentoring
programs in the United States, with 70% of that growth being in formal SBM programs
(Dappen & Isernhagen, 2006; Rhodes, 2005). Mentoring has been defined as a
”...relationship between an older, more experienced adult and an unrelated, younger
protégé — a relationship in which the adult provides ongoing guidance, instruction, and
encouragement aimed at developing the competence and character of the protégé”
(Rhodes, 2005). In SBM, the mentoring relationship occurs within a school or supervised
community center setting.

In 2003, the Federal Department of Education allotted $150 million dollars over
three years for “student mentoring programs” (Bernstein, Dun Rappaport, Glship &
Levin, 2009). While this investment is impressive, demonstrating support for SBM, there
is still much that is not understood about the factors that contribute to bitgdyive
SBM programs (Karcher, 2008). Along with the need to continue building effective
mentoring programs, an understanding of implementation strategies that sifeptviee
school-based mentoring programs is needed.

In a Spring 2012 search of the Psych Info Database using the terms ‘youth’,
‘school-based’, ‘implement*’, and ‘mentor*’, only 12 articles met the searcériajt4 of
which were dissertations. Of these 12, none addressed implementation strategie
involved in implementing school-based mentoring programs specifically, though some

did examine program fidelity. The same search in the ERIC Databasaly2@l@eticles,
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and in Social Services Abstracts, only 4, with 1 of those being Masters Theseshe/Nith t

dearth of academic literature as to how school-based mentoring progeams a

implemented, further study is warranted.

Overview and Research Questions

This dissertation research focuses on the pilot implementation of an enhanced
version of an established school-based mentoring program (referred to ingaisaticen
as ESBM) from Big Brothers Big Sisters of America (BBBSA) overciarse of two
years across 23 local agencies. During this time the national organizatiBSABB
hosted conference calls with implementers from each local agency ptlodipgogram
(n=23). These conference calls occurred between July 2008 and summer 2010 for the
purpose of supporting program implementation across agencies. The national office
(BBBSA) utilized these phone calls as a way to troubleshoot program challeniges wit
local agencies. This research attended to the interplay between BB&#%&#4e the
formulation of the enhancements began) and the agency level (where thedgcairpr
changes took place).

Research questions are addressed through analysis of four types of @ata; not
from phone calls across groups of program implementers, review of one questicanfr
end of year Program Survey, in-depth semi-structured interviews with progra
implementers, and an interview and subsequent conversations with the BBBSA Director
of Research and Evaluation. Research questions focus on describing elsalleng
identified by local agency implementers in implementing the programirtiteges

developed to overcome these challenges, the strategies that local agenceitgrem
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engage in to implement the programmatic changes (originating theialgpeaty, and/or

national organizational level) and lastly, the potential relationship between
implementation strategies and perceived program effectiveness. KleSoaad1996),
and Klein, Conn, and Sorra (2001), have developed and empirically tested a framework
of implementation that posits four main drivers of implementation and linkagesdyetw
these drivers.

An intended outcome of this dissertation is to develop an understanding of the
implementation strategies that are used to support the implementation ofeanbatscto
a school-based mentoring program, and to understand how implementers perceive the
effectiveness of the implementation. There is a need to more fully understdadiss
that contribute to the successful implementation of school-based mentoring progeams, t

challenges at the program level, and the strategies to overcome gbsillen

Brief History of Youth Mentoring

Most authors ascribe the origins of the term mentoring to around 800 B.C. when
the character “Mentor” was created in Homdrte OdyssefBaker & Maguire, 2005)
Mentor was given the responsibility of watching over the King's son whileaseatwar.
This role involved Mentor being “...a father figure, a teacher, a role model, an
approachable counselor, a trusted adviser, a challenger, and an encouragatigGa
1993, pg. 9).Moving beyond historical and literary conceptions, the contemporary
mentoring movement in the United States has progressed through four stages of
development (Baker & Maguire, 2005). The first stage was one of emerdendag

this stage there was a rise in the number of “friendly visitors” (Rauch, 1975),herd ot
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concerned individuals who began to attempt to prevent youth delinquency. In the stage

that followed,_establishmerformal mentoring organizations and other organizations
designed to aid youth were formed. With these organizations establishegt afsta
divergencesoon followed, with the field of youth mentoring becoming more scientific,
and the programs offered beginning to focus more on delinquency prevention. The last
and current stage of mentoring that began in the eaflg@itury, as conceptualized by
Baker and Maguire (2005), is one_of focukhis stage is characterized by the need for an
understanding of variables involved in the process of mentoring, along with the
establishment of additional policy and organizational support. For a detailed astount
the history of youth mentoring in the United States, see Baker and Maguire (2005).
School-based mentoring programs have continued to be developed as distinct
from community-based mentoring. This development began partly in response to many
reports in the 1980s highlighting the connection between low levels of educational
achievement with poverty (Furano, Roaf, Styles, & Branch, 1993; Lazar et al., 1982).
There was a need to establish school-based services to help address those issues. More
recently, SBM has become more widely accepted as a type of preventmutior y
development program with increasing governmental and organizational support
(Bernstein et al., 2009). Additionally, as SBM has been shown to have some modest
effect on academic outcomes, school leaders may be more likely to promote SBM in
schools, in addition to many other school-based programs that attempt todriestas
scores (Portwood & Ayers, 2005). More research specifically on youth mentsrang a

prevention strategy can be found in Chapter 2.
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Implementation

As there have been rapid increases over the last decade in the number of SBM
programs, it seems that the time is right to begin to understand the sgrétegie
contribute to effective implementation of these programs. Both prograntyfiged
implementation strategies have been identified in the implementati@iditerand are
important to attend to during program implementation, with program fidelity beég
extent to which a program delivers services as intended.

Measuring program fidelity can provide useful information to program
developers, implementers, and end-users, especially during the piloting ofanprdf
it is unclear as to which components of a program were utilized by practitouranrg a
pilot, then it will not be possible to tell for certain what produced program ouscome
how to replicate a program. As a result it will be difficult to evaluate outsdregond a
pilot phase (Domitrovich & Greenberg, 2000). Having a clear picture of prograiityfidel
during implementation may allow for program operations to be assessedjastchants
to be made during the pilot or start-up phase of a program (Werner, 2004). lsmay al
provide information for future implementation.

Studying the use of implementation strategies that drive successful
implementation of programs is also important. Implementation strategidesmgbed
throughout this dissertation as residing in one of four implementation drivers (Klein e
al., 2001). These are called ‘drivers’ as they are posited to drive successful
implementation (Metz, Blase, & Bowie, 2007). The four implementation drivers are
management support, financial resource availability, implementatioatelirand lastly,

implementation policies and practices (Fixsen, Naoom, Blase, Friedman,|&@/al
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2005; Klein et al., 2001). There is a dearth of description of how, or if, implementation

strategies are utilized within the mentoring research literatureheAdacumentation of
the use of various implementation strategies becomes more prevalent iohresadies
it will become easier to assess the effect of these strategies oarpragicomes. More

research specifically on implementation can be found in Chapter 2.

Context of the Study

The context for implementation of the ESBM program is within the existigg B
Brothers Big Sisters of America network of agencies. Big BrotBgrSisters of
America (BBBSA) is a widely known name in mentoring in the United Statexs$@an
& Garry, 1997; Keating, Tomishima, Foster, & Alessandri, 2002). Big Brotmei$ig
Sisters were founded as separate organizations around 1904 in New York, and it was not
until the late 1970s that these two organizations merged to become Big Brathers B
Sisters of America. A core focus on school-based mentoring within the orgamizat
established more recently in the year 2000. The popularity of SBM isteefliecthe
270% increase in school-based matches during the period between 1997 and 2003, going
from 27,000 to 100,000 matches (Hansen, 2007). As of 2007, when the largest BBBSA
SBM impact study was conducted, it was reported that there were 126,000 school-based
matches (Herrera, Grossman, Kauh, Feldman, & McMaken, 2007). This impact study
demonstrated room for improvement in outcomes for youth engaging in SBM programs
through BBBSA agencies.

It was from this impact study (Herrera et al., 2007) that the enhancements to the

SBM program began to be formulated. In light of limited research finditemssed
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before the entire impact study became public, an advisory group was fornted by t

national BBBSA organization in order to develop a response to findings, and to then
develop refinements to the SBM program. In implementing any program, or
enhancements to programs, there come challenges to implementationas well
challenges in understanding what implementation strategies are beinguse

intended result of this dissertation is the development of an understanding of the
implementer perceptions of implementation strategies employed at bothahadeocy

and those that came from BBBSA. Findings may aid in scaling-up the ESBM pragram t
a national level in the future. More information about BBBSA and the context in which

the ESBM program was developed and implemented, can be found in Chapter 3.

Relevance to Social Work

Studying the implementation of a SBM program has both micro and macro
practice implications for social work. At the micro-practice level, m@&mg programs
generally fall within the purview of social work, and thus may involve social workers
who manage or supervise these programs. At the micro level, the social inake
school setting may carry responsibilities when a SBM program is imptethas they
may be responsible for developing, implementing, and/or evaluating variop®cents
of SBM programs (Randolph & Johnson, 2008). In the case of the BBBSA ESBM
program, the social worker’s presence in the school environment may offer soppert
ESBM program during implementation and beyond. What ever their involvement, social
workers in schools need to be informed in order to effectively aid program

implementation, or aid in monitoring youth involved in an SBM program. Relevant
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information for social workers in schools may include mentoring frameworks, best

practices, evaluation methods, implementation strategies that affeemeiation and
ongoing program fidelity, and potential outcomes (Randolph & Johnson, 2008).

At the macro-practice level, an understanding of the strategies that support
implementation of human service programs may prove valuable for program developers
and practitioners (Mildon & Shlonsky, 2011) Studying the implementation of a SBM
program requires that insights be drawn in from the broader implementatiomtierat
into the specific human service context. This dissertation draws heavily amenfork
of implementation that has been previously evaluated in non-human service settings, a
imposes the framework onto this programmatic context (Klein et al., 2001).

Additionally, this dissertation draws on some of the core implementation components that
have been identified by the National Implementation Research Network through the
cross-discipline review of the implementation literature (Fixsen et al., 2005)

This introduction makes clear that SBM programs represent a relatouahg y
offshoot of youth mentoring that is poised for growth (Hansen, 2007; Rhodes, 2005).
Consistent with the nature of the current stage of youth mentoring (focus)chessar
and practitioners may find it increasingly important to understand procesbes a
practices, including implementation strategies, that contribute to menpsaggam
effectiveness (Baker & Maguire, 2005). As the ESBM program has beenpledelt
the national level, this offers a unique context from which to study the implenoentati
strategies that support program practices and program fidelity at thadecey level.

The implementer perspective as to the program challenges and the implementati
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strategies used during ESBM program implementation can serve as acgfdesmback

to inform future program implementers.
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Chapter 2

Literature Review

This review examines three streams of literature. The areas afureto
explore when examining the implementation of school-based mentoring (SBMaupisogr
include youth mentoring as a prevention strategy, school-based mentoring, and
implementation. An in-depth look at research conducted on BBBSA mentoring programs
specifically is presented in Chapter 3. Since SBM programs grew out of dsdblis
community-based mentoring (CBM) programs, it stands to reason that SBM programs
have a similar form to their community-based counterparts. With singaatross
these two types of mentoring programs it is important to have an overview of the

literature that depicts youth mentoring as a prevention strategy.

Youth Mentoring as a Prevention Strategy

Many rigorous studies have been conducted that highlight youth mentoring as a
prevention strategy, as a way to reduce problem behaviors, and also as watstrateg
improve youth competencies (Keller, 2005). Various mentoring programs havertiffer
foci as to what they aim to prevent. Aseltine, DuPre, and Lamlein (2000) found that
youth participation in the Across Ages mentoring program resulted in feweritieha
problems and less substance abuse than those youth who were in control conditions.
Grossman and Garry (1997) describe the Juvenile Mentoring Program (JUMP) and it
proven effects on reducing juvenile gang participation, delinquency, and school dropout
rates, as well as improving academic performance. In their study of 939rgoaiving

mentoring through BBBSA, Tierney, Grossman and Resch (1995) found, through self-
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reports, that those youth who had regular contact with their mentor for at {emst a

were less likely to start drinking, using illegal drugs, and were ledy tikeskip a day or
even a class during school. Keating et al. (2002) suggest that mentoring pragirams
greater intensity (i.e., higher frequency of mentor/mentee contact) dyettikeave
better prevention effects.

DuBois, along with various co-authors, conducted two key reviews of youth
mentoring studies in 2002 and 2011. Both reviews serve to highlight the effects of
mentoring programs on youth. The 2002 meta-analysis reported overall but modest
positive effects of mentoring programs with estimated effect sizes of .14 OuBdif,
Holloway, Valentine, & Cooper, 2002), while the 2011 study reported slightlgriaogt
still modest, effect size of .21 (DuBois, Portillo, Rhodes, Silverthorn, & Valentine, 2011)
From the 2002 meta-analysis, youth mentoring program ‘best practices’ weesldard
have since been widely cited (Dappen & Isernhagen, 2005; Karcher, 2004; Randolph &
Johnson, 2008). The components of ‘best practice’ for youth mentoring programs
involve monitoring program implementation (i.e., program fidelity), screening of
mentors, matching mentors and mentees on at least one criteria, havinggre-mat
training for mentors, ongoing training for mentors, program supervision, additional
support for mentors, some level of structured activity during mentor/mentegctiaar
parental support or involvement, expectations for frequency of contact, and the duration
of the mentoring relationship (DuBois et al., 2002).

These practices may be similar to those of school-based mentoring programs,
though no comparative meta-analysis examining school-based mentoring prbgeams

been conducted (see Wheeler, Keller & DuBois, 2010 for a recent analysis of the
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effectiveness of three school-based mentoring studies and Wood & Mayo-Wilson, 2012

for a recent, though not comparative, meta-analysis). The differences betiveelh s
based and community-based programs have been well described (Herrera, Sipe,
McClanahan, Arbreton, & Pepper, 2000). As compared to SBM programs, community-
based programs tend to focus less on academic activities, involve less freqthent tea
contact, are less likely to affect school outcomes, and serve fewer youth withmmable
school and who have been held back. School-based programs however, are thought to
cost less than community-based programs, and require fewer full-tim@sakra et

al., 2000).

School-based Mentoring

Herrera et al. (2000) have outlined typical operations of school-based programs.
These programs tend to have less rigorous mentor screening as they mpetvisad
settings at school or other community facilities, usually have regularlggigtemeeting
times, require a shorter term commitment from the mentor, have less strnmajehing
criteria than community-based programs, have matches who spend less time thgathe
community-based matches, and are likely to dictate many of the actikgiesatches
engage in.

Several reasons for the implementation of mentoring programs in schools have
been discussed (Randolph & Johnson, 2008). First, schools are frequently under pressure
to increase student performance while experiencing declines in finandidluman
resources. External mentoring agencies, such as the network of Big Broth&istBis

of America agencies, may provide a relatively low cost way to help incsaadent
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achievement through a program offered in the school environment. Second, schools offer

a natural structure within which to implement mentoring programs, makingapnogr
implementation relatively easier than implementing a program in otimemunity
settings.

Third, SBM programs generally serve youth who otherwise may not be reached
through community-based mentoring (CBM) programs, though both programs serve low
to moderately at-risk youth (Randolph & Johnson, 2008). Students chosen by school
personnel to participate in SBM programs may primarily be those who areesmqoegi
moderately stressful life events. These youth may be more vulnerable thastudeats
(Herrera et al., 2000) making it even more important for the field of soci&ltaor
understand the effectiveness of programs serving this population and aldtekew t
programs can be effectively implemented to produce positive outcomes. Finally,
relatively lower costs of SBM programs as compared to CBM prograake B8BM
attractive to schools and communities. Cost has been the point of some controversy
however, as SBM programs have been documented to be less costly than CBMigrogra
but with the tradeoff of weaker outcomes due to less frequent mentor/mentse cont
(Herrera et al., 2000).

Beyond this list of possible reasons for the widespread implementation of SBM
programs, studies have also been conducted in the past 10 years to highlight the diverse,
positive outcomes that can result. To date, there have been comparatively fewesr studi
addressing the potential impacts of mentoring programs on youth in schoolssiting

those studies focusing on youth receiving mentoring in other community settings. A
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such, there are few studies published that have evaluated the effectiié®iBbs o

programs in producing positive youth outcomes (Karcher, 2008; Wheeler et al., 2010).

A recent study of SBM program effectiveness and implementation has come from
Bernstein et al. (2009) and their examination of a government-funded student ngentori
project. The U.S. Department of Education’s Student Mentoring Program, authorized
under the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2002, was a competitive federal grant
program managed by the Office of Safe and Drug Free Schools (OSDFS). Thisugh t
grant has since ended, and programs are no longer being tracked, a detailed seport wa
issued that outlined the effectiveness of student mentoring programs funded over the
course of several years. Bernstein et al. (2009) described inconsistenm@gram
delivery across 32 grantees sampled. One tenth of mentors had not undergone a
reference check (which was required by the grant), only 41% of mentors teceive
ongoing training, 17% of mentees who should have received a mentor did not, and the
average match length was only 5.8 months. With inconsistencies across themmgrogr
and a low level of program fidelity, it is not surprising that statisficatinificant
impacts were absent across the outcomes assessed.

In another study evaluating the effectiveness of a SBM program, é&g2008)
examined the additive effects of providing school-based mentors to Latino/a youth who
were already receiving supportive service(s) in the school environment. rAsSB
programs frequently occur in tandem with other supportive services, assessing the
additive effects of a SBM program may paint a more real-world picture of texpec
outcomes for many SBM programs. Results of this study demonstrated greater

significant main effects for youth in the additive mentoring group in cosgatd those
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receiving supportive services alone (Karcher, 2008). The four main effeetsnwer

domains representing connectedness to peers, global self-esteemtlselpiesent, and
perceived support from friends. Among youth sampled in this study, elementary school
boys and high school girls benefited most from the additive mentoring condition, while
minor iatrogenic effects were seen in elementary school girls and high sdysol

Overall, effect sizes for the four main effects were low, with the averée size

(d=.10) being very similar to those reported by DuBois et al. (2002).

Other, general outcomes resulting from youth participation in SBM programns ar
a demonstrated improvement in community engagement, socio-emotional skills
academic attitude, conventional connectedness, connectedness with school, famaly, and t
the community, as well as a decrease in office referrals and alcohdiani@onverse,
2009; Harwood & Radoff, 2009; Karcher & Lindwall, 2003; Randolph & Johnson, 2008;
Rhodes, Reddy, Grossman, & Lee, 200Qjher studies have found no effect on youth
outcomes after involvement in an SBM program (Barron-McKeagney, Woody, &
D’Souza, 2003; Wood & Mayo-Wilson, 2012).

In studying the effects of a one-year SBM program on a small group of 10 year-
old Latino/a children it was found that no positive outcomes were experienced in the
domains of grades or self-concept. Studies such as this that find no effect on youth
outcomes may not demonstrate a weakness of SBM so much as they may demonstrate a
lack of alignment between mentoring objectives and outcomes measured (Barron-
McKeagney et al., 2003). These studies do however highlight the need for
mentor/mentee relationships to continue beyond the one-year mark in order to increase

the likelihood that positive outcomes will be observed (Barron-McKeagney 20aB).
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Results from studies of community-based and school-based mentoring progggest s

that mentoring relationships lastiagleastone year tend to have greater positive effects
for mentees than those closing before the one-year mark (Grossman & Rhodes, 2002;
Herrera, 2004).

Lee and Cramond (1999) studied students who had been mentored for various
amounts of time (n=82) versus those in a waitlist condition (n=48) to assesdicatyef
aspiration, and possible future selves. It was found that only those students who had been
mentored for more than one year had significantly higher scores on theiais@cate
than students in the waitlist condition. These findings may support DuBois et al.’s (2002)
best practice of setting expectations about the duration of the match relatiaitbhiihe
mentee. If the mentee understands the length of the relationship, and the miemtsr fol
through on their commitment, the youth may be more likely to experience motiggosit
outcomes.

Monitoring fidelity of implementation is another of DuBois et al.’s (2002) best
practices mirrored by findings in the SBM literature. Through surveyadetbgy,

Dappen and Isernhagen (2006) have explored contextual issues that were hygbtbesiz
have an effect on the outcomes of a Nebraska-based SBM program callédaleam

One purpose of this study was to examine the level of program fidelitysaatmen and
nonurban schools by comparing the number of mentors recruited in each location. It was
found that there were more matches (higher program fidelity), based ontpsrce
population, in nonurban settings than urban settings. This contextual factor may be

informative for future youth and mentor recruitment efforts.
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In a review of the literature on SBM programs, Randolph and Johnson (2008)

discuss frameworks, best practices, evaluation, and outcomes. Seven of tB8kight
programs reviewed were couched in a prevention program framework, targeting yout
who were at a somewhat elevated risk status. The best practices idéntibeBois et
al. (2002) were used as a benchmark from which to assess the programs irgttiese ei
studies. Each of the programs set expectations for mentors about the length of
involvement and also in the frequency of contact. It was found that all programs
involved mentor training before any direct involvement between a mentor and paentee
well as ongoing monitoring after a mentor and mentee had been matched. irethe se
other dimensions of best practice (DuBois et al., 2002), programs varied widesg.oM
the SBM programs studied by Randolph and Johnson (2008) resulted in positive
outcomes that were either behavioral and/or attitudinal in nature. Evidentéhis
review points to the positive effects of SBM programs on pro-social outcamgsuth
(Randolph & Johnson, 2008), with an emphasis on the relationship between mentor and
mentee as a major tool for success.

This review of SBM programs has described program components, discussed
possible outcomes, focused on studies of program effectiveness, as well ghtadhli

the need for matches to last at least one year for greater positie &ffbe seen.

Implementation

The number of school-based mentoring programs has increased rapidly in the last
ten or more years, and research has increasingly emphasized the inepoitaigb

practitioner fidelity to program practices to produce positive outcomes. Withraasec
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in the number of SBM programs it is important to understand how high fidelitygmogr

implementation can be supported. In many instances in the implementatidaritera
challenges and barriers to successful program implementation have beeredlefitie
sources of challenges identified in the implementation literature in humaceseare
diverse and include, among other challenges, a lack of time, high cost or lack of funding,
legalities and policies, lack of buy-in and internalization of a newly implemente
program, system organization, lack of reward for use of a program, lack of program
fidelity, lack of definition as to what a successful program looks like, inadedaéite s
training or a lack of knowledge, lack of coaching, high staff turnover, and probléins wi
staff selection (Aiyer, 2002; Ayres & Griffith, 2007; Babor & Higgins-&lie, 2000;
Clarke et al., 2005; Bond et al., 2001; Corrigan, Steiner, McCracken, Blaser, & Barr,
2001; Cranney, 2001; Barber, Barber, & Clark, 1983; Chamberlain, 2003; Bauman, Stein,
& Ireys, 1991; Ben-Porath, Peterson, & Smee, 2004; Carta & Greenwood, 1997; Cleaver
& Walker, 2004; Mancini et al., 2009). Additionally, obstacles to implementation of
mentoring programs in particular have been described as being five-fold (Borden, 2010)
These include insufficient resources, inadequate infrastructure, lack of suippted
knowledge of mentoring best practices, and unclear or unrealistic expectations.

In order for researchers and practitioners to overcome implementaticengesil|
such as those listed above, it may be helpful to clearly demonstrate thewvtiesrbthe
use of effective implementation strategies in implementing a programarganization,
and high fidelity practitioner use of effective program practices, to theaiti
effectiveness of a mentoring program. To be clear, there are three diléeedatbeing

linked. At the broadest level are implementation strategies — these areggratthe
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agency, or larger organizational level that support the new mentoring program being

implemented well. At the next level are the program practices, these are both how
program staff who support matches operate, and may also refer to how mentoes operat
The narrowest level represents the outcomes, or the effectiveness of thenprogra
generally focused on youth outcomes.

A low level of practitioner fidelity to effective program practices (at boéh t
program practitioner and mentor level) has been linked to inconsistencies in how
mentoring relationships affect youth (Rhodes & Lowe, 2008). This link demongrates
need for greater consistency of the use of effective program pragtighser program
fidelity) to allow mentees to experience more positive outcomes. These iteonass
may be indicative of a lack of a clear program model, or a clearly atecuinodel
(Rhodes & Lowe, 2008).

It may be possible that barriers to consistently implementing effectdgegm
practices are rooted in a lack of a clear program model for what corstiueffective
mentoring program (Ben-Porath et al., 2004). Identifying components of edfecti
school-based mentoring programs may help to create consistent positive odtmomes
youth (Rhodes & Lowe, 2008). Additionally, understanding the implementation
strategies at the agency level that may be useful during program implaareista
important. A program is likely to be implemented with low fidelity when theeelask
of proper implementation supports such as organizational infrastructure anagtraini
(Rhodes & Lowe, 2008). When an effective mentoring program is implemented with
high fidelity, the program then has a greater chance to be effective in prggasitive

youth outcomes.
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DuBois et al. (2002) highlight the possibility of unintended negative effects f

youth when mentoring programs operate with low practitioner fidelity to program
practices. In their review of the effects of mentoring on youth, significan dugil
moderators of the overall effect size emerged and included fadttesdreo the program
and fidelity to program practices. Moderators included ongoing trainingéators,
expectations for frequency of contact between mentor and mentee, structiwgdsac
during meetings, mechanisms for mentor support and involvement of parents, and
monitoring of overall program implementation. Those studies that reported using
procedures for monitoring program implementation had larger effect dizd8) than
those who did not report monitoring program implementatisn0g; DuBois, et al.,
2002).

Additionally, DuBois, et al. (2002) identified a lack of ongoing training across
mentoring programs (23% of studies), while there was a relatively higmpegeeof
programs providing initial training or orientation to mentors (71% of studies). This
review, however, did not address the use of potentially effective implementation
strategies (Dubois et al., 2002). It may be that as program staff are t@imeached, or
even given more frequent evaluations of their performance, that mentotisenilbe
better trained, both initially and over time. Again, it is not possible to makeoang s
conclusions without information about the implementation strategies employed.

In the school-based prevention literature, factors contributing to successful
program implementation have been documented and highlight the importance of high
fidelity program implementation. Program effectiveness, of programsnstohave

positive outcomes for youth, is a function of that fidelity. In collecting data bver
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3,500 school-based prevention programs, Gottfredson and Gottfredson (2002) describe a

general lack of knowledge about the quality of program implementation in prevention
programs. Characteristics of successful implementation of school-basedtme
programs were identified as being: organizational capacity, organizatiqouedrs
(including training, principal support and other supervision), the features of thamprogr
itself (including implementation standards, relevant manuals, and qualitylcontro
mechanisms), and the integration of the program into daily operations of the school
(including local initiation and planning). These characteristics aresequaive of
implementation strategies as well as components of the program itself.

Gottfredson and Gottfredson (2002) also highlight mentoring programs in schools
in their review of school-based prevention programs. Through their review, it was
demonstrated that the level of program implementation of mentoring progracisools
tended to be stronger than five other types of school-based prevention programs. The
level of program fidelity for mentoring programs alone however wasd to be
substantially lower than those standards prescribed by BBBSA, the mentoring
organization of study in this dissertation (Herrera et al., 2007). Standardsifor hig
fidelity to the BBBSA SBM model include that matches meet for 52 sessiansre
each year, and that the match last at least one year. In practice, cfdtyidhef the
SBM programs assessed involved 52 sessions or more, and only 59% of those matches
lasted at least one year (Gottfredson & Gottfredson, 2002). These findings eaphasi
possibility that a low level of program fidelity may be related to lowgas#

implementation strategies at the agency level. Without mentoring studie®tiianent
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the implementation process, it is impossible to know if, which, or to what extent,

implementation strategies were used.

In studying SBM programs, Karcher (2008) has described that without higher
quality program implementation, and more attention to program fidelity, 8Byibe
“...of modest immediate value beyond other services provided to youth in schools and
that it may have no direct, appreciable effect on academic achievement.” (pAslthe
published literature evaluating SBM programs is still in its infanag,nbt surprising
that little is known about the potential impacts of SBM programs that axeickliwith
full program fidelity. Findings from the evaluation of the U.S. Department of
Education’s Student Mentoring Programs were described as being infanaatd
providing a rich context for gypical implementation of a SBM program (Bernstein et al.,
2009).

As an example of a typical implementation, Karcher (2008) found that students in
an additive mentoring condition did not receive the full dosage of mentoring as was
outlined in program practices. Matching mentors and mentees frequently (83%sgdcc
on the basis of schedule matching and not on the basis of mutual interest. Mentors were
expected to meet with their mentees 60 min per week for 8 months in the school year, but
in practice they met an average of 8 times across a 3 month span during the sahool ye

Though mentoring programs that are ‘typically implemented’ may be delimi
value to youth, an increase in program staff fidelity to effectiverarogractices could
potentially increase program effectiveness (Karcher, 2008). The useghizsd
implementation strategies may be of substantial use in increasingmrsigfé fidelity to

program practices. If staff at the program level receive more traininchiogaor feel
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an increase in management support then issues in the areas of mentor recruitment,

scheduling meetings for mentors, scheduling supervision, and maintainirfgesatc
among others may begin to be ameliorated. Mentors may then receive beitey te
supervision, which may result in improved outcomes for youth.

Moving now from the discussion of implementation within the mentoring
literature, to the broader implementation literature, implementatiorecigaé can be
viewed in the context of various implementation frameworks. Implementation
frameworks offer a structure from which to examine implementation giteateand help
to highlight intentional ways to overcome implementation challenges and facewe
implementation (Fixsen et al., 2005; Greenhalgh et al., 2004; Klein & Sorra, 1996; Klein
et al., 2001; Wandersman et al., 2008). To date, “no one model of dissemination and
implementation has taken hold in the social services” (McMillen, 2012, p. 388).

This dissertation research focuses on Klein et al.’s (2001) implementation
framework. This framework is user-based, which means that it begins with an
organization’s awareness for the opportunity to change a practice, or to implement a ne
program, and follows the process through to the organization fully implementing and
incorporating that program into business as usual (Klein & Sorra, 1996; Wandersman et
al., 2008). This is much like what has happened with the development of the ESBM
program in the context of local BBBSA agencies.

Within the Klein et al. (2001) framework several implementation drivers are
explored here specifically within the context of youth mentoring and human service
organizations. In Chapter 4, Klein’'s implementation framework itself is disdusore

in depth. The implementation drivers are; management support, financial resource
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availability, implementation climate, and implementation policies and peacti€he

implementation policies and practices driver is also influenced by Fixséts ¢2@05)
work in defining core implementation components.

Though the design of the innovation or program is not part of an implementation
driver, according to the model put forth by Klein et al. (2001), there are aspectslof yout
mentoring programs that make them more or less likely to be adopted and implemented.
Other implementation models do include program design as one factor in impléomentat
(see Rogers, 2003 for a good example), but that is not the model used by this researcher
In this research, programmatic aspects are discussed separate fromrtlet &llg2001)
model.

Programmatic aspects relating to the ESBM pilot programs are explated fir
Many factors have been described to explain variance in a prograentsf edoption.

One factor affecting the rate of adoption of a program is the complexity pfageam
itself (Greenhalgh et al., 2004; Rogers, 2003; Tornatzky & Klein, 1982). If a pragram
perceived to be complex by those implementing it, it is less likely to be adgquoitekly,

or with ease. As the implementation of the ESBM program may not be a sigifica
change for some agencies as it focuses on altering practices and engoueagstaff
behaviors, the program may or may not be perceived as complex. If the program is
perceived to be complex, then other implementation strategies can help to catenpens
the complexity, in order to implement the program well.

Another factor affecting the rate of adoption of a program is relative advantage
(Greenhalgh et al., 2004; Rogers, 2003; Tornatzky & Klein, 1982). Rogers (2003) has

described ‘relative advantage’ to be a strong predictor of an innovation’s rateptioa
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in an organization. A program may be more readily adopted if it has a clear advantag

terms of cost or simplifying tasks and processes (Greenhalgh et al., 2004jorredigh
the fit of the program with implementer and user values is important (Grgardtal.,
2004; Klein et al., 2001; Tornatzky & Klein, 1982). Rogers (2003) describes this as
‘compatibility’, and thus the perceived fit of the program to existing personal or
organizational values is relevant in implementation. Other factors relatthg tate of
adoption of a program include allowing users to experiment with the program on a
limited basis (trialability), having the benefits of the program beingreabke
(observability), and allowing space for the program and organization to adapt to one
another (reinvention) (Greenhalgh et al., 2004).

What links a program to its adoption is the innovation-decision (Rogers, 2003).
The innovation-decision is where the process of implementation begins. latbere
many people who must be involved in making a decision to adopt a program, the rate of
adoption may be slow as the rate of decision-making is likely a function of tHeenoin
decision-makers involved. In the case of the ESBM program, a relatively smadl g
(the Task Force) was formed to develop the ESBM program, and to then make
recommendations as to the enhancements that should be piloted in the school-based
programs within the BBBSA network of agencies.

Beyond the program design and innovation decision, management support is one
of the four implementation drivers that is explored here in the context of youth mentoring
(Klein et al., 2001). Social workers involved in implementing practice-basedakesear
have noted that a barrier to implementation is a lack of organizational suppaie @V

Neuman, 2007). Organizational and top management support for a mentoring program is



REFLECTIONS ON IMPLEMENTATION 26
beneficial to the sustained implementation of that program (Hollin, 1995; Nielsen, 2005).

Organizational support is needed to help develop a climate for implementation that
values, and supports the implementation of the program (Klein et al., 2001; Wade &
Neuman, 2007) and may consist of management offering training and supervision to
employees (Gottfredson & Gottfredson, 2002). Program staff perceptions of theflevel
organizational support for the program may affect the quality of implenmmtathich
then may influence the quality of the mentor/mentee relationship (Nj&685). This
implementation driver (e.g., the presence of organizational support) magtelty
influence the quality or outcome of program practices (e.g., the mentelatgnship).

The second implementation driver posited to affect implementation is the
availability of financial resources (Klein et al., 2001). In order to develop gouiénment
a mentoring program, adequate financial resources should be availabler([8appe
Isernhagen, 2005; Hollin, 1995; Klein et al., 2001). Unlike other businesses that may
attract investors because of potential future monetary payoffs, mentorimizatgams
must actively seek funding to support their programs (Grossman, 1999). Funding may
hinge on whether or not they are able to show how their organization is able to make a
difference as compared with other possible beneficiaries of the public antbindpic
investment. Mentoring programs must measure success in order to demondttaégy tha
produce positive effects for youth in the community, otherwise funding may become hard
to find or maintain.

Saito and Sipe (2007) highlight this difficulty in a recent survey of mentoring
programs where over 75% of providers described fundraising to be ‘very’ or ‘sothewha

difficult. At the agency level, components of mentoring, such as match supportpneed t
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have sufficient resources supporting them to maintain adequate support to matches

(Rhodes, Grossman, & Resch, 2000). It has been shown that the availability o&financi
resources is a significant predictor of the overall quality of another mapitation driver

— implementation policies and practices (Nord & Tucker, 1987; Klein et al., 2001; Klei
& Knight, 2005).

Organizational climate for implementation is another driver of implertienta
and is explored here in the context of mentoring and human service organizatiams (Kle
et al., 2001). In the implementation research literature, organizational ctonate
implementation reflects a strategic climate while general orgaoral climate has been
defined as the psychological impact of the work environment on the individual worker
(Aarons, Horowitz, Dlugosz, & Ehrhart, 2012; Glisson, Dukes, & Green, 2006). When
program staff members perceive that they work in a fair and supportive orgarakat
climate they may be more likely to remain on the job longer, have better attioolas
work, deliver higher quality services, and ultimately achieve better outcomysufibr.

For example, an implication of a positive organizational climate for mentoragggms
may be that program staff trained in the program are retained and have theroppiart
master the skill over time, therefore performing at a higher levdlefK2007).

The strategic climate for implementation, or the organizational @ifoat
implementation, is the way staff members feel about implementing a newmrisgra
general (Aarons, et al., 2012; Klein, et al., 2001). The more positive the implaorenta
climate, the better the attitudes of program staff should be about imypleghand using
a new program. When employees perceive that a new program is better thagrtd® pro

it is replacing (relative advantage), it may be reflected in the mgaiéation climate as
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the benefits are expected to outweigh the costs of adopting the new programh@Byle

et al., 2004). Additionally, Rogers (2003) describes that offering incentivdsoie t
implementing a new program may speed up employee behavior change, andesirength
the climate for implementation.

Implementation policies and practices is the final implementation driverilgesc
in the Klein et al. (2001) framework. There are multiple implementation giteate
embedded within this implementation driver, and these constitute the coreiassrateg
driving the quality implementation of program practices (Klein et al., 2004¢se
strategies are described in depth in the following sections as they apply twingeand
human service organizations. Also highlighted in the discussion that follows &khe |
of attention and research in the overall youth mentoring literature about theifie spe
strategies.

The headings for the following subsections of implementation strategies ar
drawn from Klein et al. (2001) and Fixsen et al. (2005). These strategies have bee
identified and fully described by Fixsen et al. (2005) in their publicatioptlementation
Research: A Synthesis of the Literatufiéghe goal of their work was to synthesize
implementation research and to subsequently determine “...what is known about relevant
components and conditions of implementation” (p. 3). Over 1,000 articles across a wide
range of domains were reviewed in full-text, which resulted in 743 articles kepgn
the review and 377 of those being identified as significant implementationsarticle

An outcome of their synthesis was the identification and definition of core
implementation components. Core implementation components are “...the most kessentia

and indispensable components of an implementation practice or program” (Fiaten et
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2005, p. 24). Many of these core implementation components have also been more

generally described in human services research and include attentiexff teelsttion,
staff training, coaching, quality administrative practices, stafuation, program
evaluation, and systems interventions (Hollin, 1995; Jekielek, Moore, & Hair, 2001;
Keller, 2007; Metz, Goldsmith, & Arbreton, 2008; Powers, Sowers, & Stevens, 1995).
Rabin and Brownson (2012) describe the above implementation strategies as
encompassing some of the many “...systematic processes, activities,@mrdesshat

are used to integrate interventions into usual settings” (p. 26).

The basis for including the following discussion is to allow the reader taagain
greater perspective for implementation policies and practices that danddund to
facilitate the implementation of human service programs. The implenoenpaticies
and practices described here are compensatory and cumulative: not alnsragita
make use of all of the implementation strategies, and the strength and guadith of
these implementation strategies may vary across programs and organizations.

Selection Fixsen, et al. (2005) state that selection may be “...a key ingredient of
implementation at every level” (p. 36). There is a notable absence of disaasien
youth mentoring literature about the characteristics of professioniaéstpfoyed by
mentoring organizations. Favorable skills to be selected for, when possibleytoringe
program staff include: interpersonal skills, clinical skills (assessrraining, advising,
negotiation, resolving conflicts within matches), ability to manage onlenéntee
matches, and caseworker-like skills (Keller, 2007). If these skills canrsatéaed for,
then it may be most appropriate for them to be a focus of training. As there arenab f

academic programs to prepare mentoring professionals, educational gtiahfiof
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mentoring program staff generally are that they have a B.A. in human segikaler,

2007). Selecting higher quality program staff could lead to improved outcomes f
youth. This is an example of how using an implementation strategy (i.eticsetac
training) can contribute to better programmatic outcomes for youth.

Training and coaching Fixsen et al. (2005) define training as having three
functional components “...knowledge of the program and practices, demonstrations of
key skills, and practice to criterion of key skills.” (p. 43). Additionally, they desc¢he
core of coaching to be “...teaching and reinforcing evidence-based skill develoggmdent
adaptations of skills and craft knowledge to fit the personal styles of theiprestt (p.
47). Within the context of mentoring, Keller (2007) discusses the need forgooizs
mentoring staff to be trained in order to acquire knowledge, and then transfer that
knowledge to practice. Training may focus on core principles and practices of the
mentoring program, improving interpersonal skills, strengthening clinicés,skil
developing match management skills, developing caseworker skills (Keller, 2007),
understanding the role of the mentor, understanding youth needs, and understanding the
youth population (Cannata, Garringer, Rummell, Arevalo, & Jucovy, 2008).

The U.S. Department of Education’s Mentoring Resource Center offers more
resources that specifically highlight components of mentor training

(http://www.edmentoring.org/online_res3.hjmln addition to describing the content of

training, Keller (2007) also describes the barriers to transfer of tgaiaipractice. These
include a lack of manager support, time and workload pressures, staff resistaeae t

ideas, as well as inadequate performance and reward structures.
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In an assessment of eight BBBSA agencies, match supervision wasgtapro

practice most associated with the rate of mentor/mentee interactoelglest al., 2001).
This association highlights the importance of the skill level of professiomabnigg

staff (i.e., ability to offer quality match supervision) in having an influencéewjaality
of the mentoring relationship, and thus youth outcomes. Without adequate training,
program staff may not be able to provide quality supervision to matches.

In a New Zealand-based study, McLaren (2003) describes how the presence of
effective program staff can bolster positive youth outcomes. In Nelartethere are a
relatively high percentage (10-15%) of youth ages 15-19 who are inactive in education,
training, and work settings at any given time. McLaren (2003) reviewsotigequences
of inactivity, the reasons for inactivity, and strategies and interventionssiodve
effective in increasing youth activity. Interventions discussed include thestedi at
increasing education participation and outcomes, as well as work readiness.

One ‘principle of effectiveness for interventions to increase partioipati
education’ was the presence of effective program coordinators (Hahn 199%: Sigel
Renninger, 1998). Program staff effectiveness results in positive youth oatsoateas
better attitudes about school and school performance (McLaren, 2003). In defining what
‘staff effectiveness’ means (i.e., keeping in touch with youth, getikgow parents,
arranging outside services if needed), focused training may be developed to support
program practices.

In their discussion of after-school programs, Metz et al., (2008) state #ettvesf
and ongoing staff training will yield high quality program infrastrucaumd program

implementation. This is an example of how making use of implementation msateg
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(i.e., training on program practices) can yield high fidelity prograntipesc(i.e.,

adherence to program model) (Miller, Sorensen, Selzer, & Brigham, 2006). Tuygssu
that training should be ongoing and be both formal and informal. Metz et al., (2008) also
emphasize a need for additional monitoring if training is to be effective., Thus
continuous feedback and coaching are needed.

Staff evaluation It is important to understand the extent to which program staff
follow outlined program practices, whether it be in the first year or thie yesatr of
implementation (Bond et al., 2001). Fixsen et al. (2005) describe staff evaluation to be
“...essential for determining the extent to which the core intervention componemts w
delivered...when interacting with consumers” (p.55). In addition to program staff,
mentors should also be evaluated to ensure they are developing an appropriate
relationship with the youth, spending adequate time with the youth, and to ensure that
other prescribed elements of the mentoring program are in place. Mentor,,raadtee
match relationship evaluation receive much attention within mentoring casear

Short-term, experimental studies often use measures of practitioney fidelit
ensure that program practices are followed as intended. In a study usmg a tw
independent group, randomized block design to evaluate the impact of mentoring, Powers
et al., (1995) used checklists completed by mentors as a form of self-evaadi as a
measure of fidelity to program practices. As another example, a progragiMulti-
Systemic Therapy (MST) evaluated practitioners on a monthly basis tg #ssies
fidelity to program practices (Schoenwald, Henggeler, Brondino, & Rowland, 2000).
Frequent fidelity checks are useful for any program, especially one #lydb@mmore

complex or take special skill on the part of the professional.
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In youth mentoring research there is a need for evaluation of prograrnmstaff

addition to the more frequent focus on mentors or the mentoring relationship. DuBois, et
al. (2006) note that, though there have been studies examining how program fidelity
relates to mentoringelationshipfactors, “...there has been comparatively little
corresponding examination of how fidelity of implementatiopriogramlevel factors

(e.g., training) relates to youth outcomes” (p. 669). Program staff shoutddmsad for
adherence to aspects of the mentoring program, such as: practicesitonestors, the
frequency with which mentors are trained, and the amount of time, or the frequency with
which staff are engaged in match support activities.

Program evaluation. It is important to evaluate a mentoring program in an
ongoing manner to ensure and support congruence over time with organizational level
practices that support local agency-level mentoring practices. Contiaualusition will
support the implementation of the program, as well as program fidelity, ansliplort
continued positive outcomes for youth. Just as staff members need to be evaluated to
ensure they are providing appropriate services and support to mentors and mentees, the
program needs to be evaluated as well (Bond et al., 2001). One example of this type of
evaluation is the New York State Afterschool Network’s Program Quaditiy
Assessment Tool (2005). This self-assessment allows provider organizationgg® enga
in quality improvement through the evaluation of diverse areas such as orgaaizati
climate, administration, relationships, staffing, professional developmegtaonming,
youth participation, and community partnerships.

All of the above-described areas of literature highlight various aspeSBNf

programs or the implementation of SBM programs. Understanding that SBM programs
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are situated within a larger context of community-based programs is impatéuera is

much more research on CBM programs than there is on SBM programs. There is much
to be learned from research outside of SBM and thus, this dissertation reseascbrdraw

a framework of implementation (Fixsen et al., 2005; Klein et al., 2001) which allows for
a more in-depth exploration of implementation strategies as separatéhfs more often
described and investigated program components.

This dissertation adds to the literature in school-based mentoring, and also adds t
the implementation literature. Results from this work may inform other SBrgm
developers as to how to better implement their programs, and will certawdyasea
valuable piece of feedback to BBBSA, as the ESBM program was developed within their
organization. This research will move the knowledge base about implementation from
Klein et al.’s (2001) perspective forward. The Klein et al. (2001) implementation
framework has not been examined in the context of mentoring programs prevamasly
there are currently only a few studies that have examined the framewaiiiede
(Helfrich, Weiner, McKinney, & Minasian, 2007; Robertson, Sorbello, & Unsworth,

2008; Sawang, 2008), with two of these studies being qualitative (Helfrich et al., 2007,
Robertson et al., 2008).

A detailed description of the context for this study follows in the next chapter,

with attention to the overall BBBSA organization, and how the SBM program has been

enhanced to create the ESBM program.
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Chapter 3

Big Brothers Big Sisters of America
This chapter begins with a description and history of the BBBSA organization, it
continues by detailing research that has been conducted on community-basethgient
(CBM) programs and school-based mentoring (SBM) programs. The chapter esnclud
with a description of the school-based mentoring program, the reasons for erdgr@ancem

of the program, and the resulting enhanced school-based mentoring (ESBM) program

History

BBBSA was founded in 1904 by Ernest Coulter, a New York City court clerk,
who upon noticing many young men coming through his courtroom saw an opportunity
for adult volunteers to help these youth stay out of trouble and out of his courtroom.
Within 12 years there were Big Brothers in 96 cities across the country. Arosnd thi
same time a plan was developed to partner Big Brothers with what wastahthahe
Catholic Big Sisters of New York to form a Big Brothers Big Sistersroegéion. In
1917, the Big Brothers Big Sisters Federation was formed and in 1977, Big Brothers Big
Sisters of America was formally established with 357 agencies nationd®86,
standards and required procedures began to be established for the mentoring programs.
In 1998, Big Brothers Big Sisters International was fornaed established as an NGO in
Special Consultative Status with the Economic and Social Council of the Unitedd\at
Internationally, BBBS programs are currently serving youth in 12 countries.

As of 1991 there were nearly 500 agencies supervising more than 70,000 matches

(Furano et al., 1993). In 1999, 27,000 of 118,000 (23%) matches were school-based
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(BBBSA, 2008). As of 2005, BBBSA was composed of nearly 450 agencies, and served

more than 220,000 youth throughout the United Statesv(promisingpractices.ngt In

2007, there were approximately 252,000 matches within BBBSA agencies with
approximately half of these matches being school-based (BBBSA, 2008).

BBBSA was founded on community-based mentoring programs and these
programs continue to be a strong focus in the organization. The organization also offers
several mentoring programs to serve a variety of populations of youth. In the 1990's, a
partnership was developed with the Alpha Phi Alpha Fraternity to provide African
American Mentoring to youth receiving services in some agencies. Terlatears
school-based mentoring became a core program within the organization @atr9090,
with the Amachi program also beginning to be piloted in that same year. ThéiAmac
program matches children who have at least one parent in prison with a mentor who is a
member of a church congregation.

Another specific initiative developed in BBBSA agencies has been to inchease
number of Latino/a mentors and youth participating in BBBSA programs, with the
Hispanic Mentoring Model being formally adopted in 2004 with an additional focus on
SBM within that model. A Native American mentoring initiative was developed in 30
agencies across 16 states with a focus on increasing and improving serviaggeo N
American youth, with an organizational goal of making 2,125 new matches with this
population by 2010. Most recently, there has been a focus on mentoring children who
have parents in the military. Through a grant from the T. Boone Pickens Foundation, the
capacity to serve this population of youth began to be built in 2009 across 22 BBBSA

agencies.



REFLECTIONS ON IMPLEMENTATION 37
In addition to agencies operating a variety of mentoring programs, each Big

Brothers Big Sisters agency interacts with the national Big BroBigrSisters of

America (BBBSA) organization. Agencies operate as their own independentafin-pr

or operate their program within a non-profit, with their own board and leadershipl. Loca
agencies pay dues to BBBSA, and in turn are given access to program toolsadlyecific
built for them as well as a structured service delivery model that eachyagdreres to.

One main tool built for agency use is the Agency Information Management sgstem
AIM. This database tool allows agency staff members to track their matoldes, a
prompts staff to conduct match support, among other program practices over time.

As is evident from the above description, local agencies operate quite
independently from BBBSA. Given the structure of the relationship between individual
agencies and BBBSA, there is limited authority that BBBSA has oveci&genlhe
ESBM pilot involved more interaction between the local and national level, witt5SBBB

taking a more active role in how agencies were implementing the pilot.

BBBSA Youth Mentoring Research

Public/Private Ventures (P/PV) is a nonprofit organization that focuses on
creating and strengthening programs to improve the lives of those in low-income
communities. P/PV’s work occurs in three areas: identifying promisingarsgor
developing new programs, evaluating programs to determine effectivengégspaiding
technical assistance. Since the late 1980’s one of the areas of resed?dR\{Has
been engaged in has been mentoring. In the early 1990’s studies that focused Bxclusive

on BBBSA programs began with Furano et al. (1993) being among the first at P/PV to
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examine the mentoring program practices underlying the mentor/mentaetiotes of

Big Brothers Big Sisters matches. The sources of data for thistfidst imcluded week-

long site interviews with 8 BBBSA agencies, focus groups with youth, parents, and
mentors, a review of program records, and a phone survey with a random sample of
volunteers from the agencies. Findings were described in five areas, witistthbeihg

the area of how matches were made. When parent and youth preference for the kind of
mentor desired were taken into account, it was found that matches had a greateothanc
lasting longer. Second, rates of interaction were described. Nationwide itpwasde

that matches lasted for an average of one-and-a-half years, witresat¢he study sites
lasting from 28 months to 13 years. Mentors also reported meeting with mentees an
average of 3.1 times within a 4-week period, with 96% of mentors surveyed stating that
they had met with the mentee at least once.

Third, subgroup differences were discussed to highlight the relationship between
youth gender, race, and length of time before being matched. In gentsaliege more
likely to be matched more quickly than were boys, and white youth were morettikely
be matched more quickly than minority youth. Fourth, match support was examined and
it was found that a high level of mentor supervision was most related to a high rate of
match interaction. Lastly, volunteer recruitment was highlighted, as itasessary
program practice to keep up with the number of youth on waiting lists for mentors
(Furano et al., 1993). This report was the first of four in a series issued frdhhaP/P
examine community-based mentoring programs within BBBSA.

The second study from P/PV by Roaf, Tierney, and Hunte (1994), focused on

understanding volunteer recruitment and screening in 8 BBBS agencieswvddata
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collected through several sources: file reviews documenting all individuals who ha

made an inquiry to volunteer as a mentor, interviews with agency personnel, and focus
groups with volunteers. Results demonstrated that volunteer applicants wergytypica
younger than 30 years of age, well educated, and close to 60% female, and 74% white
Television coverage and word of mouth were the most often described recruitment
strategies for volunteers. Two years after BBBSA issued a reemntitmmanual to its
agencies outlining ways to increase minority volunteer participation, tfeeramv
increase in minority volunteers — from 8,365 in 1990, to 11,341 in 1992. The study went
on to outline the recruitment and intake process for volunteers.

In 1995, Morrow and Styles studied the dynamics of mentoring relationships in
82 BBBSA matches over a nine-month period. This study categorized all match
relationships as being either developmental, with the mentor’s expectations of the
relationship varying with the perceived needs of the youth, or prescriptive, with the
mentor setting up the relationship around their own needs. Two-thirds of the
relationships were described as being developmental, which meant thai dlaely
relationship there was a focus on relationship building, while the other one-third of
prescriptive matches had early goals centering on transforming the yioutas shown
that those volunteers taking a developmental approach were more likely tocacreate
relationship lasting long enough to create positive effects for the youthadMérr
Styles, 1995). The activities that matches engaged in were similar terds® types of
match relationships though the process by which matches arrived at deciding tiesctivi
differed. Out of this study came recommendations to alter screening, trandg

supervision practices based on the apparent success of developmental relationships.
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Also in 1995, a large-scale impact study of BBBSA community-based mentoring

programs was conducted. Nine-hundred and fifty-nine youth participated in this study,
with half of the youth being randomly assigned to be mentees, and half assigned to a
waitlist condition (Tierney et al., 1995). Three-hundred and seventy-eight of the 487
youth (78%) in the mentoring condition received mentors, and of these, matches met an
average of 3 times each month for 4 hours each time. All findings from this stuely we
based on youth, parent, or agency staff self-report. Outcomes were assessarkasthe

of academic performance, attitudes and behaviors, relationships with fatatigniships

with friends, self-concept and, social and cultural enrichment.

Statistically significant improvements were not found for those mentored youth i
the area of self-concept, nor were they found for the number of social and cultural
activities in which mentees participated (Tierney et al., 1995). Theresigeiécant and
positive findings for those youth who were mentored in comparison to those youth in the
waitlist condition in a variety of areas: mentees were 46% less likely o bgigg
illegal drugs, 27% less likely to start using alcohol, 52% less likely to skigp§c37%
less likely to skip a class, 33% less likely to hit someone, and were found to be more
confident in their performance in school as well as well as reporting geting laétter

with their family (Tierney et al., 1995).

BBBSA SBM Research

In 1999, Herrera first examined program characteristics and effects 3/8BB
school-based programs using qualitative interviews during 3-day site @igit8SBBSA

agencies. In this study, the characteristics of students and mentors, tlssgsdoe
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recruit, screen, and train mentors, benefits to mentors and students, astheebasefits

from 1 hour per week of mentoring were all assessed. With overall findorggtirs
exploratory study being positive, SBM programs continued to expand.

In 2004, Herrera again examined BBBSA school-based mentoring programs and
studied the characteristics and quality of school-based matches, along vio&métfies
resulting from school-based mentoring. Three BBBSA agencies, and 212 youthnbetwee
grades three and five, were assessed using survey methodology with datleted
at the beginning and end of the school year through youth and teacher surveys, and at the
end of the school year from mentors and case managers. All school-based mentoring
programs in this study had been in operation for at least 5 years.

The general conclusions drawn by Herrera (2004) were that match relationships
were fairly close, agency support was critical for supporting lonm¢pstatches, and
that youth involved with mentors may see benefits, though some benefits maytdxet lim
Also, it was found that the outcomes for school-based matches might be different than
those resulting from community-based matches. Outcomes for youth participating
SBM programs may be more targeted towards improving behaviors in, or close to, the
school context. Lastly, match length was discussed as a key variable &simgithe
benefits that youth may receive through the mentoring relationship.

In 2007, Herrera and colleagues again studied BBBSA SBM programs, this time
assessing programs and their impacts more in-depth (Herrera2€0dl). Ten BBBSA
agencies, 70 schools, and 1,139 youth were involved in this impact study, with half of the

youth being matched with a mentor and half on a waiting list. The aspects of SBM
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programs assessed were: program characteristics, mentor and chanéeteristics,

benefits to mentees, mentoring experiences linked to mentee benefitspgirashpcosts.

It was found that SBM programs were diverse in structure and focus with function
and community need shaping programs over time. Contrary to some conceptions that
SBM programs focus centrally on academics, this study found that only 9% of snentor
and 11% of programs cited academic goals as central to their work with yautkerget
al., 2007). Many youth sampled were considered at-risk with approximately 80%
receiving free or reduced price lunch and/or living with only one parent. Mentors in thi
study were composed of adults, college students, and high school students, with almost
half of the mentors in high school. Through teacher and youth reports, youth outcomes
after one school year (5-6 months of mentoring) were positive and youth showed
improvement in an array of academic outcomes, in feelings of acadenpetemty, as
well as a decrease in more serious school-based issues such as fightingiosiss@ams
skipping school (Herrera et al., 2007).

Youth in the mentoring condition did not receive a full year of mentoring due to
late starts in matching youth with mentors. This represents an examptgmtally
implemented’ mentoring program (Karcher, 2008). While this may not be problefnatic i
youth continue to be mentored for several years, it was problematic inuihysast only
52% of youth who were matched with a mentor in the first year continued to receive
mentoring in the second year of the study (Herrera et al., 2007). This low level of
program fidelity to the prescribed program model may have resulted in weaketampa

for youth.
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SBM and the ESBM

In a 2008 press release from BBBSA the development of the enhanced school-
based mentoring (ESBM) program was described, and it was noted that theneonesre

than 125,000 youth with school-based mentors in the United States.lfbbs.ord. In

the early 2000’s it was BBBSA'’s aim to begin developing SBM programs as a
compliment to CBM programs, with SBM being a way to reach additional youth who
may not otherwise have a parent who would refer them to a CBM program (Htraéra
2007). The SBM programs generally retained the structure of CBM programs, $n term
of screening, training, and supervision, but the context of service delivery wagdhan
schools. Over time, BBBSA agencies have moved from offering SBM programgheit
same overall structure and focus, to more recently diversifying aspehtsmiograms
across agencies (Herrera et al., 2007).

SBM matches typically only meet within a school or other community setting,
with the activities that matches engage in varying within that setting.e @tches may
meet over the summer months, or outside of the school setting (Herrera et al., 2007).
When mentees are elementary-aged, a large number of BBBSA programs (83% as
surveyed by Herrera et al., 2007) ask that matches meet four or more timesoatth m
while only 20% of programs serving older youth ask mentors to meet with mentieiss a
frequency. In addition, programs serving younger youth request that high school mentors
meet with mentees at least four times a month, which was much more often thewordult
college students were asked to meet with youth (Herrera et al., 2007). Ittkaethe
younger the mentee, and the younger the mentor, the more frequently meetindseare

held.
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In terms of what occurs during the match meetings, this is most often left up to

the matches to decide, though some BBBSA SBM programs prescribe activitiesraH

et al. (2007) noted that 49% of mentors reported that decisions about activities were
arrived at after discussion between the mentor and mentee. Match support for school-
based matches was also described as being similar to that of commuedystsishes
(Herrera et al., 2007) with the addition of match staff presence at some othall of t
meetings between school-based mentors and mentees.

Resulting from the preliminary findings and recommendations from thedigs |
scale SBM impact study (Herrera et al., 2007), those at BBBSA began thkimwlune
2006 to improve the SBM program and to implement changes based on the
recommendations from the study. The ESBM pilot program was developed in two
stages. First, BBBSA had previewed the findings from the study conductéerigra et
al. (2007) and formulated recommendations for improving the school-based mentoring
program. The national Director of Research and Evaluation then shared these findings
and recommendations with BBBS agencies across the United States. The seymofl st
development involved the creation of a task force that was comprised of loca} agenc
representatives, BBBSA representatives (including the national @ireicResearch and
Evaluation), and prominent mentoring researchers. The task force then formulated
changes to existing school-based program practices based on both recommendations
based on Herrera et al.’s (2007) work and current mentoring research.

In the fall of 2008, a statement was released from BBBSA about the pilot ESBM
program describing, in general, the improvements that were to be made in ordeteto crea

“longer, stronger matches”. The pilot began in the fall of 2008 and concluded in the fall
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of 2010. The desired results of enhancements outlined in the statement released by

BBBSA were: increasing match length to 15.2 from 11 months by the year 2011, asking
volunteers to commit to at least one calendar year of mentoring, selegipaytive

schools to be involved with the ESBM program, sustaining relationships with schools,
exploring ways to bridge the gap in the summer months, and exploring ways to support
mentors and train them in an ongoing manner to support the mentoring relationship
(www.bbbs.org).

Some elements of the original SBM service delivery model remained through the
process of developing the ESBM and others were enhancements on the original model or
new to the model. Some of the main ESBM pilot program components include:
Measuring success through metrics and setting goals 3-5 yeargoaleifage match
length, retention rate, strength of relationships, and outcomes; Using a four-par
framework for match support to include: child safety, positive youth developmenh ma
relationship development, and volunteer engagement; Using a year-round SBMrcalenda
and asking mentors for at least a 12 month commitment as well as encouraging mentor
to communicate with mentees at least twice a month in the summer; Usingntée wi
months to form new partnerships and the spring months to recruit volunteers and students
for an early fall start; Transitioning the match to CBM where possilalking special
steps with high school mentors; Encouraging contacts between mentors anesmente
during the summer and if the matches are having contact, conduct match support; Not
closing matches at the end of the school year if the expectation is thatltrentinue
in the fall; Training high school mentors for at least 2 hours initially andredrsiat least

1 hour; Asking matches to meet at least bi-weekly for 2 hours and orienting meetings
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toward socio-emotional activities; Providing monthly match support to mentotsefor t

first year and for high school mentors maintain this level of support for 2 yedrs; a
Encouraging parental involvement (BBBSA, 2008).

Though many of these program components were a part of the original SBM
service delivery model, there was to be more of a focus on ensuring that teatelem
were put into practice through the ESBM program. The ESBM pilot involved agencies
implementing the above practices (the entire list of ESBM program comigorose
required, and those recommended, can be found in Appendix A), as well as collecting
research data. The research component of the pilot program involved agency staff
collecting baseline data from teachers, youth, and mentors; mid-yearahataéntors;
end of school-year program surveys at each pilot site within each agenmgpihet
ESBM and data from teachers, youth, parents, and mentors; administering rigéhSife
Relationship survey after 3 months and then at the end of each school year; and
administering the Youth Outcomes Survey at baseline and then at the end of each school
year. As is evidenced by this list of research components, the researchtselpiluft

was quite involved and required additional staff time to administer and collect data.
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Chapter 4

Theory and Framework

There are multiple levels of theory to work with in order to understand how
program implementers perceive the process of program implementation. déetlals
of theory focus on a micro, relationship level; a meso, implementation level; #gdlas
general theory of complex systems. The meso level provides a framewdris fetudy,
with methods mirroring a focus on implementation. The micro-level and complexity
theories serve as a general guide to where other levels of research magdyr lzhve
occurred. Especially in youth mentoring research literature, there g sbcus on the
mentor/mentee relationship, thereby warranting a look at these mictdHewges.
Complexity theories offer a way to think about how systems, or organizations, ggtthrou

changes.

Social Learning and Resilience

Theories pertaining to the practice-level of youth mentoring are foundationa
understanding why youth mentoring is being implemented in schools. Rhodes (2005)
describes a mentoring process by which the mentoring relationship resultsiweposit
outcomes for the mentee. This perspective is rooted in social learning @nelcaiso
resilience theory (Bandura, 1977). Social learning theory posits that behavarnexle
through the observation of others behavior. Additionally, a behavior is more likely to be
adopted if the modeler of behavior is one who is liked, if the behavior they are modeling
has functional value, and if the outcomes resulting from the behavior are valued by the

learner (Bandura, 1977). It has been found that mentors who are viewed more positively
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by mentees meet more consistently with mentees, and have a gifeatasresome

mentee outcomes (Converse, 2009). Thus, this theory can be useful in describing how
mentors may positively affect a receptive mentee when exhibiting appeopridesired
behavior (Darling, Hamilton, & Niego, 1994; Hamilton & Hamilton, 2004).

Resilience has been operationally defined as “...the ability to overcome &gversi
and be successful in spite of exposure to high risk” (Greene, Galambos, & Lee, 2003, p.
77). Two key theoretical assumptions most applicable to youth mentoring are that
resilience is a transactional process of person-environment exchangestahd tha
enhanced through connection with others. Resilience involves internal factors as well
the aforementioned external factors. Internally, the attitude or temparafran
individual affects their resilience. If youth are considered at-nskraceptive to change
then they may be positively affected through interactions with a mentor arloléor
individuals or systems in their life (Greene, 2003).

Rhodes (2005) offers a model of youth mentoring to demonstrate the connection
between the mentoring relationship and positive outcomes for the mentee. The
mentoring relationship is characterized by mutuality, trust, and empathyn &/he
meaningful relationship is developed between a mentor and mentee, it contributes
positively to the social-emotional, cognitive, and overall identity developmehé of
mentee. The social-emotional development may be mediated by parental or peer
relationships. Moderators of the model include interpersonal history, social
competencies, the developmental stage of the youth, the duration of the mentoring

relationship, mentoring program practices, and family as well as comnuomitigxt.
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The whole model is posited to have positive effects for the mentee on grades, emotional

well-being, and behavior.

Both resilience and social learning theory are especially appliciige w
exploring youth mentoring in schools. The interactions between mentor and mentee may
serve to further strengthen the acquisition of appropriate or adaptive behawer by t

mentee in contexts where these behaviors are appropriate to be exhibited.

Implementation Framework

The mid-range of relevant theory focuses on the macro-level practice of
implementation itself. It is at this level where the main frameworkhisrdissertation
lies. While the framework was introduced in the context of mentoring and human service
research in Chapter 2, it is more fully described here. Examining the immégoe
strategies involved in implementing the ESBM program requires an understanding of
perspectives rooted at the organizational level.

Klein and Sorra (1996) and Klein et al. (2001) originally developed and refined an
implementation framework to examine the implementation of innovations in teclgnolog
and were the first to document that organizational differences in implenoantati
effectiveness are significantly related to four distinct implementatioerdr These are:
management support, financial resource availability, implementationgsoéoid
practices, and implementation climate. Implementation effectiveredsfiaed by
Klein et al. (2001) is the use of the innovation, which is, essentially, programyfidelit

The more implementation drivers that are enacted during implementationptigest
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the program or innovation will be implemented and thus, there will be greatermprogra

fidelity.

50

Each driver of implementation is described here. In addition to Klein’s

implementation drivers, awareness of the program is included in the proposeddramew

(See Figure 1).

Management —_— Organizational
‘ B for Implementation ‘
Organizational
awareness Implementation
of the opportunity to P Effectiveness /
enhance the SBM ' Innovation Use
s .— Financial Implementation '
Resource _' Policies and y
Availability Practices v

Figure 1. Implementation framework, adapted from Klein, Cann, and Sorra (2001)

The program. An innovationis a practice or program that is perceived as being
new by the organization, whether or not other organizations have previously used it
(Klein & Sorra, 1996; Rogers, 2003). The innovation in the current research context is
the ESBM program that was developed by a Task Force established ISABRBN
awareness for the opportunity to enhance the SBM program. The ESBM program
includes components in the following domains: setting goals and monitoring metrics,
fostering longer and stronger matches, bridging the summer gap andingreas
communication between matches, encouraging parental involvement, deepening
partnerships with schools and districts, deepening partnerships within the cognarate
business community, and enhancing staff development.

Management support Management suppoid managers’ commitment to

transform practices within the organization and to invest in quality prograro use t
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support the implementation of the innovation (Klein et al., 2001). Manager support is

said to affect the implementation climate, and manager behavior sends gentessa
employees about the level of importance of a newly implemented program.

If management support is present, local agency level implementers makealescr
BBBSA management commitment to, and investment in the implementation of the
ESBM program. Agency level implementers may also indicate whetmet dinere is
management support locally, if there is a commitment to quality implementatian w
their agency, or if there are ways in which the ESBM program impletreanteas been
pushed to be successful.

Financial resource availability. Financial resource availability a “...cushion
of actual or potential resources which allow an organization to adapt succetssfully
internal pressures for adjustment or to external pressures for change irapolielt as
to initiate changes in strategy with respect to the external environmentg@osy 1981,
pg. 30). Financial resource availability was found to be significantypasitively
related to implementation policies and practices (Klein et al., 2001). This suitges
high quality implementation policies and practices may be more expensive to provide

To understand how program implementers perceive financial resource
availability, local agency level implementers may describe thetepéons of the
amount of funding available to support their local implementation of the ESBM program
This funding may be described as coming from BBBSA, or from within other agency-
level funding efforts.

Organizational climate for implementation. The strategic organizational

climate for implementatiors “...employees’ shared perceptions of the importance of
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innovation implementation within the organization” (Klein et al., 2001, pg. 813).

Organizational climate for implementation is positive and strong if “...eygas
perceive that innovation implementation is a major organizational priority-peainot
supported, and rewarded by the organization” (Klein et al., 2001, pg. 813).
Implementation climate is posited to affect implementation effectivenglkss model.
Klein et al. (2001) describe that a strong climate for implementation magmna
innovation use (high program fidelity) by building employee acceptance arghréco
of the importance of the implementation of the innovation.

Local level implementers may describe implementing the ESBM progréa a
personal priority and one that is a priority for their agency and staff. If mgplation
climate is positive, then local agency level implementers may desagentives for
using the ESBM program locally, a recognition of the importance of thegmogr
commitment and skill to using the program, and instances where obstacles to
implementation and use have been removed. A strong implementation climate may be
fostered at the local agency level through interaction with BBBSA (i.e., bgpagt of a
national initiative), thus local agency level implementers may discuss iementation
climate locally, and nationally.

Implementation policies and practices.Implementation policies and practices
are the formal strategies (i.e., the policies) the organization or implers@guiply in
order to put the program into use and the actions that follow from those strategies (
the practices). Implementers may describe characteristics oS8 |erogram itself in
terms of its quality, accessibility, and user friendliness. Klein et al. (2#Lyibe that

implementation policies and practices may influence program use through shaping
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employee skill and comfort with using the program.

Local level implementers of the ESBM program may also describe formal
implementation strategies, occurring locally or from the national ®8Rvel, that have
been used to put the program into place. Those most relevant to this dissertation work
are listed in Table 1 and include strategies described by Klein 20@ll)(and Fixsen et
al. (2005). Implementation policies and practices are also posited to affect
implementation effectiveness in this framework. The core implementatiopor@nts
from Fixsen et al. (2005) are drawn on here to add more depth to this implementation
driver in Klein et al.’s (2001) model. Fixsen et al. (2005) examine implementation
strategies across various disciplines and offer commentary in their svtolhaw
implementation science can be applied to human service settings. Given this, it is
appropriate to attend to their implementation strategies here, as they ahayrimly
relevant when studying the implementation process of a mentoring program.

Table 1.

Implementation Policies and Practices: Roadmap of Findings

Implementation policies and Klein et al. Fixsen et al. Other
practices (2001) (2005)
Staff selection v
Staff training v v
Coaching v
Technical Assistance v
Program Evaluation v
Staff Evaluation v
Rewards v
Time and Effort 4
Systems Interventions v
Policy changes v
Other implementation v

strategies
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To date, there have been no studies examining the utility of implementation

strategies in implementing mentoring programs. Given this, utilizing aimgpitation
framework developed in another discipline is useful in order to understand and

contextualize the activities involved in implementing a school-based mentooigiapr.

Complexity Theory

Finally, the most macro-level of theories used to frame the currentcesea
those detailing open or complex systems. While hard sciences like physiokgy bi
may use complexity theories in a quantitatively focused or technicalenaha social
sciences can draw on the theories as heuristics (Manuel-Navarretg, Z06Qse of
technical theory in this way has been described as a ‘metaphoricicalagplication.

As Holmes, Finegood, Riley, and Best (2012) describe, “...complex problems in
society require intervention at many different levels and the engagemendrsf and
organizations across levels ranging from the home, school, and work environments to
communities, regions, and entire countries” (p. 178). In implementing programs in
complex systems the authors suggest that there are “...benefits of systeamgtin
approaching dissemination and implementation” (p.186).

Systems thinking is useful to consider here, as certain characterista® pliex
systems can aid in understanding those areas to attend to during implementation. One
characteristic of a complex system is that the system, as well asl@d order within
that system, are emergent and the system is understood through seekingipatterns
complexity. Another characteristic of a complex system is that the igsicrof the

system is largely dependent on the observer. In the current researchyvielgaddgram
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implementers are the main observers, and this is the perspective frommvlultof the

data for this dissertation originates. A third characteristic ofhgptex adaptive system

is nonlinearity. As there is nonlinearity to the flow of information and ressutthin a
system, it is important to document the factors involved in implementing a progthm wi
high fidelity. Understanding all of these characteristics of complexmsgsteay aid in
anticipating what will happen in a system. Describing these core ideampfex

systems also allows for a more holistic picture of organizational chargeformed

(Dooley, 1997; Holmes, et al., 2012).
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Chapter 5

Methods

Overview

This dissertation works from within a naturalistic qualitative paradignedoiot
pragmatism (Creswell, 2007). Reflecting a pragmatic lens, the resstisdging
program challenges, strategies to overcome challenges during pilot iempée¢ion, as
well as studying implementation strategies all have practicdidatipns (Creswell,

2007). Findings from this study serve as feedback to the Big BrotherssBagsf
America (BBBSA) organization as they disseminate ESBM prograntigeac

nationwide. There may also be additional applicability of this research to other
mentoring organizations seeking to implement new, or improve upon existing, school-
based programs. Findings may help to inform future qualitative studies utiliEng t
Klein et al. (2001) implementation framework.

A main aim of this study is to develop an understanding of the implementation
strategies engaged in during the implementation of the enhanced school-basgohghent
program (ESBM) pilot. As there is a dearth of implementation research withielthe
of mentoring, a qualitative approach is warranted. Klein and Sorra (1996) suggast that
studying implementation, a qualitative approach may be valuable when gainimgii-..a
depth understanding of a given innovation and its implementation across organizations”
(p. 1076).

A variety of perspectives could be examined to assess the implementation of this

program, and this study does so through the lens of local agency level implementers
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Through this lens, implementation strategies are explored at both the local agdribg

national BBBSA level. The BBBSA Director of Research and Evaluation feehkead
implementers for the researcher. The Director had a list of staff memhbe were the
most responsible for the implementation of the pilot at their agency. It was these
individuals that were then named ‘lead implementers’ for the purpose of thischesea

This study draws on four main sources of data. Two sources are secondary and
include 1) notes from phone calls over the course of one year between implermiedters
BBBSA program staff, and 2) results from end of year Program Surveys.additional
sources have been utilized to collect original data for this dissertatioginaDdata
includes 1) an interview with the Director of Research and Evaluation for BB&&A2)
semi-structured telephone interviews with key informants who were iderasgidead
implementers’ in their agency piloting the ESBM. The research questionssettiie
this dissertation are:
RQ1. What program challenges and strategies to address these challergdentiéied
during the pilot implementation of the ESBM program?

a) As evidenced by bi-weekly implementer phone call notes.

b) As evidenced by in-depth interviews with key informants.
RQ2. What implementation strategies were used during the pilot impleroardathe
ESBM program?

a) As evidenced by bi-weekly implementer phone call notes.

b) As evidenced by in-depth interviews with key informants.
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RQ3. In what ways do implementation strategies identified by implenseaitgn,

misalign, or add to those described in Klein, Conn, and Sorra’s (2001) implementation
framework?

a) In what ways do implementers perceive financial resource avajlahiting

the implementation of the ESBM program?

b) In what ways do implementers perceive the implementation policies and

practices during the implementation of the ESBM program?

c) In what ways do implementers perceive management support from the BBBSA

and within the local level as it relates to the implementation of the ESBM

program?

d) In what ways do implementers perceive the local and broader organizational

climate for implementation?

e) What implementation strategies did implementers perceive to be the most

influential on the effectiveness of implementation?

As Table 2 demonstrates, the BBBSA perspective informs research question
three, while all research questions are more deeply investigated threugiptementer
lens. Through semi-structured interviews, lead implementers discuss chsaléarty
strategies to overcome challenges during implementation, and implementatiegiss
that originated from BBBSA and/or the local agency level. Additionally, quiskt
content analysis is conducted and findings reported across and/or within patsicipa
Findings reported across participants offer an aggregate picture of inmpéeioe

strategies, challenges, and strategies to overcome challengedjrvdiviigs reported
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within participants take a ‘case study’ approach and examine individual aggneytes

to offer some context to each agency’s experience.
Table 2.

Method of Answering and Reporting Research Questions
Sampling RQ1 RQ2 RQ3

Level

Local Agency
Level Only

BBBSA &
Agency Level

Report Findings

Across
Participants Only

Within and
Across X
Participants

Data Sources

Implementer
Phone Call Data

Program Survey
Q.#30

Dir. Of Rsch and
Eval.

Implementer
Interview

All phone call data and semi-structured interviews were analyzed usintgdirec
gualitative content analysis. Rationale and details of the analysis are fohimdtinet
following sections. Implementer phone call data collection and analydwdsedre first
presented. Then, a description of Program Survey data, a description of the interview
with the Director of Research and Evaluation at BBBSA and subsequent analysis
methods, and a description of the collection of implementer interviews and analysis
methods are presented. Lastly, the sampling and recruitment stratstyyotthiness,

and the protection of human subjects are discussed.
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Data Collection and Analysis

Phone call data collection.One year of notes from implementer phone calls that
began in July 2008 was collected in order to investigate RQ1 and RQ2. The purpose of
implementer phone calls was to support the implementation of the ESBM pilot. The
Director of Research and Evaluation at BBBSA facilitated these conéecatls and
provided a venue for discussion of the pilot as it was being implemented. Initially,
conference calls started out as one large group call with all agencies phetiB§BM.

As it became clear that such a large group was not facilitative of agegaction and
participation, the Director broke up the calls into different regions in order to promot
team building and increase agency involvement.

Notes from these conference calls along with other information for the pilet wer
posted by BBBSA on a website for all agencies to see. Access to phone calastes
provided to the researcher for this dissertation through this website. Uponhiesearc
receipt of the notes, the Director of Research and Evaluation stipulatedytipatraonal
identifying information (i.e., individual names) be removed before proceeding wéh dat
analysis. After identifying information was removed, all phone call notestivene
printed out for the purpose of analysis. As these were phone call notes and were not
transcripts of calls, much of the data was already condensed.

Phone call data analysis.The aim of analysis for the phone call data was to
explore three main areas: program issues, solutions to issues, as well agirtgtiem
strategies. Qualitative content analysis provides a framework froohwdstudy
discussions about program and implementation challenges. This analysis allows for

transcripts and other textual material to be studied, as opposed to other qualitative
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methods that may focus solely on the analysis of field notes from obsenRsibon

2002). When an aim of the analysis is to identify core meanings and consisitencies
text, content analysis is even more appropriate (Morgan, 1993; Patton, 2002).

Using directed qualitative content analysis, a top-down method was emhphoye
order to search for categories within three main areas (program, isslug®ns to issues,
as well as implementation strategies), as they related to thectesea@stions. This
process is known as deductive category formulation and application (Mayring, 2000).
While categories were searched for, there was awareness on leavinigrdoemes to
emerge from the data within these categories. Categories withimréleeareas include
the specific ESBM program components, including all those detailed in Appendix A, and
the implementation strategies identified by Klein et al. (2001) andrretsal. (2005).

Program components and implementation strategies were attended to in phone
call data analysis and themes were emergent in that analysis wiisesémshemes that
did not fit the program components or implementation strategies well. In idegtifyi
challenges and strategies to overcome challenges, there were no @rembnotions
about what the specific barriers to implementation of program components would be or
what strategies may be described to overcome the barriers. As thelresaanlyzing
the data for this dissertation is most familiar with implementation relseaud
organizational literature, there may have been less openness when exploring
implementation strategies in phone call notes.

During analysis, the three main areas (program issues, solutions to issuel$, as
as implementation strategies) were first searched for in the phometesd. All phone

call meeting notes were analyzed using print-outs of the notes and highlmhperss to
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record the presence of various areas. For example, a green highlightesedas

highlight challenges, a blue highlighter was used to identify strategmsetcome
challenges, and a pen was used to identify implementation strategies. ¥fitcts on
only three areas relating to the research questions, there were passlagghone call
notes that were not analyzed.

Once data was identified as residing in one of the three areas, it was then
condensed and put into one of two Word documents. One Word document had a table in
which to enter challenges and strategies, and another had a list of impléonesttategy
categories. Within each of these documents, the categories described atsousedes
organizing headers within which highlighted passages from the phone call data could be
placed. From here, each category of findings was distilled down and sunthsaritet
it could be succinctly described within the Findings chapter of this dissertation. As
identifying information was removed prior to analysis, the findings of datgsasare
reported only across participants.

While the phone call data was helpful in grounding the researcher in the ESBM
pilot and in challenges faced by agencies throughout implementation, there wasefa lac
depth in discussion pertaining to implementation strategies. In order to undemnstand t
whole pilot project and the implementation factors at play it was necess#iaw on
other data sources in addition to phone call notes.

Program survey data. As a part of the ESBM pilot a Program Survey was
administered to each school or site formally piloting the ESBM. The individual most
directly responsible for implementation at the school or site completedrtrey's

Information obtained from Program Surveys offer a gross idea of prograpooents
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implemented both before and after the ESBM pilot was formally introduced. Survey

guestion #30a-b asks specifically about the extent to which agencies implemented the
ESBM during the pilot and if they had been making use of components before the ESBM
program was formally implemented.

The purpose of examining Program Survey data for this dissertation was tiwo-fol
First, this data offers a general picture of how completely each ageplemented the
pilot (i.e., program fidelity). Second, Program Survey data from each agaudybe
used to categorize agencies to then offer more structure and guidance duramggdinegs
process for this research (later described in this Chapter).

Program Survey data was received by the researcher from the Diffector o
Research and Evaluation at BBBSA in Excel format. Data was firsteectr 11
agencies, with additional data for 10 agencies being made available toctrenes one
month later. Though there were 23 agencies involved in the ESBM pilot, Program
Survey data were not available to the researcher for 2 agencies.

For the purpose of this study, data from Program Surveys was initially used to
categorize agencies as those who made major program changes, those whonarade mi
program changes, and those who did not implement the ESBM program. Agencies that
made major program changes were those who perceived they had a low levetarhprog
implementation before the ESBM program was implemented (as reflected in &AB@, 1)
who then perceived that they had a high level of program implementation after the ESB
program was implemented (as reflected in #30, 2). Agencies who made minor changes
during program implementation perceived they had a high level of program

implementation before the ESBM program was implemented, and who then peroeived t
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have a high level of program implementation after the ESBM program wasmeptied.

Non-implementers consisted of agencies that documented a low level of program
implementation after the ESBM program was introduced (as reflected in #30, 2)

The categorizations: major program changes, minor program chamngeson-
implementers helped to better define the amount of information each type efmengéer
was posited to yield about implementation strategies. One could infer thgegrasya
having to make major program changes would likely describe many implementation
strategies utilized during the pilot. Conversely, agencies having minor progeames
to make would likely describe fewer implementation strategies or perhégedif
strategies that focus more on sustaining program practices. Those who afieddasti
non-implementers may have utilized implementation strategies as theptdd to
implement the program, but were not successful in implementing the pilot.

In classifying agencies as those who had to make major changes, minorschange
or those who were non-implementers, composite scores from the two parts of question
#30 were formed. For question #30, 1, the higher an agency’s composite score, the more
components they were implementing prior to the official implementation of thie [ibr
qguestion #30, 2, the higher an agency’s composite score, the more components they were
implementing one-year into the implementation of the pilot (See Table 2).

Table 3.

Classifying Implementers

Composite Scores

Strength of Number of #30, 1 #30, 2
implementation Agencies
Minor Changes 12 10-13 35-52
Major Changes 4 0-4 35-52

Non-Implementers 5 NA 0-34
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Interview with director of research and evaluation. The Director of Research

and Evaluation was interviewed using the same semi-structured interfieduge that
was later used to interview a sample of implementers (see Appendixrieiaiew
Schedule). This initial interview served several purposes. First, it altweresearcher
to obtain a general overview and clear background about the ESBM program. Due to the
very different nature of the conversation with a BBBSA Director as comparkd to t
interviews that were to follow, it did not serve as a true pilot for this internceedsle.
Second, input from the Director of Research and Evaluation as to which agencies to
sample was obtained during this interview when the researcher spectsiadd which
agencies would be good examples of quality implementers. And lastly, the mtervie
offered a look into the BBBSA perspective of the implementation process of tid ESB
pilot.

A consent form was first given to the Director to sign before the interviewnbega
Additionally, a copy of the interview schedule was made available to thet@irec
approximately one week before the interview took place. The interview watussthat
a time when the Director was at Portland State University and could be inttie
person. All notes, recordings, and resulting transcripts have been stored in a lecked fil
cabinet in the researcher’s home in an effort to help protect participant coafident

During this interview, information was gathered about implementation from the
BBBSA perspective. Gaining a perspective from BBBSA gave some cootexer
interviews with local agency implementers. The different levels of stesy(the local
agency and BBBSA, where the ESBM program was developed) are explicggdpzut

during data analysis of all interview data to the greatest extent possible.
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Analysis of interview with director of research and evaluation.The interview

with the Director was analyzed before the implementer interviews begsalysfs for

this initial interview was conducted in the same manner as all other impleme
interview data, with a description of the process of analysis described in depth in the
coming sections. Based on the experience with this initial interview, sbaraci
concluded that the interview schedule did not need further modification prior to
conducting interviews with implementers.

Implementer interviews.

Data collection. Interviews were conducted by phone and recorded (See
Appendix B for the Interview Schedule). Data from all interviews serve to afs@/&,
on a very general level, RQ2, and data from all interviews serve as drbasishich to
explore RQ3.

Semi-structured interviews capture perceptions as to the ways in which the
implementation of the ESBM program has been supported. The semi-structured
interview is appropriate when the aim of research is to gain an understanding of a
participant’s view (Creswell, 2007). The advantages of using semi-stdatuerviews
are several. On a practical note, interviews can be set up to occur by telephone, be
recorded, and then later be transcribed for analysis. The semi-stiuotergiew format
also allows for the possibility of more discussion of topics to occur, rather thanea
structured survey format in which respondent’s responses may not be probethésr fu
detail (Grinnell & Unrau, 2008).

The focus of the interview schedule (See Appendix B) is on understanding the

whole process of implementation of the ESBM program, from the time at which the
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implementer began to be involved to the present day. Interviews also serveya®a wa

gualitatively evaluate the presence and use of, or absence of, various impi@ementa
strategies described in Klein et al.’s (2001) implementation framework. ofinextf of
the interview allowed the participant to tell their story about how the ESBMaogas
implemented in their agency. The interview schedule was used as a guide for t
researcher, and as a tool for the participant to review beforehand to allow thiewter
be more of a conversation, while still making an effort to attend to the relevamnt topi
areas being studied in this research.

Thematic areas of information guiding interviews were: a) genecibbaund
about the interviewee, b) general process of implementation, ¢c) ESBM program
characteristics, d) perception and types of management support for the ESBNhprogra
e) perception of financial resource availability, f) perception of impleatient policies
and practices utilized, g) perception of organizational climate for ingsl&ation, and h)
perception of implementation effectiveness and innovation use.

Interviews with agency implementers were conducted at mutually agoeed u
times after each participant had read, signed, and returned a consent form to the
researcher. Consent forms, along with all other notes, recordings, and refathirfites
or transcripts are kept in a locked file cabinet to help protect the confidgrfahe
participants. Before an interview was scheduled, the participant was gieastaone
week to look over the interview schedule. Each interview lasted between 26 and 65
minutes. During the four months in which interviews were conducted the fesearc
transcribed the interviews and imported each interview into TAMS Analyzer, a

gualitative data analysis program (Weinstein, 2002-2012).
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Data analysis The first steps of directed qualitative content analysis began after

completion of the first implementer interview, and concurrent to other intereing
conducted. The transcripts were read over individually both on paper and again once
they were imported into the TAMS Analyzer software package (Agar, 1980; Wiejnste
2002-2012). Notes based on multiple readings of transcripts served as preliminary
findings while interviews were still being conducted. Based on preliminarngadi
interview questions were not altered, and the way in which probes were used did not
change. Memos written during data analysis allowed for personal reflectiodeas to
develop about potential codes (Rodwell, 1998).

While qualitative content analysis of the phone call data was much more
deductive, analysis here first involved open coding which allowed for codes and themes
to emerge from the data (Creswell, 2007; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Strauss & Corbin,
1990). The main focus of analysis of the interviews is to understand discussions in the
context of the implementation framework (Klein et al., 2001). Due to this, many
prefigured categories were used in concert with the open coding processe|Cres
2007). A list of prefigured categories based on the implementation framewoskl $serv
narrow the scope of data analysis and allow for specific research quéstoiEns
answered. Utilizing prefigured themes or categories is contrary to s@ti@iye
research that leaves all codes open to best reflect participant views@otsess In an
attempt to honor participants’ responses, open coding was conducted alongside the
application of prefigured categories.

Each sentence or thought displayed in the transcript, the meaning unit, was

condensed and coded for meaning, allowing for several codes to be appliedsaneces
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(Graneheim & Lundman, 2004). Coding was recursive and allowed the researgber t

back through the data while coding to alter codes, and to develop operational definitions
of each code based on the data coding process (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Once an
initial coding process was complete for three of the interviews, codes xamened as

to how they fit into the larger themes and pre-figured categories. Themeseuaht
categories began to be solidified based on the analysis of the first threreewnse

Analysis then continued, utilizing established themes and codes, adding new bedes w
necessary, and taking care to notice when new themes needed to be established.

After many themes had been established based on an in depth analysis of the first
three interviews, codes were then categorized within themes, and sub-themes if
applicable. For example, discussion about technological challenges faaged whe
implementing the ESBM, per Klein et al.’s (2001) framework, fell within the cowute
the organizational climate for implementation. A sample passage codedhas. suc
“Umm, the match support piece is really hard because it's not supported in our system.”
The nomenclature for the code associated with this passage is,
OClI>agency_chllgs_with_imp>technological. As you can see, it was caiclak point
of analysis to have the larger themes mapped out to a great extent as each cade was a
extension of a sub-theme (i.e., agency challenges with implementation) anceditkem
organizational climate for implementation).

When the above process of coding was complete for all interviews, further
organization of themes within each participant was then done in order to formulate
agency vignettes. Vignettes were developed to offer a brief overview of gatyaand

how they perceived implementation effectiveness as conceptualized in Kakiis e
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(2001) framework. Vignettes include relevant information about the ageetfyags

derived from semi-structured interviews (number of staff working on thevE &8Bw
long the agency had been operating SBM, etc.), as well as implementeripascepthe
why implementation was effective in the agency.

Findings from implementer interviews, along with phone call note data, serve to
answer RQ1 and describe agency level challenges and strategies tonevenatienges
during implementation, while findings from implementer interviews serving twems
RQ2 describe implementation strategies at both the local agency, and BBBEATlese
results of data analysis for these two research questions are repartsdpacticipants.
Findings from implementer interviews serving to answer RQ3 describe imputkeine
strategies at both the local agency, and BBBSA level, and findings are deipoitie

within participants via vignettes and across participants.

Sampling Strategy and Recruitment

After analysis of implementer phone call data was nearly complete,isgropl
agencies with whom to conduct semi-structured interviews began. While an initial
sampling strategy was developed, the criteria for inclusion expanded during thestud
to reasons that are captured in this section. The sampling strategy ande aienal
presented here along with the subsequent rationale that resulted in a charigsitminc
criteria.

Initially, a sample of interview participants was drawn using data from the
BBBSA end of year Program Survey question #30 (see Appendix C for question #30) and

through input from the Director of Research and Evaluation at BBBSA. A sample of 15
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implementers was eventually drawn from the population of 21 pilot agencies in@rder t

conduct semi-structured interviews (Creswell, 2007). Two agencies pilotiksBiel
were not included in the population of agencies from which to sample as Program Survey
data was not available for them.

It was an initial aim of the study to draw a purposive criterion sample thatavas
necessarily representative of all implementers of programs at BBB8&ncies, but that
would offer the most information about effective implementation strategegsonP
(2002) describes a purposeful sample as one that provides rich cases to study. Thus, the
initial sample was to be comprised of implementers from only those agenoieggpihe
ESBM that demonstrated a high level of implementation of the ESBM progrageane
into implementation (Graneheim & Lundman, 2004). A sample of implementers was
drawn from agencies that made major changes or minor changes, as iddmwbfigd t
Program Survey data. As implementer interviews began, a third category, non-
implementers, was also added to the potential sample. It was thought that asampari
might be able to be made between agencies making major changes to theibaskdol
program, those who made minor changes to their program, and those who weredatlassifi
as non-implementers.

The first contact between the implementers at each agency and theheseas
through an introductory email originating from the Director of Research arddfioa
at BBBSA. This email was sent to all 23 pilot agencies. One week followingrias,
the researcher sent an email out to the 11 agencies for which there wasea?adgbhm
Survey data at that time. Of these, eight agencies responded via entdilylsom

agreed to participate, one declined to participate, and one telephoned the redaarche
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after several calls and messages no contact was made. The remainingehcessa

initially contacted did not respond to the researcher’s email invitation. Tlagency
implementers (four who made major program changes and two who made minor program
changes) who agreed to participate were given an interview schededeltover and a
consent form to sign and return to the researcher before interviews began.

Once the first six implementers were interviewed, ongoing datasisabyealed
that the depth at which the research questions were being addressed was not yet
sufficient. Thus, it was desirable to conduct additional interviews. When additional
Program Survey data was received (approximately one month afterstreiail contact
was made with agencies) five additional email invitations to participatesgateut to
those agencies that made major or minor program changes. From thesiemsyitaur
agencies (all making minor program changes) responded and agreed tpgiartamnd
one agency did not respond to the invitation.

Interviews continued until saturation was reached, with saturation beimgd efi
as “..the point in data collection and analysis when new information produces little or no
change to the codebook” (Guest, Bunce, & Johnson, 2006). Saturation may also be the
point at which the researcher’s resources are exhausted, meaning thaethere a
remaining implementers willing to be interviewed who have made major changes
minor changes to their program during ESBM implementation. Indeed, thifigveade.
At this time, half the implementers who had made minor changes, and all impesne
who had made major program changes had been interviewed.

As interviews progressed and as data began to be reviewed, curiosites aros

about the initial sampling strategy and whether or not Program Survey altavere
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representative of how well agencies had implemented the ESBM pilot. There did not

seem to be a great deal of consistency in how agencies making major chahgigs to t
program were describing the implementation of the ESBM. Likewise, ag¢hates

made minor program changes also varied widely as to how they described the
implementation of the ESBM. These observations put into question how well Program
Survey data actually represented agency implementation of ESBM componesttheWa
categorization of non-implementers also then questionable?

After further communication with the Director of Research and Evaluation about
perceptions of how well each agency implemented the ESBM pilot and how much they
participated in implementation supports provided by BBBSA (i.e., meetings and phone
calls) it became apparent that the perceptions of agency implementation 8Bk E
coming from BBBSA did not, in most cases, mirror the characterizations of theiegen
that were formed through Program Survey data. This firmly called into qudstion t
accuracy of the non-implementer category, also drawn from Program Siateeyand
led the researcher to expand the parameters of the sample to any agerirrpgriam
Survey data who was willing to participate.

It was thus decided, approximately three months after the first emaitionita
went out to agencies, to open up the sample to the remaining five agencies that were
classified as non-implementers. Upon contacting these agencies Wisa#ifiee agreed
to participate in the study. The two agencies for which there was no Pr8grasy

data were never contacted.
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Trustworthiness

Here, various aspects of the trustworthiness of this research are discussed
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985). First, a statement of reflexivity is offered. Initatiaie
research this is often made to make plain to the reader any biases thatatuheeseay
perceive they have, and to offer description about personal charactefisties o
researcher as these too may influence the way that data have beendcalidaealyzed
(Mays & Pope, 2000). The researcher offers the following statement:

| am a woman in my late 20’s who has continuously been in school. While | have
had much academic research experience, | have only recently honed in on
implementation research as an area of passion. It is worth noting that | am very close
with my parents who are implementation researchers and we often discuss research and
the field of implementation science. | am sure that their views on implementation have
helped to structure my own. This study represents a few ‘firsts’ for me — thesfiist
study | have conducted on my own, the first study | have worked on that focuses on
implementation, and my first qualitative study. My practical experience in impii@ge
programs is almost non-existent.

Coming from ‘academia’ | think my view of implementation strategies may be
naive as compared to those who have implemented programs on the ground, or those
who have had experience evaluating the implementation of a program more in depth. |
recognize that | have come to this research with a specific focus on examining
implementation strategies, challenges to implementation generally, and strategies to
overcome these challenges. While | was open to codes and themes emerging within these

three areas, | feel that | was closed to exploring any additional areas.
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| did surprise myself a little bit during data analysis. | was able to see some

themes emerge that were relevant to the implementation process, but that wereobutside
the framework from which | had first approached the data. Perhaps this means that |
was more open than | thought? Or perhaps my academic knowledge of implementation
left me open to exploring other factors relevant to the process, even though I did not
explicitly intend for this to happen.

With this being the first qualitative study | have conducted, | don't think that | was
quite prepared for the ‘messiness’ of the data. | think that | embraced the process and
felt that the structured analysis that | engaged in kept me on track to answer my research
guestions without becoming totally lost and veering away from the intended purpose of
the study. I feel that trying to maintain this control may have helped me overall in the
data analysis process, as | did not become too overwhelmed in sifting through all of the
data — staying focused on the research questions.

In this study, credibility is assessed through methodological trianguhatth
multiple interviews, Program Survey data, and phone call notes all being analyzed
(Denzin, 1978). Additionally, after participant interviews were transcritred;bility
was also assessed through an early form of member checking (Lincoln &X58ba
Transcripts from each implementer interview were shared with eactipeant (via
email), thereby giving them the chance to review what was said duringengew, and
offering them a chance for any clarification, or follow up with the researcThe
participants are the experts on implementation of the ESBM program at thesy age
it was important to check in with them at this stage of the process. All parntisihad

the option of corresponding with the researcher via email or telephone about their
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thoughts and reactions to the transcript. Feedback was obtained from siewetesi

others either did not reply to the request for feedback, or simply replied thetribeript
looked alright. All feedback from participants was incorporated into theirctipts
before analysis proceeded.

Dependability of the findings will be assessed through an audit (Lincoln & Guba,
1985). Though it was the intention to have a dependability audit conducted at the
conclusion of the entire data analysis process, due to time constraints, an anolityeas
been conducted, but will be completed before there is any further publication of this
research. The researcher has maintained an audit trail to the best ofityathatighout
the research process so that an auditor may assess the process and prodiydssof ana
(Lincoln & Guba, 1982). All original data, researcher memos, and reports from the
TAMS Analyzer software will serve as information from which an auditoramanduct
the audit. An external auditor who is familiar with the subject matter (i.&tomieg,
implementation) and who is also versed in qualitative methods will review aesafmpl
research findings from two research questions (out of seven, total) and trace thes
findings back through to the raw data from which they originated.

To serve as a final member check, the findings from this study were sieared
email with each of implementers interviewed, and with the Director of Risaad
Evaluation at BBBSA. This step presented an opportunity for all parties involved in the
research to offer their feedback and participants were given approxiraagemonth to
examine the findings. Five participants responded to the findings they were sent. One
participant asked if they would see anything further on the project, anotleer thiait

they were still implementing ‘the core of ESBM’, but that their agencyggtes with
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keeping the number of matches between mentors and mentees up. The other three

participant’s simply stated that they felt the findings ‘looked good’, and oneipartt
stated that they felt that their story was represented in the findings.

While the researcher cannot assert the extent to which findings arerableste
other settings, White and Marsh (2006) have suggested that interviewing many
participants may allow for increased transferability to other similatexts. Here, 15
implementers from different agencies were interviewed and the contéxt witich
each of these agencies operates is detailed in individual agency vignett&sh¢pter 6:
Findings)

The lead implementers who participated in interviews and in the ESBM pilot are
a small subset of all agencies within the larger BBBSA network. Theiplests
offered about agency context and the research process in the current research should
allow those within BBBSA and in other mentoring organizations to make an assessment
about the transferability of findings from this research to their own context.. Ahe
applicability of research results in other settings depends on the degnedarityi
between the research setting in which the phenomenon studied occurs and tharsettings
which the results are expected to be transferable” (Rodon & Sesé, 2008) lyithkite
BBBSA will see the potential for transferability of these findings to otbenaies

operating under the BBBSA umbrella.

Human Subjects Protection

All participants in this study have their confidentiality respected. Appfova

research was obtained through Portland State University’'s Human SubjsetsdRe
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Review Committee before interviews were conducted. Precautions were téke wi

original data as well as all secondary data that was compiled. All intepadigipants
were informed of the potential, though minimal, risks associated with partigpatthis
research project. This project received support from the Director of Research and
Evaluation at BBBSA, which has been a continued facilitator in gaining buy-in from
participants.

There is no way to ensure total confidentiality for those participating irviewes
due to the very small population of participants from which the sample was drawn. All
efforts have been made by the researcher to protect participant conliigendith data
was de-identified, and participant names or names of agencies were replaced wi
numbers during transcription of the data, with these numbers being used throughout data
analysis and the write-up of findings. A separate list of agency and pamticiames
linking them to their pseudonym has been kept in a locked file cabinet.

In regards to secondary data collected, phone call notes were de-idemtdred
receipt of the documents, and all files were kept in a password protected fiee on t
Portland State University computer network. Print outs of data have been kept in a
locked file cabinet. Program Survey data received from BBBSA linked data tbcspec
sites or schools for each agency. This sensitive data was also housed in a password

protected filed on the Portland State University computer network.
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Chapter 6

Findings

Presented here are findings pertaining to each research question posed in this
dissertation. First, vignettes describing the context of each of the 15 piaiesye
participating in this study are offered. Findings from research question omerre t
presented and describe the challenges and strategies to overcome chlenges
implementation as experienced by lead implementers in agencies piloteghdreced
school-based mentoring (ESBM) program. These findings were derived from both phone
call notes and lead implementer interviews, though the bulk of data originated from
phone call notes and thus the use of direct quotes from interviews is limited.

Next, findings from research question two are presented and focus on describing
the implementation strategies identified by lead implementers in both phonetesl
and during implementer interviews. Implementation strategies arelmgsasing Klein
et al.’s (2001) framework and the Fixsen et al. (2005) model as main points from which
to anchor findings. These findings also serve to partially answer respagstion three
as each implementation strategy identified is also discussed in terms afdtigws,
misaligns, or may add to Klein et al.’s (2001) implementation framework.

The remainder of research question three is then explored through implementer
perceptions of the biggest contributors to implementation effectiveness. A discofsi
actual and perceived outcomes of the ESBM follows. Lastly, the theme of otgaraka
readiness for change is described. Though not a component of Klein et al.’s (2001)
implementation framework, this theme emerged through data analysisthod is

presented here.



REFLECTIONS ON IMPLEMENTATION 80
Describing the Sample

Agency vignettes are detailed here as a way to demonstrate the contexthin whi
each agency operates and the ways in which agency implementers peteeived t
effectiveness of implementation of the ESBM. In Klein’s implementataméwork,
implementation effectiveness (i.e., program fidelity) is demonstratedginitbe
“...consistency and quality of targeted organizational members’ use of aspecif
innovation” (Klein & Sorra, 1996, p. 1058). Thus innovation use can range from nonuse,
to compliant use, to committed use (Klein & Sorra, 1996).

Following the vignettes is a table of agency characteristics (see Zablt
should be noted that not all agencies were operating the exact same school sedite-ba
mentoring program before the ESBM was implemented. Some agencies reported
implementing various ESBM practices at sites before the ESBM was irapied
(agency made minor changes), while others reported that they had not been impéement
any of these practices (agency made major changes).

Agency one. This agency is located in a metropolitan area of over 3 million and
served about 2000 children in 2010 across 5 counties. The lead implementer interviewed
had been with the agency for approximately 5 years and noted that during the pilot the
agency was in a time of transition. This agency designated about 75% of theorsites f
the ESBM, with specific sites being chosen because they were top prograrasghrt
brief analysis of Program Survey data this agency was identified deainmaade major
program changes, meaning that they had been implementing few of the ESBM

components pre-implementation, though was characterized by a represdraative
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BBBSA as an agency that struggled with implemenation during the pilot. Thisyagenc

was not involved with the task force that led development efforts for the ESBM.

During implementation there was staff buy-in, good consistency of
implementation, and widespread implementation across sites early on in thd péot.
respondent described ESBM to be ‘the way things are done’ in the agency now. During
implementation there was a felt lack of commitment by BBBSA and it wagided that
more effort should have been put forth to strengthen the training component of the ESBM
(for volunteers). The interviewee noted that the timing was right for the ESBMapiti
that the agency had been “heading in that direction” before the pilot began.

Agency two. This agency serves a whole state through multiple offices, with the
main office being located in a city with a population of just under two million. In 2010,
almost 700 youth were served through their site-based programs, and almost 1800 youth
were served overall. The lead implementer had been with the agency thaless
years, and began working with the pilot after it had already begun. Durinddtehs
agency was operating about 30 school-based programs with 8 new sites being designate
as pilot sites and three staff members working on the ESBM in addition to their ot
non-ESBM matches. Through brief analysis of Program Survey data this agency
identified as one that made major program changes, though was charactedazed by
representative from National as an agency that was average in implemleatnigtt

The agency felt a lack of commitment from BBBSA as they did not offer a
standard volunteer training or template for a curriculum for agencies te whilizng the
pilot. Even so, it was expressed that BBBSA was committed to the implementation a

wanted match lengths to do well. In year one of the pilot, the agency was noteransis
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in offering volunteer trainings and was unsure of how to schedule the trainirga to g

attendance. Consistency increased in year two when volunteers weredéguittend
training. At the time of the interview, most ESBM components were rolled out to all
sites, except for the monthly match support and parent contacts.

Agency three. This agency serves one county that has a population of just under
400,000. In 2010, almost 850 youth were served. The lead implementer interviewed had
been with the agency for over 10 years. This agency conducted the pilot in only a few of
their school-based sites with operation of the ESBM being supported by all staff
members at the agency. Through brief analysis of Program Survey data this\vagenc
identified as one that made minor program changes, and was characterized by a
representative from BBBSA as an agency that was average in their impd¢iore of the
pilot. This agency was not involved with the task force for the ESBM. The lead
implementer perceived that their agency was selected for the pilot beddlse strong
program and shorter match lengths. The agency had already been working on improving
their site-based program’s match support and felt “poised and ready” for BM.ES

Local agency leadership became committed to the ESBM over time anchizom t
start of the pilot staff were ready to embrace a greater focus on prqgedity. After
just a few months, the ‘heart of the model’ (i.e., 12 month commitment, pre-match
training, a focus on more socio-emotional over group games) was implemented
consistently throughout the agency. Components not sustained were the more frequent
match support and the match support out of program time.

Agency four. This agency serves 11 counties and is located in a city with a metro

population of just over 2 million. In 2010, over 1200 youth were served by this agency.
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The lead implementer had been with the agency for over 10 years. During the pilot, this

agency had 18 SBM sites in operation with more than three-quarters of these being
designated as pilot sites. Through brief analysis of Program Survey dagetity avas
identified as one that made minor program changes, and was characterized by a
representative from BBBSA as an agency that was average in their impdg¢iore of the
pilot. Being an agency that made minor programmatic changes impliesdlzgdncy
perceived that they were already implementing most of the ESBM compded¢nits the
pilot began and thus may have engaged in fewer implementation strategies during
implementation. The fact that a representative from BBBSA thinks the agemgyled
with implementation may be at odds with Program Survey findings. The interviewee
noted that the agency had already begun to make changes to their site-based program
before the pilot and “when this came along we’re like this is perfect becausantéo

do better with it.”

Overall, the implementation of the pilot was consistent across sites atehisyag
with one specific consistency being that all matches were not allowed tcoutside of
the program. Locally, there was a strong commitment to quality improvement even
though there were challenges. The main reason for the agency’s suchdbg ilot
was their perception of total buy-in to the ESBM.

Agency five. This agency serves 4 counties and is located in a city with a
population of under 100,000. In 2010, over 1000 youth were served by the agency. The
lead implementer had been with the agency for approximately 5 yearscandtha
participated in support conference calls with BBBSA. During the pilot, this adneatc

16 SBM sites in operation with about a third being designated as pilot sites. All pilot
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sites were ones that worked only with high school mentors and these sites hhdfaltota

staff working with them. Through brief analysis of Program Survey data taispgvas
identified as one that made major changes to their school-based program, and was
characterized by a representative from National as an agency thatesagean their
implementation of the pilot. During the ESBM pilot the staff turned over almost
completely. This agency had been moving towards ESBM components pre-ESBM.

The lead implementer was not fully on board with conducting match support out
of program time, and thus there was some level of a lack of commitment lacally t
supporting this pilot. There was likely consistency across the agency in howothe pil
was implemented — though it was perceived that there was no way to be céras. |
felt that the ESBM was worth the work that went into implementing it.

Agency six. This agency serves 7 counties and is located in a city with a metro
population of just under 1 million. In 2010, almost 1500 youth were served by this
agency. The lead implementer had been with the agency for less than 5 years, had moved
up to a senior position very quickly and was not the initial lead implementer on the
ESBM. During the pilot, this agency had 9 SBM sites in operation that were supported
by 2 staff members, and ESBM changes (though not surveys) were also rolie@lbut
sites. Through brief analysis of Program Survey data this agency wafedesdione
that made major changes to their program during ESBM implementation, though was
characterized by a representative from BBBSA as an agency tigglett with the
implementation. All staff working with site-based mentoring matchesiglzt5BM
were hired after ESBM had been implemented. This was due to a whole staff turnover.

The agency has had problems with some of their sites being cooperative with the
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program. Due to this, there was a lot of ‘catch up’ in year one of the pilot. Before the

ESBM was implemented, the agency had begun to increase the length of memmit
that they ask of mentors, and had begun a summer pen-pal program, though did not allow
matches to communicate via telephone.

The lead implementer was committed to the school-based mentoring program
generally, and to collecting data to demonstrate its effectiveness. @henfdamenter
was not a part of the pilot from the outset, and it was expressed that if she would have
been, it may have been a better overall experience for the agency. Theglemdanter
felt that the ESBM was implemented consistently across sites and peneasved that
all ESBM changes have been sustained post-pilot.

Agency seven.This agency serves 3 counties and is located in a city with a
population of under half a million. In 2010, over 1000 youth were served by this agency.
The lead implementer had been with the agency for less than 5 years and startegl worki
at the agency after the ESBM had started to be implemented. During the glot, thi
agency had 22 SBM sites in operation with almost a third being designated aggsilot s
Some of the ESBM sites were established just before the pilot began, and 3 staff
members supported them all. Through brief analysis of Program Survey datatitg ag
was identified as one that made minor changes to their program, and wasecizachc
by a representative from BBBSA as an agency that was average imgbleimentation.

Post-pilot ESBM components have been implemented in all site-based programs
and local leadership is committed to the ESBM model. The pilot was consistently
implemented across ESBM sites. A main reason for success of the pilot was the

suburban location of the high schools in which the program was implemented.
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Agency eight. This agency serves 3 counties and is located in a city with a

population of just under 100,000. In 2010, almost 700 youth were served through the
site-based program, and a total of nearly 1,400 youth were served by the agency as
whole. The lead implementer had been with the agency for approximatelss5 yea
During the pilot, this agency implemented ESBM changes at approximalietf treeir
SBM sites. Through brief analysis of Program Survey data this agencgiemtified as
one that made minor changes to their program, and was characterizegpbgsantative
from BBBSA as an agency that did great implementing the pilot. During the E®BM
agency had a lot of turnover in staff and in leadership. Pre-pilot, the agencyassate-
program was in the process of phasing out high school mentors, transitioning to more
adult and corporate mentors, and had been conducting monthly match support.

In terms of implementation effectiveness, there was a local perceptiohdhat t
ESBM was important and valued — the lead implementer was committed to gssudic
was unclear if the ESBM was consistently implemented across agencies.

Agency nine. This agency serves a whole state and is located in a city with a
population of just under half a million. The lead implementer had been with the agency
for almost 10 years and was a member of the ESBM task force. During the lot, thi
agency had 50 SBM sites in operation with all sites being involved in the ESBM pilot to
some extent. Many of the schools the agency works with have a lot of mobility withi
them. Through brief analysis of Program Survey data this agency wasiédeasifone
that made minor changes during ESBM implementation, and was characterized by a
representative from BBBSA as an agency that was average in their impdg¢iore of the

pilot. The agency had been conducting monthly match support before the ESBM was
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implemented. Before and during the ESBM, economic problems and a lack of external

funding had led to a reduction in summer activities. Due to this, the summer activitie
ESBM component was not implemented.

In describing implementation effectiveness, the interviewee depicté&tSiab
as being consistently implemented across sites, and post-pilot the ESBi¢seabed
as “...practice, it's what we do, it's how we run the agency.” Local stak wemmitted
to the ESBM and saw the benefit in being a progressive agency, making chandesf ahea
the curve.

Agency ten. This agency is located in a city with a population of over half a
million. In 2010, the agency served over 1,500 youth through both community-based and
school-based mentoring programs. The lead implementer had been with the agency f
almost 10 years and was self-described as the one who had to “figure it [tNg &8B
and make it happen.” During the pilot this agency had 25 SBM sites in operation, with 3
of these being designated as pilot sites with support from 6 staff members. Thietigh b
analysis of Program Survey data this agency was identified as one tteatmmad
program changes, and was characterized by a representative from BBEB®Aagency
that did great with the pilot. At the outset of the pilot there was a feelingwtiitéi
agency that changes to the site-based program were needed, thatsieditrthe pilot
well, and that staff were interested in it.

Despite a lack of local fidelity measures — “I don’t know that we had a really
clear way to like gauge individual performance like that”, it was perdeha the
ESBM was consistently implemented across sites and that staff wenatteato the

pilot’s success. After the first year of pilot implementation, changes reed out
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across all sites. The reason given for this was that it seemed like “a lotetttics

steps were worth while in making a difference with the matches.”

Agency eleven.This agency is located in a city with a population of just under
half a million and is situated in an urban area with a great deal of poverty. In 2010, the
agency served about 2,000 youth. The lead implementer had been with the agency for
more than 10 years. About 6 months into the pilot the lead implementer moved jobs
within the agency and had less time to devote to the pilot. During the pilot, this agency
had 30 SBM sites in operation with 6 being designated as pilot sites. Pilot skes wer
chosen based on their past success and the quality of the staff at the sites.h Gitebug
analysis of Program Survey data this agency was identified as a “pteienter”, and
was characterized by a representative from National as an agendyuglies! in
implementing the pilot. The agency was involved in the task force that aided in
formulating the ESBM pilot program. Before the pilot began, the agencylreasya
conducting match support out of program time and utilizing behavioral interviewing in
their hiring process.

There was buy-in and commitment from agency leadership for the pilot, but even
so, some pieces of the ESBM were not implemented outside of ESBM sites (i.e., pieces
of match support and parent contacts). Some ESBM components were implemented
across all sites, including the 12 month commitment, summer communication between
matches, parent summer contacts, and summer match support. The culture of the agenc
is geared towards ESBM now. Parent contacts were not tracked in the agentweaand |
the responsibility of managers to track staff implementation of the ESBMwrasifpretty

difficult to monitor things across the board.”
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Agency twelve. This agency serves an entire state and is located in a city with a

population of under half a million. The lead implementer had been with the agency for
more than 5 years. During the pilot, the agency experienced a major restruitture, w
much stress and change associated with it. During the pilot, this agency had 8 ESBM
pilot sites that were selected based on the responsiveness of the staff andtthefquali
the relationship that the agency had with the sites. Through brief analystgycd i
Survey data this agency was identified as a “non-implementer”, anchasscterized by
National as an agency that did alright with implementing the pilot. There wa®sem
from the agency who was involved in the task force, but who is no longer with the
agency. Before the pilot, the agency had begun to make changes based on the Herrera
(2007) study — not accepting seniors, having summer contact, making a 12 month
commitment, and having some pre-match training for mentors.

Overall, it was felt that the ESBM was “an improvement and an enhancement of
the quality of the program.” There was little staff buy-in from thd siae to the
tumultuous times that the agency was facing. Though the program was perceived as
being consistently implemented, it was also described that it was not wedhnemtied.
Some components, like monthly match support, could not be tracked and it’s “the
downside of a pilot like this where you are requiring extra contacts, but you have no real
way of tracking it, you know that definitely made it difficult because tohmewas a big
component of the pilot and being able to know whether it was really effective.”

Agency thirteen. This agency serves 7 counties and is located in a metro area
with a population of just under 3 million. In 2010, the agency served over 2,500 youth

through both their community-based and school-based mentoring programs. The lead
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implementer had been with the agency for approximately 10 years. During théhslot

agency had 18 SBM sites in operation with 3 being designated as pilot sites. This agency
has a very strong internal culture and takes pride in their work. Through briediardly
Program Survey data, this agency was identified as a “non-implementer”, though was
characterized by a representative from BBBSA as an agency that aidngpéementing
the pilot. Three years before the pilot began, the agency had been improvingetheir s
based program and moved towards having greater impact at fewer sitesneimial
changes towards ESBM included movement towards implementing summer contacts,
parental involvement, and not matching high school seniors.

Locally, there is a strong quality improvement attitude. Before the ESEM, t
agency thought they weren't “doing anything bad, it’s just we had to really thowk &”
— they wanted to improve their program, and had been very focused on monitoring
metrics and staff performance. One challenge they experienced iwas to go about
deepening corporate partnerships. Overall, the pilot implementation was cunsiste
across sites at the agency. Local leadership was committed to the pilote-reéally
believed in it, really wanted to see it be successful, so | think that's importanthe
implementers are going to be on board with it all along.” One perceived reasoirfor t
success with the pilot was that agency leadership had been on the task force and was
bought into the idea before the pilot began. Though some components were tracked in
the Agency Information Management (AIM) database, others could only bedraokl
followed up on by staff (The AIM database was built by BBBSA spediidal agency
use and is programmed to align with the most current service delivery moderseahct

by BBBSA).
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Agency fourteen. The agency serves many counties in a wide geographic area

and is located in a city with a population of under 100,000. The lead implementer
interviewed had been with the agency for less than 5 years, with the lead @nggem
position experiencing much transition at the agency. The participant hizd stethe
agency about 7 months after the ESBM had begun. During the pilot, this agency had 31
SBM sites in operation and 7 ESBM pilot sites, which were supported by 1 staff membe
The pilot sites were mostly concentrated in one location and were chosen based on thei
proximity to the central office, adequacy of staffing, and the length ofthatehe site
had been in operation. Through brief analysis of Program Survey data this agency was
identified as a “non-implementer”, and was characterized by a repaggerfitom
BBBSA as an agency that struggled with the implementation.
There was consistency in how the pilot was implemented as only one staff
member worked with all ESBM matches. The agency did feel a lack of corantit
from BBBSA — such an involved pilot needed more resources, preparation, and support.
Locally, the agency expressed care about the quality of matches, not justrttiy.qua
Agency fifteen. This agency serves 7 counties and is located in a city with a
population of just under 1 million. The lead implementer had been with the agency for
just under 10 years. During the pilot, this agency had 27 SBM sites in operation with 16
being designated as pilot sites. Three staff members supported the EE&Mruit sites
were selected because the agency had established good relationshipsnwitB¢heol
based mentoring sites were mainly run with high school aged Bigs. Through brief
analysis of Program Survey data this agency was identified as a “ipteienter”,

though was characterized by a representative from BBBSA as an dgahesas average
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with their implementation. This agency was not involved with the task force for the

ESBM. The agency had been moving toward bridging the summer gap with matches
pre-ESBM, and expressed that they were ready for change and read\etmtdithe

ESBM model”. At the conclusion of the ESBM pilot this agency closed their siegtbas
program.

The local agency felt that there was commitment to see the ESBM succeed
coming from National and from local leadership. There was a high level of local
commitment for the ESBM as well as for improving the program generallpckAdf
consistency across sites was described and momentum for implementation was lost
working with school contacts to get child referrals. However, during the pilot the
changes were rolled out to all sites.

Agency characteristics. Table 4 offers a quick look at each of the 15 agencies
that participated in lead implementer interviews. The headings in the tadle off
information about each agency in relation to the ESBM and include, from left to right,
information about the location of the agency, whether or not they had a staff member on
the task force that helped to create the ESBM program, the length of timadhe le
implementer had worked for Big Brothers Big Sisters, the number of reghlaols
based sites and pilot sites, and the number of staff working with the ESBM program.
Additionally, implementation at each agency was characterized based ocarP@gprvey
data, the extent to which each agency participated in BBBSA hosted impdgiment
supports (i.e., meetings and phone calls), and the way in which BBBSA chagatteri

each agency in relation to the ESBM pilot, are included. There are some daefigable



REFLECTIONS ON IMPLEMENTATION 93
that are not filled in which is due to lead implementers not mentioning these specific

agency characteristics during semi-structured interviews.
Table 4.

Agency Characteristics

In area Lead Number
> with On | . | f f f staff BBBSA opinion
@ | population| the Implementer #0 #0 of sta Program of participation
@ with BBBS | SBM | ESBM | working
2 of more | task ; . Survey and of
ks atleast5 | sites sites on , .
than1 | force implementation
o years ESBM
million
1 Yes No Yes - 75% B} Major Average/
changes Struggled
2 Yes - No 30 8 3 Major Average/
changes Average
3 No No Yes - Few | Al staft Minor High/
changes Average
4 Yes . Yes 18 13 ) Minor High/
changes Average
5 No No Yes 16 4 4 Major Average/
changes Average
6 Yes . No 9 9 2 Major Below Average/
changes Struggled
7 No _ No 22 7 3 Minor Average/
changes Average
8 No No Yes - 50% i Minor High/
changes Great
9 No Yes Yes 50 50 i Minor Below Average/
changes Average
10 No - Yes 25 3 6 Minor High/
changes Great
11 No Yes Yes 30 6 ) ~ Non- Below Average/
implementer Struggled
12 No Yes Yes - 8 - _ Non- Average/
implementer Alright
13 Yes Yes Yes 18 3 .| Non- High/
implementer Great
14 No No No 31 7 1 ~ Non- Below Average/
implementer Struggled
15 Yes No Yes 27 16 3 | Non- Average/
implementer Average

Research Question One: Challenges and Strategies to Address Challenge

The following findings respond to research question one: What program

challenges and strategies to address these challenges were aidatifig the pilot
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implementation of the ESBM? Challenges during implementation of the ESBVapd

strategies to address these challenges were identified through anapfsimefcall notes
and semi-structured interviews with 15 agency-level lead implementerse ¥dhile
implementers described only challenges, others also describedtedggjestegies to
address the challenges. Generally, implementer suggested strategigsost discussed
during pilot agency conference calls with BBBSA, and thus the extent to whiagstsat
were employed could not be ascertained. Challenges identified withtatrieas
accompanying strategy were categorized into four groups — ESBM component
challenges, agency-level challenges, general challenges facedwniméng a site-based
program, and research challenges. These four groups of challengesanteprérst
with a brief description of challenges that had no accompanying strateipesng.

ESBM component challengesSome challenges were described that pertained to
the ESBM program components. These include challenges with parental involvement,
mentor training, bridging the summer gap, increasing the frequency of match support,
and the 12 month commitment. Additionally, there were technological issuesagssoci
with implementing some ESBM components. Overall, staff felt confused a sibuaut
some components of the ESBM. It was suggested that a summary and flow diert of t
pilot and the elements of the ESBM would have aided in the overall understanding of the
program as a whole.

Parental involvement.This component involves including parents/guardians in
activities and discussions, informing the parent when their child has been matthad wi

mentor, and having staff contact the parent at least twice each year.
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But one of the most difficult pieces was the parent contact piece. That was

probably the most difficult for us. We think it has value, and we’ve talked about

trying to expand doing that to other school-based matches because it seems to

have an impact in, you know, the whole relationship.
In implementing this component, challenges identified were that pavergsdifficult to
reach, didn’t always want to be involved, spoke mainly Spanish while agencypstedf s
only English, that there was an increase in staff time, and that contagiarénts was
not easily tracked in the AIM database. Strategies suggested to addresslienge
centered on how to make contact with the parent. These include, agency stafigeceivi
training on how to make contacts, staff going to the parent to make the conifio i
the parent to the initial match meeting to meet the Big, or utilizing thé youtanslate
for their parents. Additionally, to increase parent involvement in the mentoring
relationship agencies could establish parent groups or gatherings.

Mentor training. The next ESBM component, mentor training, involves
providing all volunteer mentors with various training opportunities throughout the year,
ensuring that adult Bigs receive at least one hour of pre-match trainitggérsichool
Bigs receive at least 2 hours of more targeted pre-match training, and prdigkngith
a pre-match orientation guide. Mentor training was a challenge during ieptiion
due to the difficulty of developing trainings, getting mentors to attend trainkegping
mentors engaged during trainings, and in finding times at the agency taaifferg.

One lead implementer felt that,

...the training piece in and of itself has been so much work for me. It's been

frustrating because the national doesn’t have a standard training, so we had to put

our own trainings together and research and put these powerpoints, and you know,
finalize things.
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To address this challenge, suggestions centered on how to engage mentors in the

training: offering trainings at various times or locations, informing meroosit training

in various ways, having a prepared schedule of trainings well in advance, and making the
training mandatory. Additionally, a general message conveyed throubimpkementer
interviews was that in order for trainings to be implemented well and to be \effecti

BBBSA must create an outline of what to cover in the training, or set a cumidar all
agencies to use.

Bridging the summer gapBridging the summer gap also presented a challenge
during implementation. This ESBM component involves agency staff encouraging
mentors to communicate with mentees over the summer and other school breaks.
Matches are encouraged to attend activities sponsored by the agency, or &tterge |
and talk on the phone over the summer. When appropriate, matches can be screened for
community-based mentoring to enable further interaction during school breakss Ac
pilot agencies there was great variability in the percent of maton@sgnicating over
school breaks — from 0% to 80%. Some challenges to bridging the summer gap include:
the reluctance of matches to exchange contact and other information, areintisa#f
time to process matches to meet outside of schools, and the generally low turnout of
matches attending summer events hosted by agencies.

...generally school-based matches don’t come [to summer events] just because we

don’t allow the bigs to transport the littles, which means parents, or somebody on

the littles’ side has to be responsible for bringing them to and from, and that’s
usually not going to happen.

Strategies suggested to increase match communication over school breaks were

have the agency offer more support to matches, and to have staff offer multiple
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suggestions to matches as to how to communicate. There were also striaétgveset

described by many agencies as being ineffective - matches seadiisgo one another,
and phone communication were both described as being potentially awkward and
uncomfortable for matches. Additionally, agency staff felt that condustatgh support
over the summer was challenging:

| think there was some frustration in, well, why do we need summer [match]

contacts? They're [the match] not talking to each other over the summer, so why

are we talking to them? [That] was a lot of the argument we heard, even though
there were summer activities.
One strategy to overcome this challenge was to have agency leaders caatarainic
strong rationale to staff — offering match support in the summer months helpsit® ens
that safe communication occurs between mentors and mentees.

Match support. Enhancing match support was another challenge during
implementation. This component is composed of two parts; an increase in the frequency
of match support and a change in where match support interactions should be occurring.
The ESBM prescribes that match support is to be conducted monthly, and outside of the
time that matches meet. The challenge here centered solely on increadneguency
of match support. Specifically, this involves conducting match support monthly with the
Big (mentor) during the first year of the match, and monthly with theel(ithentee) for
the first three months. Reasons described for the challenge of incréesirgpuency of
match support were: Bigs not understanding why they are being contadtedigently,
having to get a new staff member on board with the increase in frequency whenrturnove

occurred, the repetitiveness of the match support form that is completed during each

contact, and the overall increase in staff time.
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...match support out of program time made it really difficult because normally we

do it during program time, or before, or after, you know, when we see them. But

requiring it to be outside of program time all of a sudden you’re trying to call

trying to email, people aren’t getting back to you, instead of just walking up to
them and asking them questions, now you're leaving several messages, you're
emailing them several times and it adds on 20-30 minutes to that one match
contact, just to try to get a hold of them outside of program time.

Strategies to overcome these challenges include: employingiallmiatch
support staff, conducting match support immediately after match meetiegatima
having staff offer Bigs an explanation of the increased match support so thaighéy m
be more willing to engage with agency staff. In regards to the repetsweh¢he match
support form, suggested ways to address this were to frame questions based on seasonal
activities, to utilize information in the AIM database to think of new questtoresk
some child safety questions, to develop a list of many questions across &=t dmeim
rotate through them, and to use the time to address any issues or positivesf timatyst
have observed during program time.

Conducting monthly match support without the support of the AIM database was
another challenge and was perceived to result in a low level of impleroargéathe
component for some lead implementers.

Well | think the idea of increased frequency of contacts [with mentors] was a

really good thing, but you know, with the difficulty of tracking and just having

staff knowing when to make them, | don’t really think it was strongly
implemented.

Many agencies suggested that developing the capability within AlMdk tra

monthly match support would solve this challenge, “It would have been better [if AIM

supported monthly tracking], match support would have been done more frequently |
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think”. In fact, when ESBM changes are rolled out nationwide, AIM 2.0 will also be

rolled out. AIM 2.0 will include monthly match support tracking capabilities.
Twelve month commitmentThe final ESBM component challenge is the 12
month commitment. At the crux of this component is the messaging from agdhty sta
mentors during recruitment - mentors must be willing to make at least arith m
mentoring commitment. Agencies found it challenging to find and enroll volunvders
were willing to make this commitment up front.
It takes more staff time to recruit because you’re asking for a 12 month
commitment, you’re not getting as many people that say they can do it because
they can only do it for the school year, so you have to do more presentations, you
have to go to more places, so you’re going more recruiting.
This challenge was amplified when working with high school and university stuakents
high school and college seniors, historically, have represented a large pookafsne
The 12 month commitment component suggested that ‘seniors’ should not, generally, be
permitted to be mentors. One suggested solution for working with this population of
Bigs was simply to shift the focus of mentor recruitment to earlier yéatsidents.
Technological issuesThe last challenge related to ESBM components has to do
with technological issues. The AIM database, which all pilot agencies utilizeday a
to-day basis, was not compatible with the ESBM component of monthly match support.
Many agencies did not implement this ESBM component as AIM did not allow for
monthly match support contacts to be scheduled.

Agency level challengesAgency level challenges faced during ESBM

implementation were identifiesblelythrough lead implementer interviews. Phone call



REFLECTIONS ON IMPLEMENTATION 100
notes did not yield information about agency level challenges. Challengesedentif

were, changing agency culture and an increase in staff work.
Changing agency culturelmplementers found it challenging to shift their
agency'’s culture to support ESBM with some ‘push back’ from staff being deskcribe
One lead implementer stated that “...you get a little bit of resistaocethe people who
are used to doing things a certain way”. The challenge in shifting agenasedolt
support the ESBM, for some, was due to unique agency circumstances such as agency
restructuring during the pilot, or to a strong agency focus on growth over high quality
matches. One lead implementer stated that “...probably, looking back, | wouldyalso sa
it would have been better for us just to not do the pilot, purely because the restrusture wa
going on”. Additionally, one implementer pointed to the challenges in measuring the
shift to more one-to-one interactions during match meetings:
| will say there’s been a lot more subtle cultural, I call them cultivahges. |
really do think that they are. The more emphasis on the socio-emotional and the
more emphasis on, you know, I’'m not going to play these big group activities for
all of you guys to do, but you're going to go hang out on your own, one on one,
it's also a very important cultural shift. That's happened, but it's not as easy to
measure, you know?
No concrete strategies for overcoming these challenges were suggested.
Increase in staff work. The other agency level challenge described during
implementer interviews was an increase in staff work. Implemermtensl fit difficult to
roll out the ESBM, or components of the ESBM, to sites beyond those involved in the
research aspect of the pilot because of the significantly increased amwuamk f

would require. One lead implementer stated that “...each year we’re addiathsam

that makes the program better and that's going to make our matches beftey jusit
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impossible to do it all at the same time because of staffing and resourta$ 4ls®

generally took on more work due to the ESBM, though overall it was perceived that ”...a
lot of those extra steps were worth while in making a difference with thdesdicThe
increase in staff work did, at times, result in staff turnover for some agesrdie the
perception that the ESBM was not implemented as well as it could have been. One
implementer experienced a great deal of turnover throughout the pilot, “...we had some
turnover, some terminations, it was kind of rough because we had such an unstable
staffing model already, and after the pilot ended | had no staff that wesartiee |

turned over my staff twice during the model”. One suggestion offered for futate
programs to circumvent this challenge was to establish a memorandum of undegstandin
between BBBSA and pilot agencies beforehand in order to address andatayns

about what exactly an agency is agreeing to take on.

General challenges.Seven general challenges were identified through phone call
notes and implementer interviews. These challenges are representdayetofday site
based work and are not solely specific to the ESBM pilot. First, it was a chalkenge f
staff to identify activities that work for matches with high school Bigsvak suggested
that staff create a list of structured activities to aid the match in cigpasiactivity.

Second, there were some challenges presented in working with parents \wadrasesl
mentor wished to transition their match into a community-based match. It was a
challenge for staff to try to work with parents when their mentor preferenee f
community-based mentor did not match the site-based mentor that was aloekithg

with their child. A suggestion to overcome this was to have staff better conateutac
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the site-based mentor that the parent has to agree that they can becommiaite

based mentor before the transition can take place.

Third, it was a challenge when a Big failed to attend a match meetinguivi
notice. Suggestions centered on what to then do with the Little (i.e., go home, hang out
with staff, etc.). To prevent the absence of the mentor it was suggested fleatIstiad
Big before match meeting time and to have staff communicate the impootfasto@wving
up or calling if they will not make it. Fourth, when the Little failed to attarmatch
meeting there were many suggestions as to what to do with the Big (i.e., go home, help
out with the program, etc.). Additionally, it was suggested that the Big should
communicate with the Little at the next match meeting about why they didted a
Fifth, developing a high quality match was described as a challenge, thoutic spec
reasons for this were not detailed. Many strategies were discissketdaw to increase
the quality of the match, with most focusing on emphasizing one-to-one time beteeen th
Big and Little during the match meeting, and having spread out, but organizetiescti
during match time.

Lastly, there was the challenge of recruiting Littles through the sclsmwhe
strategies to address this challenge were to have agency staff hotdhaofiirs at the
school, to set up information tables at school events, and to send flyers about the program
home with children.

Research challengesMany lead implementers identified the research
component of the pilot to be very challenging for their agency during implenoentét
the ESBM program. Research challenges included, obtaining consent, getting survey

filled out and returned, Bigs utilizing activity logs properly, and agsn@eeiving
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materials pertaining to the ESBM in an untimely manner from BBBSA — sushraeys

and consent forms.

Obtaining consent.Challenges to obtaining consent were perceived to be due to
an overload on parents and schools, as well as worry from schools that the consents may
scare parents away. One lead implementer felt that there wageaWpak overload”
with so many consent forms “...that wouldn’t be in a normal model, but just for the
pilot...[it] was hard for staff that were having to deal with all of that”. tBgigs to
overcome this centered on how to get consents home and completed; including mailing
them out, going to homes, and finding a time when a parent would be at school so that
their consent could be obtained.

Surveys. Challenges to having participants complete surveys stemmed from a
lack of teacher time, the length of the survey, and youth reading comprehensi®n leve
Strategies to overcome these challenges centered on when and how to geeth®sur
various recipients and the idea of breaking the survey up into segments to aidudlith y
comprehension. One lead implementer stated that “...there was a lot of surigeying.
took forever. So that was just a lot of extra work and time, and redundancy with some of
the other surveys we were doing”.

Activity logs. It was perceived that having Bigs utilize activity logs properly was
a challenge. The activity logs were a part of the ESBM program, but BBEB#stor
of Research and Evaluation stated that these logs were used mostly i@hrpsegaoses.
Strategies to address the challenge pertained to changing therdaxfatie log, giving
the log a dual function as a sign in sheet, as well as communicating the impoftdece o

log at the outset of the match.
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Receiving ESBM materials Almost all agencies felt that materials from BBBSA

were receive in an untimely manner. This was perceived to be a chaillenge
implementing the ESBM pilot. One lead implementer remembered

...that we did not have any of the materials from national, like the forms and what

not, until school was definitely underway. We were like, we want to start making

matches, but we need all the new materials, so we know that we’re doing this
correctly. So it was definitely, it felt like we were doing things a little
backwards...and | kind of feel like we were a little late to the game.

One suggestion offered was that BBBSA could have distributed all documents
during the summer before the pilot began. Another strategy suggested, perhapseor fut
pilot efforts, was that BBBSA could extend the time that pilot agencies bave t
implement a pilot based on how late they are in getting materials to them.

Challenges with no accompanying strategiesSeveral challenges were
described through implementer interviews and phone call notes that did not have
accompanying strategies. The lack of strategies may have been ke toat being
recorded in phone call notes, not being discussed during interviews, or it may indeed be
due to the fact that these challenges were never formally addresséiéngasawith no
accompanying strategies are briefly described here.

Challenges pertaining to the ESBM pilot centered on enroliment andggetti
criminal background checks completed in a timely manner. Additionally, spemeias
struggled with how to increase and bolster corporate partnerships, with statilyen
finding it difficult to establish these partnerships.

The economy and other external factors were described as challenges for

agencies. With this, the geography of a city or state that an agency wdrkswas

cited as a challenge — with staff spread thin. Additionally, some sites #ratieg)



REFLECTIONS ON IMPLEMENTATION 105
worked in closed during the pilot, or other unexpected site changes occurred. Another

area of challenges consisted of internal factors. Some agencies mogerestructuring,
staff turnover, and/or leadership changes during the pilot, which, in some cases, led to
miscommunication or misunderstandings among staff. There were issues inwolved i
coordinating and managing staff with the workload increases that the ESBM pilot
presented. Questions arose as to how staffing should be done and what number of staff
should be assigned what amount of work for the pilot. Answers from BBBSA as to how
to deal with issues during the pilot were slow to come, if at all, for some agencies

In sum, challenges were perceived to originate from components of the ESBM
itself, agency processes, general program processes, and ESBidhrgsetocol.
Additionally, there were challenges for which strategies were nog¢mext Overall,
perceived challenges pertained to ESBM practices or actual component& 8Bk
Even within lead implementer interviews and phone call notes there was somsidiscus
of general challenges to running a school-based mentoring program. These may have

been present even without the ESBM program being piloted in agencies.

Research Question Two and Three: Implementation Strategies

These findings focus on identifying the implementation strategies that lead
implementers perceived were used during the pilot implementation of the HSBR).(
In addition, the ways in which these implementation strategies align, gnisatiadd to
the Klein et al. (2001) implementation framework are explored (RQ8jing analysis
of phone call notes and implementer interviews, implementation strategiesdutyi

Klein et al. (2001) and Fixsen et al. (2005) were explored using a primarily deductive
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method of inquiry. When evidence of an implementation strategy was identified,

inductive approaches were used to explore the aspects of that strategy more iindepth.
these findings, implementation strategies identified are linked to how Klaln(2001)
and Fixsen et al. (2005) have defined them.

Financial resource availability. Financial resource availability is defined as a
cushion of resources, which allow an organization to adapt successfully to internal
pressures for adjustment or to external pressures for change in poliel} as to initiate
changes in strategy with respect to the external environment (Kldin2@@l). While
there were many indicators that the financial resources avaitaldeal agencies to
support implementation of the pilot were adequate, there were also indicatws to t
contrary. A principal sentiment from implementers was that additionalrfgrvdould
have aided the implementation of the ESBM.

...l just think they [BBBSA] could have supported it with staff, or funding or

resources or whatever. | think it could have had more support, so...I think they

did what they could with what they had, as far as hours and people and funding,

and whatever, but...you know, 20/20 vision now, to do this successfully, better, it

probably would have taken significantly improved research department
involvement. People, resources, you know.
BBBSA did fund supports that would have otherwise been an expense to agencies. These
consisted of access to Survey Monkey, travel for local agency implementdentbaa
BBBSA conference, and the provision of a training (Making Connections) foiiBtge
pilot.
When a lack of finances to support the ESBM was specifically mentionedabener

statements focused on issues with finances due to the economy, and staff beingunable t

dedicate the kind of time to the ESBM that they needed to during the first year of
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implementation. “...when it comes to having the time and capacity internallyeahm

I've cut half my program staff in the past two years...there’s no tim¢defo anything
but bare bones anything”. This second issue is indicative of a lack of finances to support
staff overtime, or to support the hiring of additional staff members.

Hiring additional staff was frequently described as a way in which
implementation could have been aided. One implementer stated, “I mean we got
[money], we didn’t get enough to hire someone, like we got enough to supplement
someone’s pay...”, while another thought that if they would have “...had maybe enough
money in the beginning to hire somebody on a grant based position, to coordinate all of
it...that may have been helpful...”. Additionally, a lead implementer felt thatre
grant funding during the pilot served to aid the implementation of the ESBM.

Others explicitly expressed that there was limited funding from BBBSA t
implement the pilot:

...to be honest, it felt like there wasn’t a lot of money given to agencies, given t

us, to support that much surveying and paperwork and stuff like that. The money

was really for the paperwork side, and they said you know, we know this is going
to be a lot of paperwork and we know that this is going to be a lot of surveys so
here is this money to help you out.
Some lead implementers felt that obtaining additional resources to iemti¢ine ESBM
pilot would not have helped. “No, not money, no, no, no. Not money. | don't think
there’s any, as far as implementation, no | don’t think there’s any monegotiidthave
helped us”. Most implementers expressing this view also had perceptionetbat w

somewhat contradictory. Several lead implementers described that additadhat

funding for specific ESBM componentguld have aidednplementation of the pilot,
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even though they also stated that additional fundiogld not have aided

implementation.

For example, in response to the question of whether more funding would have
helped implementation, one implementer stated: “No, but | don’t think money really
would have made that big of a difference for that getting off the ground piéget also
stated: “Well, | think if there would have been money that would have been dedicated to
the implementation director, or director of implementation, that would have belrareal
great, a great thing to do....”

Alignment with implementation frameworkFrom these findings, it can be
inferred that agency implementers’ perception of financial resourcesatige with that
presented by Klein et al. (2001). While about a quarter of agency implementers
described an explicit need for financial resources to support the implementatien of t
ESBM, the remaining participants felt that there was no need for additiorchh§, or
that there was no need for additional fundmgthere was a need for more staff to
support the implementation. Thus, the majority felt that additional funding would have
helped in some way — even if just to hire more staff. Comments from implementers
expressing a need for additional staff demonstrate Klein et al.’s (200d¢mtual link
from financial resource availability to more, or higher quality implementaiolicies
and practices. Thus, if there had been more funding available for implementatren, m
staff could have been hired to support the ESBM.

Implementation policies and practices.Though this entire section of findings
pertains to implementation strategies, there is one specific impleroardater in Klein

et al.’s (2001) framework called ‘implementation policies and practideglementation
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policies and practices are the “...organizational policies and practicasdalanfluence

an organization’s implementation effectiveness” (Klein et al., 2001, p. 813). Based on a
review of case studies of technology implementation, Klein et al. (2001) iddrditet

of organizational policies and practices that may influence the effectvef@rogram
implementation. As noted in previous chapters, implementation policies and practices
can be “compensatory”, with some high quality strategies compensatilagvfquality

or a lack of other strategies (Klein et al., 2001). Also, these implementatiteysts are
“‘cumulative” in that utilizing more implementation policies and practicesuallys

better. In Klein et al.’s (2001) implementation framework the policies antiggacised,

as well as the quality of these, is influenced by the availability of finlaresaurces.

As Klein et al.’s (2001) framework was conceived of in a business or
manufacturing setting, their implementation policies and practicesippéesnented with
those identified by Fixsen et al. (2005) in their review of the implementatioatlite
(For a comprehensive review of implementation strategies identified acerss
frameworks, see Sanetti & Kratochwill, 2009). Fixsen et al. (2005) focus on the
applicability of implementation research in more human service settings aifyide
implementation policies and practices that may be quite relevant for a mersetting.

Many themes identified through the analysis of phone call notes and implementer
interviews were indicative of implementation policies being put into pradtidaeg
ESBM implementation. One simple example of a policy influencing practise wa
discussed in conference calls, with notes showing that if staff members could keep
information about Bigs and Littles up-to-date, then the ‘'summer gap’ maytee bet

bridged. In this way, a formal policy; ‘all agencies should keep contact informai to
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date’, could lead to the practice of staff keeping the information up to date, arlddte

to contacts being more easily made in order to get Bigs and Littleéb¢oge the
summer. This policy could bolster the ESBM practice of increasing thenaaioation
between Bigs and Littles over summer breaks.

As evidenced by phone call notes, the general way in which BBBSA put into
place formal implementation strategies was through offering rescreggncies;
BBBSA promoted the use of Survey Monkey to the pilot agencies and provided a
summer activities booklet on a website for the pilot agencies. Both BBBSA aid loc
agencies seemed to welcome communication and feedback, and during phone
conferences local agencies expressed a need for BBBSA to creataraetioraghem to
follow in the implementation of the ESBM pilot. In this forum, BBBSA also asked local
agencies for their input as to strategies for training high school Bigs.

The policies and practices that impact implementation from both Klein et al.
(2001) and Fixsen et al. (2005) are identified in the following findings. The extent to
which agency implementers describe these strategies as aligninghaitloecurred in
the agency are discussed. Here, main themes are first described, folloaveddry
description of less prominent themes. Less prominent themes described by lead
implementers include policy changes, logistics of the implementation pr@retsother
strategies for implementation. Figure 2 offers the reader a roadmaysfeethtion of

findings.
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Figure 2. Implementation Policies and Practices from Klein et al. (2001) and Fixsen ct al. (2005)

Staff selectionFixsen et al. (2005) describe selection as a core implementation
component. The establishment of clear criteria to aid in the selection of agenkcies a
staff is important at both the local agency, as well as the larger organatdé¢vel.

Thus, both the selection of pilot sites or schools within agencies, hiring of stadf at
agency level, and the selection of agencies for participation in the ESBMrpilot a
explored here.

At pilot agencies, the local schools and sites in which the ESBM pilot was
implemented were chosen based on how cooperative they were with the agency and their
geographic location. “...we pretty much just picked their whatever top programs and
said let's do ESBM here...”. Staff selection at the agency level, spdgiiitaelation to
the ESBM program, was also described. There was discussion in phone call iotes tha
some staff positions could not be filled due to the economy, and thus some staff members
were to work half-time on the ESBM project, and half-time with the regaliasice
delivery model. There was brief mention of hiring new staff generally, withS9BB

sending the new employee a letter orienting them to the ESBM.
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During one phone call meeting, specific criteria were described ltwntisg staff

to work on the ESBM pilot. One implementer described choosing strong match support
specialists. Overall, the way in which agencies staffed the pilot and the nomsief
working with ESBM matches varied substantially across agencies. Foplkedhe

number of staff working on the pilot varied from 3 to 8 (as reported by lead implementer
during interviews), with some agencies describing that their whole stafimwalved to

some extent. In some agencies staff were moved into ESBM sites, while in séeer ca
staff were left working where they were prior to the pilot. For some B&8BM was

their entire job, while for others it was only one facet.

While there were no new hires specifically due to the implementation of the pilot
program, staff were hired during the pilot due to turnover or expansion: “...no, it [hiring]
was because of turnover. | mean, you know, | wish we could say that yes, we had all thi
money and we could hire. It was because of turnover that we had new staff ih place.
Some implementers felt that the ESBM helped their agency better idehatythey
were looking for in new hires: “I think the model did help us define a little bit mbe¢ w
we were looking for in a school-based person.”

When new hires were made, many described that it was desirable for candidates
to be skilled at developing partnerships:

...It was, are [potential new hires] good at site-based and all of it, not just the

contacting of matches, it was, can they develop partnerships and relationships

with the school, because that’s the critical piece of site-based that’s ffergmti

from community-based...

Behavioral interviewing techniques were utilized by some, with one agemgythese

techniques before the ESBM began, while another began to do so during the pilot. In the
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ESBM program, behavioral interviewing was one element of the component of

‘enhancing the development of staff'.
The selection of agencies for participation in the pilot was explored during the
semi-structured interview with BBBSA'’s Director for Research anduzi@n. Criteria
for agency inclusion in the pilot study were that an agency was alreadythsiAgM
database system and that they had school-based mentoring match lengths above the
national average. Additionally, there was attention to choosing agencies #icross a
regions of the United States, and including agencies that were both high and low
performing. Once criteria were established, regional agency developtafntere
contacted by BBBSA and were asked to identify agencies that may bestederethe
pilot and also capable of supporting the research project. The Directovpdrtteit:
...probably one of the reasons so many of the agencies were willing to participate
also could be that they were getting pressure from their funders and their
communities to provide that they [SBM programs] work, so they wanted to be a
part of this [pilot] process.
Alignment with frameworkFrom BBBSA it was conveyed that there were
specific criteria utilized in selecting agencies for the ESBM pildter& was a very scant
mention of how sites or schools within each pilot agency were chosen to be a part of the
pilot, and even less about selection criteria for staff working with the pilot. Some
agencies did describe, via phone call notes, that they selected certain stakf ¢m wo
ESBM because of qualities they possessed.
While there were no new hires for the ESBM at the agency level, there was some

influence of the ESBM program on hiring criteria for staff that weredrdree to

turnover. Only one agency described implementing behavioral interviewing) wis



REFLECTIONS ON IMPLEMENTATION 114
a part of the ESBM program. A lack of hiring new staff is not surprising; sisves

only a pilot and funding for mentoring programs are tight. So, while this orgamahti
strategy of staff selection was not enacted across agencies, itacsésdeon a broader
scale by BBBSA when agencies were selected for the pilot. St #nermany other
implementation strategies that may be employed to support program im@é&orent
when staff cannot be hired who are particularly qualified to work within a specifi
program. One such strategy is staff training.

Staff training. Though staff training alone may be “...an ineffective approach to
implementation” (Fixsen et al., 2005, p. 43), training is only one of many implementation
policies and practices that can improve implementation outcomes (Fixsen et al., 2005;
Klein et al., 2001). Klein et al. (2001) emphasize the quality and quantity of training
while Fixsen et al. (2005) define training through three functional components:
“...knowledge of the program and practices, demonstrations of key skills, andgtactic
criterion of key skills.” (p. 43). Training may be an integral strategy in supgdrte
implementation of the ESBM program as new staff with skills specificedeSBM
could not be hired. As was discussed above, there was some evidence that within each
agency an effort was made to choose staff to work with the ESBM based on some
specific skills, and BBBSA selected agencies for the pilot using specticia.

Staff training for the ESBM pilot originated from the National and the |@xell
Though not elucidated, job aids were described in phone call notes as beingevailabl
from BBBSA to help staff conduct match support and to provide direction in how to use
the AIM database during the ESBM pilot. BBBSA also described holding phone call

trainings about topics such as surveying, though one such training was described by
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agencies as being not specific enough to the ESBM. In this section, a discugsn of

ESBM staff training and the lack of training that was received from BBB8Airat
presented. Other less aspects of this theme that were less repregdeded b
implementers are then explored and include, training received during ESBihgra
lead implementers specifically, and other non-ESBM training engaged inage¢hey
level.
A great majority of lead implementers perceived that pre-ESBM training
consisted of a meeting for lead implementers hosted by BBBSA, and thenatah
agency level, a visit from a BBBSA representative to meet with staffsdmeone from
BBBSA] did come here in the summer and talk with everyone so that was kind of the
base training that everyone got....” Following these broad trainings, l@cegars and
lead implementers held internal meetings with staff about the pilot.
...we did a training in our program staff meeting to go over what are the major
pieces you know um, what are the things that are going to be major steps for us as
an agency because some of them we were already doing and some of them were
going to be major pieces, because | wanted the staff to have time to discuss them
as well, not just say, okay this is what we’re doing now.
Through phone call notes it was found that other local agency level training topics
included training staff to train Bigs to use the activity log correctllizing different
training for school-based staff as compared to community-based staé|l @&s training
staff on mid-year mentor surveys a few months prior to staff administéeng t
A majority of lead implementers did feel that there was a lack of structured
training on the ESBM program coming from BBBSA. Lead implementers fétioagh

they were attending information sessions more so than trainings about the ESBM

... remember there were some power-points. | think it was really kind of a, like
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a brief overview of the pilot, not that it was brief, but an overview of the pilot, but

like the main, how it would work, and then giving staff the ability to ask

questions. | don’t know if I would call it a training per se

Perhaps the biggest gap in training was for local agency program sthff, wi
implementers repeatedly describing a lack of set training for this group.

Training was a little tricky with staff. | mean, | brought back whaduld [from

national level meetings] and passed that onto the staff, but if they had other

guestions that | couldn’t answer, then that's when | would do the calls or emails to

[BBBSA] or another site that was on the ESBM. So there wasn't a lot ofigaini

provided for the direct staff, that would have probably been much more helpful.

A need for more specific training in areas was also discussed, with one
implementer perceiving that “...there doesn’t seem to be a piece to catch people
when new ESBM staff had to be trained. Other lead implementers felt thatgrer
staff who work with high school Bigs, training for staff who enroll matches ontbow
train ESBM Bigs differently, and the potential need for training staff on comguct
parental contacts were all needed, or could have been helpful. While these tradmg ne
were identified, there was no discussion of implementing such trainings.

Though not prominently discussed, trainthging ESBM was mentioned by lead
implementers as consisting of local training of new staff members, and &oldmalup
training for staff a few months into the pilot. Staff “...had another trainitey dfat, 2
months later, just how was it going, reviewing some of the practices...”. On the job
training was described as being useful in resolving issues around staff tBigeng
Training during ESBM that originated from BBBSA consisted of helping to get\a

manager on board during the pilot, local staff utilization of the website thaSBBiad

set up, and staff engaging in conference calls with BBBSA.
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Alignment with frameworkInformational or planning sessions with BBBSA to

get agencies ready for the ESBM pilot were perceived as trainireatyrhplementers,
though they were not often perceived as strong forms of training. Beyond tresywtser
a perceived lack of training for the ESBM pilot, especially for program \stadf
implemented the ESBM components on a day-to-day basis. This lack of training may b
because ESBM practices were not too disparate from the standard SBM deliviesy
model. Based on these comments it seems as though training was not perceiveg as bein
of high quality. Klein and Knight (2005) note that training must be of both sufficient
guantity and quality for it to be effective in supporting implementation. Additiqrthky
training described by lead implementers does not go beyond acquiring “...knowledge of
the program and practices...” (Fixsen et al., 2005, p. 43) and thus is not in alignment with
Fixsen et al.’s (2005) definition of training.

Coaching Coaching is one of the “...principle ways in which behavior change is
brought about for carefully selected staff in the beginning stages of imple¢imentd
(Fixsen et al., 2005). Fixsen et al. (2005) utilize Spouse’s (2001) definition of coaching,
and describe that a coach serves four main roles; supervision, teachmgngabed in
practice activities, assessment and feedback, and emotional support. eFxis¢RA005)
describe the core of coaching to be “...teaching and reinforcing evideneg-dlak
development and adaptations of skills and craft knowledge to fit the personal stiles of
practitioners” (p. 47).

Local coaching practices were most detailed by lead implementers, BBBISA

practices, and concerns about lack of coaching were not discussed. Lead imtgrieme
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interviewed described coaching in their agency either generally, aficpicfor

ESBM, with most implementers describing both to a similar degree.
Most local coaching pertained to meeting with staff to discuss the ribsadecof

the pilot, or to engage in troubleshooting ESBM program practices.

I met with my staff on a weekly basis too, just to see how things are going, see |
they had any questions, or um you know, what they needed help with, if there was
any, you know, additional support that they needed that we could, that I could
help out with or find.

...what | did was | met with the match support staff for those sites and the
enrollment staff for those sites. |think it started as every other wedlgee

together and I'd just go over with them the changes and what forms they needed
and what questions they had so that was helpful to kind of get together twice a
month and talk about what they needed to do and when and how and um, it was a
little rocky starting out, for sure.

In many agencies, coaching geared specifically towards thE&B conducted

at intervals of approximately 2 weeks, and occurred most often in groups,

...we had full school-based team meetings every other week on Tuesday
mornings for about two hours where we would talk openly as a group, and then in
addition to that | had one on ones with my staff every week to kind of sit down,
regroup, where’re we at, how’s it going [with the pilot], what are your ehgés,

what can | help you with...

Additionally, some implementers described coaching practices separate$BM as
occurring one-to-one with staff, approximately every month, “...all of otir lsé@e a

monthly one on one with their supervisor.” It is interesting that coachingdyeare

specifically toward ESBM seemed to occur in groups, though this was not excluserely t

case, while other general coaching was only described as being one-to-one.

While not frequently identified by lead implementers as coaching, the cooéere

calls hosted by BBBSA can be considered instances of coaching, and lead imgigment

did discuss the calls during interviews.
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...we did have conference calls every two weeks in small groups so there was

probably four — three or four — sites that would get on a conference call and we’'d

just have different things that we’d discuss or different problems or challenge

that we could discuss and | guess you can consider that some type of coaching...”
The frequency of local ESBM coaching may have been established to match the
frequency of coaching coming from BBBSA as conference calls mxtapproximately
every 2 weeks. When conference calls were described as instances of ¢cdaatiing
implementers also reported that they were not a strong source of coaching, herand t
you know, sometimes the conference calls were canceled, they were damethe
frequently so, the coaching and the training and kind of that support wasn'’t reaily str
to be honest...”

Alignment with frameworkCoaching from BBBSA and at local agencies most
often occurred in groups and at an interval of every 2 weeks. From BBBSA, group
conference calls were the only source of coaching, while locally lead irepteras or
other supervisors met with ESBM staff in person. While lead implementersveetcei
that coaching occurred at their agencies for the most part, it was not@etly e/hat
each agency'’s definition of coaching was due to a lack of detail. As defined bySpous
(2001) and Fixsen, et al. (2005) the strategy of coaching did not appear to be fully
implemented in the pilot agencies. Coaches seemed to engage most in supervision and
emotional support, while the other 2 components of coaching; teaching while engaged in
practice, and assessment and feedback, did not appear to be strongly in place.

Technical assistanceAnother of Klein et al.’s (2001) implementation policies

and practices is technical assistance, and is defined as help that is provided on an as

needed basis (p. 813). During interviews, lead implementers did not utilize the term
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‘technical assistance’, but did discuss receiving ‘help’ in the form &sado assistance

when questions or problems arose with the ESBM. Lead implementers most often
discussed help as originating from BBBSA. To a lesser extent, it was atsovpd as
being accessed from other agencies and from within the agency. In receipifigohmel
BBBSA, agency implementers felt as though there were many avenues fromtavdo
SO.
They had the initial just kind of manual when they rolled it out, of the essential
elements and recommendations, so | would go back to that several times a week
um, and they also had resources online and they had a website that was like on
our agency connection that was dedicated to the forms, like here’s the forms that
you need
Implementers could call or email BBBSA representatives at any tirheguéstions, they
could access help via conference calls, and from other resources provide8%».BB
These resources consisted of tools such as an excel sheet to track matchemand a
Bigs training. Additionally, a website and manual were available to agaxreterence
materials when questions arose. On occasion, a few implementers feligls tielp
was slow to come from BBBSA when they had specific questions,
...typically you know, you raise these questions like, okay, | don’'t know what to
do about this, this is a problem, this is a challenge, and there wasn't a lot of like
alright, this is how you need to handle that, or this is the answer to that. It was
kind of like, well, we’ll get back to you and then not really get any answers or
feedback to it.
Though not prominently described by lead implementers, some perceived that
help was accessed from other agencies via conference calls,
...they [BBBSA] offered tools, monthly or every other week calls, and those were
really, that was helpful for the staff that was implementing it, to get on the phone

with their peers who are all across the country that are doing the sam#thing
kind of talk about things.
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and, generally, help could be accessed from within the agency itself, “...fraff a st

perspective, they could always come to me.”

Alignment with frameworkWhile implementers who discussed help felt as
though they had adequate access, some felt that help was slow to come abtimes fr
BBBSA. Overall, lead implementers felt they could access help from BB&S&er
agencies, and from within their own agency when needed.

Program evaluation Program evaluation seeks to assess “...key aspects of the
overall performance of the organization to help assure continuing implementatti@n of
core intervention components over time” (Fixsen et al., 2005, p. 29). During one phone
call meeting, BBBSA acknowledged that the transition from research ticpra@ts not
smooth and mentioned that looking at program fidelity was important in relatiomtp be
able to assess ESBM goals of the number of ESBM matches, and the number e$ match
carrying over into the second year. Through implementer interviews, progra
evaluation, or a lack thereof, as it pertained to the ESBM was described. Locally
program evaluation systems were perceived to stay the same throughout the
implementation of the ESBM, “I know the program evaluation really didn’t change, as
long as, you know, the people were doing their job and doing it effectively, | don’t think
there was anything.”

Some lead implementers perceived that reporting data to BBBSA, suwit as t
resulting from the Program Survey, was a part of program evaluation and it was
described that “...once evaluation is done, that won’t be a part of the model, but it has to
be taken into consideration for now.” It was stated in phone call notes that agency

reporting about experiences with implementing the ESBM model would be valutdle da
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One agency with turnover of staff working on the ESBM had a lead implem#mérs

perceived Program Survey data to be unreliable,
...each staff member filled it [program survey] out for their site. Although, the
because we had turnover going on, there was definitely surveys that were then
less useful because, well, [the staff member has] had this school for three months
and [they] don’t really know, but [just write] what they think kind of answers.
In phone call notes, it was mentioned that there was a desire to meet progranistanda
such as reaching a target number of ESBM matches and maintaining fiolétigy
model.
One agency described that the ESBM pilot made them examine their existing
program more closely,
...it [the ESBM] didn’t actually change the methods that we use to evaluate our
programs...we still use the same methods...but ESBM made us look at our
material a little bit differently, and make sure that we were kind of connebing
dots back together.
Further, this spurred internal discussion with staff as to how ESBM practices may
influence metrics,
| think that, what ESBM did is it kind of gave up the case for tracking it (metrics)
more and saying we’ve implemented these new procedures, we are, you know, are
we seeing an increase in retention rates and things like that. And can wetake t
back to the reason is because we have changed our standards so to speak.
Many program evaluation practices not specific to the ESBM wereildeddyy lead
implementers and centered on surveying school and corporate partners for feedback, as
well as examining various match outcomes. The Youth Outcome Survey, the Strength of

Relationship assessment, as well as match retention and match lengail deseribed

to be a part of general program evaluation.
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Alignment with frameworklIn the context of the ESBM pilot, agencies evaluated

the program by filling out a Program Survey provided to them by BBBSA, and also
tracked outcomes within their agency. Overall, no changes to ongoing program
evaluation were made based on the ESBM pilot. Another aspect of program evaluation is
program fidelity. Assessing the outcomes of a program is important, asssiagse

whether or not the program components are being implemented in an agency. Though
existing outcomes and metrics were tracked for ESBM matches in mosttbases

Program Survey that was to yield program fidelity data on a yearly loasisskarch

purposes was perceived by some lead implementers to be an inaccuratemedfecti

actual site or agency practices in regards to the ESBM pilot.

Staff evaluation Staff evaluation, as with program evaluation, is a core
component of implementation (Fixsen et al., 2005). Evaluation of both staff and program
are important and “...assessments of performance are a critical component of
implementation.” (Fixsen, et al., 2005, p. 55). Ideally, staff evaluations are based on
practices that have been learned during training and further reinforced ecag$ing
sessions. The perception of the importance of staff evaluation is bolsteragdiea st
demonstrating a link between high practitioner fidelity to program praciugbetter
outcomes for the consumer (Fixsen, et al., 2005). No agencies in this study altered their
staff evaluation systems to align with new pilot practices. The potentidlaations for
this are, not knowing with certainty which, and to what extent, staff membergeshiga
implementing the core components of the ESBM throughout the life of the pilot.

As evidenced by phone call notes, the methods by which staff were to be

evaluated by BBBSA in regards to the ESBM pilot were qualitative. In phoneote#
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there was also acknowledgement by BBBSA that monitoring staff adieet@the pilot

would be difficult. Staff evaluation was described as being in the form of cotivarsa
with staff as well as through random checks.

Locally, staff evaluation pertaining to ESBM practices did not consist of any
formal measures, “...there was no specific metric based on ESBM alone”. Though som
lead implementers did describe that the staff evaluation had changed, thess cliding
not occur because of the ESBM, but were concurrent with the implementation of the
ESBM.

Work on the ESBM was perceived as ‘extra’ and would be, or could have been,
factored into assessments of staff performance at some agencies,

...the annual evaluations reflect the productivity over the year and they also

reflect any sort of extra things so | would assume that they included thiaks li

this staff person was in charge of an ESBM site, and you know, the quality of

their work”.
A method of evaluating staff work on the ESBM was to examine the AIM database
closely to see how the staff member’s work aligned with the ESBM program. Many
times reports could not be pulled directly from AIM, so, as described by one
implementer, extra work had to go into reviewing AIM to see if staff weneptying
with the ESBM. For example, one implementer stated that “You had to actuallyddig a
you know, do research on the matches to see if it (the ESBM) was being followed”
Overall, any change to staff evaluations consisted of only surface texs@tlerations,
not actual metrics, or changes to metrics.

Lead implementers frequently described how staff evaluations were caducte

general. Staff evaluations occurred at regular intervals, with more fregysdngtion
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during the first year of a staff member’s employment, “...you have ar8hmand you

have a 6-month, and an annual your first year, and then ongoing you have a 6-month and
an annual every year”. Staff evaluation tended to mainly consist of examiatog m

metrics (i.e., match retention, recruitment) as they pertained to tHeatheé each staff
member. The AIM database was the mode by which these metrics could be tieml back t
individual staff members. Some innovative methods of evaluating staff weréeddscr

that did not directly tie to the ESBM.

One was to evaluate staff on several levels — For example, one lead implement
described that,

...we started something new just past year where we do assessments twic

year...they are in three different tiers and the first tier is esselutii@s, and then

the second...is above and beyond...and the third tier is an agency goal.

Another innovation was to evaluate staff based on cultural competencies in addition to
the duties outlined for their position: “...we have all of our job competencies and then
our cultural competencies...how are you going to expect someone to be living within
your culture and your brand and everything if it is nowhere ever evaluated.”

Alignment with frameworkStaff evaluation of those engaged in implementing the
ESBM, as defined in this dissertation, did not appear to occur. For some agencies the
ESBM was only one part of an employee’s job, so it is understandable that an agency’
whole evaluation system could not change due to a pilot being implemented. Even given
this, staff working on the ESBM could have been evaluated while an agency’s staff
evaluation system remained the same, and yet this did not occur. In phone call notes,
BBBSA representatives made reference to staff being assessedtigedfitthough

agency implementers presented no further evidence of this.
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Rewards Rewards, as characterized by Klein et al. (2001), consist of

“...promotions, praise from supervisors, or improved working conditions, for
[innovation] use”. In Sanetti and Kratochwill's (2009) review of implementation
variables across implementation frameworks, increasing practitionastnmt to
implement was cited by 3 different frameworks as being central to imptatica.

Implementers perceived rewards as originating from both the local andBBBS
level. At the local level, verbal praise served as a staff reward:riedltb, you know,
praise the staff that were working on the pilot a lot...that them for all thelniank and
the paperwork...”, while rewards from BBBSA were both tangible and more iitrins
BBBSA rewards included recognition for participation in the pilot and being chosen to
represent the ESBM program at BBBSA conferences:

| feel very honored, | mean they asked me to present on what our agency is doing

with the ESBM at the national conference, and...at the state level to present what

we learned from the ESBM model...so that was a recognition in and of itself.

In addition, chocolates were received from BBBSA, “Tanya [from BBBSA{ se
us, I think, mugs with chocolate in them”, and conference fees for localvstiaf paid in
some instances. There were also some lead implementers who felt they hadived re
recognition for their agency’s participation in the ESBM pilot. For exampl

...l racked my brain about it and just can’t really think of anything...the actual

report from the ESBM pilot study hasn’t come out so | don’t even know what

type of recognition our agency will get for participating in that...you know they
thanked us, but there was really not much.

Alignment with frameworkAs defined by Klein et al. (2001), agencies and those

who worked with the ESBM did not receive rewards in the form of promotion, or

improved working conditions. They did however receive praise from supervisors in
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various ways. There seemed to be motivation to implement the ESBM but it did not

seem to originate from the kinds of external rewards described by Klein(2061).

Time and effort. Klein et al. (2001) describe “...the quality, accessibility, and
user-friendliness of the new technology [innovation] itself’, which ties into
implementation policies and practices. The amount of time and effort peroeived t
expended during program implementation reflects the extent to which the innovadion wa
designed to be accessible to implementers. Additionally, Klein et al. (208d)ze
‘extra time in the workday’ to be an implementation strategy. There &8 that
Klein et al. (2001) have used in their quantitative study of implementation to examine
this implementation strategy. In their MRPTOO Survey (a pseudonym @onpany’s
manufacturing resource-planning package), program users were askedefttheyf
they had enough time to do their work and to learn new skills necessary for therprogra
if they had enough time to devote to the implementation, and if they were encouraged to
take time off from regular tasks to be involved in the implementation of the program
(Klein, 2001, MRPTOO Survey Measures: Iltems).

Additionally, if time and effort to implement a program are perceived to be high,
then the program may be perceived as complex and this may slow the rate aiadopti
(Rogers, 1995). While, overwhelmingly, lead implementers characterize®&Bid E
pilot as requiring a large amount of time and effort, it was also expressetbytlisat
the transition was easy or took little additional time and effort.

When it was expressed that much time and effort was required, lead implementer
perceptions of what that meant mainly centered on the increase in séafbtrom the

program,
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Oh, | think it took a lot more effort, the ones that were working in the sites

especially. The surveys took a lot of extra time, the contacts that they were
expected to do with the parents, the extra contacts with the volunteers took a lot
more time as well.”
Fewer implementers made specific comments about which parts of the E®BM pi
required more time and effort. Some felt that increasing their prograouis ém match
quality over growth was difficult and required more effort “...it was realbig
transition for our agency, an agency that is really driven on growth gdatsdtof put
the brakes on and focus on quality by implementing some of these changes”, ndride ot
felt that the move to not accept high school seniors was a big step that requited effor
“...it was difficult with the high schools...to not be able to match seniors in high
school...it was mostly difficult for our staff | think, honestly, and out partnerkyreal
didn’t say anything to us at all”.
It was also perceived that running the ESBM program was somewhatveéisier
high school mentors than with adults,
...it was definitely a little bit easier | would say to implement some @ethe
requirements with the high school group...high school students have a little bit
more time on their hands...and they kind of went with the flow more than the
adults did.
Other lead implementers perceived that conducting surveys for thecreset of the
pilot took a lot of time and effort, “The surveys was the biggest part, there wasfa lot
surveying. It took forever. So that was just a lot of extra work and time, you know and
redundancy with some of the other surveys we were doing...”
A small number of all lead implementers interviewed perceived the ESBM to take

little time or effort to implement. One implementer stated,

...we implemented most of the changes for all of the matches whether we were
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tracking them as ESBM or not, so | feel like it's something we were doing
anyways, so | don't feel like it was troublesome at all,

while another felt that the changes made for the ESBM were “...subtle things...more
surveying, more match support, but really it wasn’t anything that | didn’t kioowng) in
that was just what was expected”.

Alignment with frameworkMost implementers perceived that the ESBM
required more time and effort to implement than the regular school based seliviesydel
model. This characterization of difficulty with implementing the pilot is oned in
Klein et al.’s (2001) discussion of the quality, accessibility, and user friesdlofehe
innovation and having extra time in the workday to work with the innovation.
Implementer perception of the ESBM taking more time and effort may not be due so
much to the ESBM itself being hard to use, but may just be that the ESBM wasgxrcei
to be more complex, and thus perceived to take more time and effort to implement over
old practices.

Systems interventionsAs defined by Fixsen et al. (2005) the system is the
“...shifting ecology of agency, community, state and federal, social, economicatultur
political, and policy environments.” The system can be leveraged to support the
implementation of a program. The way that the system may exert irdloenthe
process of implementation of the ESBM was represented in discussiomsipg ta
planning mentor training and also to placing the implementation of the ESBM w&ithi
larger context of the federal Department of Education. Agencies debsurdrking with
some outside sources (health department, partners for youth with disabtlitles e

order to be able to offer effective training to their volunteers. A phone calldretwe
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BBBSA and the Department of Education was mentioned in phone call notes and it was

alluded to that it was important for BBBSA to gain buy-in from them.

The economy was often mentioned as being an inhibiting factor during the
implementation of the ESBM program, “...I think the economy hit us really hard, which
caused a drop in our service numbers...”. This larger external issue was delsgrive
agency as influencing the implementation of the ESBM program when tiaadls
districts cut their budgets. Another lead implementer pointed to losing a school where
the ESBM program had been implemented as an inhibiting factor and that tualiyc
skewed our numbers pretty badly in the pilot because we had to close a large amount of
ESBM matches”. Within local agencies, factors inhibiting implementatene wtated to
be transitions within agencies — one agency had just undergone a “...statevgde. e
that resulted in a whole agency restructure; and another lead implefedriteat
difficulties in communication with BBBSA inhibited implementation. For exanphe
lead implementer stated that “...there were some occasional frustrasomath
communication and not, not maybe having as good of communication as we could have
had between the sites and the national office.”

Alignment with frameworkBased on phone call notes and discussions of a
conversation with the Federal Department of Education, there is some eviolemde f
here to support the implementation strategy of systems interventions as deflirsdny
et al. (2005) — “...strategies to work with external systems to ensure the aitgitstiie
financial, organizational, and human resources required to support the work of the

practitioners.” (p. 29). Though not leveraged, there was at least some mention of
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attending to outside systems that may influence the implementation of tiv &58

broad scale.

Less prominent themesThough less prominent, these areas were described by
some lead implementers. First, policy changes were described by someand we
perceived to occur either through rewriting agency language, or throtgif @msmber’s
specific role in ensuring that ESBM policies were being implemented. Secfavd, a
lead implementers described their thought process around implementation during
interviews. For example, one implementer stated

...my staff, with my guidance, created their own way to implement it, liyreal

didn’t say, this is how we’re going to do this. | mean, this is what the model says,

how we are going to do it, and they kind of came up with ways to do it”,
while another lead implementer who was on the task force that developed the ESBM
model said that they went through a “...progressive process, because | kind of katew wh
was coming as we were developing it, | would present at our staff meetirgs
program meetings, you know, kind of overviews of bits and pieces here and there”.

Third, other miscellaneous strategies for implementation centered orpkoifics
ESBM program practices were implemented. One agency described howeti¢y t
ensure that Bigs attended training, “...we do it during program time..th&grograms
have been meeting for a few weeks...and we know they'’re there, otherwise dpitimg t
there on another day would be virtually impossible”. Another agency had developed a
flow chart for staff as to how to process an ESBM match, “...we ended up kind of
creating a flow chart of you know, what the steps are for a non-pilot youth zepslos
youth...because you had to treat them differently”. Lastly, one lead implemstilized

a strong rationale to staff in order to gain buy-in,
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...1 really felt like having that research basis for the development of most of, if

not all of the pieces of the model, essential practices, was huge for mealespec

to be able to come back to my agency and say, look, this is why we’re doing this,

because this was a piece of research, or whatever.

Implementation policies and practices — Alignment with framewoi®verall,
only some of the organizational policies and practices identified by Klein(€0all) or
Fixsen et al. (2005) were strongly utilized by lead implementers during the
implementation of the ESBM. By far the strongest of these utilized was telchnica
assistance. Implementers perceived that help during implementation of tvevizz&B
always available to them from BBBSA, and through many channels. Fixserset al.’
(2005) core components were not widely represented during ESBM program
implementation. Staff and program evaluation systems were perceived bgnanpies
as remaining largely unchanged even though program practices had changstiaat lea
they pertained to matches in the pilot.

Coaching and staff training for ESBM specifically were conducted to sataste
across agencies. Coaching occurred frequently from both local and BBBSA leadership
and served program staff by offering emotional support and supervision. &taffgr
was strongest from BBBSA to lead implementers, with much to be desiredin loc
agency-level program staff training. Established criteria for etadfjency selection for
the pilot was strongest at the level of BBBSA selecting agencies farijpation in the
pilot. Rewards for engaging in the implementation of the ESBM consisted mainly of

praise from local leaders or BBBSA staff. The extent to which lead implensefelt

that the ESBM took more time and effort may be due to a perception that the ESBM
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added more complexity to the school-based program as compared to the old service

delivery model, though that is speculative.

The strength of these organizational policies and practices for impleroenet
suggested by Klein et al. (2001), may be impacted by the perception of the ad&fquacy
financial resources available to support the pilot. Technical assistance vedycea
perceived to be strong by implementers because it was one consistent areh in whi
BBBSA provided many resources for local agencies and an extra local inmedidret
have to be made.

Management support. The next implementation driver in Klein’'s framework is
management support. Management support is defined here as managers’ commitment t
transform practices within the organization and to invest in quality prograro use t
support the implementation of the innovation (Klein et al., 2001). As described by Klein
et al. (2001), the extent to which management supports the implementation of a program
helps to shape an organization’s climate for implementation. As managerseosienad
reflections and statements about a program being implemented, staff trzentiése to
develop their own judgment of the merits of implementing the program.

While all reference to management support in phone call notes pertained to
representatives from BBBSA being supportive of local agencies durinpgjdibe
implementer interviews showed that local agency management was alsdisappor
These two sources of management support — BBBSA and local agencies — abedlescri
here.

Local agency implementers perceived, on the whole, that BBBSA leadership was

supportive of the ESBM during implementation. One lead implementer felt tha®BBB
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wanted them “...to be successful...to give resources [needed]...give support”. Support

was perceived as coming from an ESBM manual, a website developed speddictilby
ESBM, through interactions with the conference call facilitators, and therenoéecalls
themselves. One implementer stated “...they're very supportive [the BBBSA ca
facilitators] beyond just ESBM. If | have any research-based guestr anything like
that they’re always willing to help”. From the outset of the confererte ca
representatives from BBBSA acted as facilitators to support the grougsprdeach
phone call involved several agencies, yet phone call groups were small enough for
facilitators to build a productive environment. BBBSA support is evidenced by the
willingness of call facilitators to bring up that they had not been cleaein t
communication about certain aspects of the pilot, such as the number of matches required
to be made, and that they would be clarifying other aspects.

As evidenced by phone call notes, representatives from BBBSA facilithéng
conference calls were also open to feedback as to how to make phone meetings more
effective, how to be more helpful with the overall pilot process, and how to bolster staff
morale across agencies. Concrete ways in which BBBSA was supporineepmiiot
include giving prizes to agencies having the best phone call meetingaattend
supporting and encouraging attendance at the national BBBSA conference, and having
BBBSA staff conduct site visits pre-implementation. One implementer deddhe
BBBSA staff visit to their agency as consisting of a meeting with f thal staff that
wanted to come and [she] kind of told them about all the elements of the pilot, answered

guestions, and we had lunch brought in and all that”.
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While the feeling of management support was quite widespread, there were

several agencies that perceived a lack of support from BBBSA. Some struggled w
“...the timeframe of them [BBBSA] rolling stuff out that they wanted impleted”,
others felt that there was a lack of responsiveness to questions that they had posed t
representatives from BBBSA, or a lack of support when it was felt that mdrarsdaf
funding were needed to support the ESBM. One implementer felt that BBBSA “...could
have supported it [ESBM] with staff, or funding or resources...but to do this better it
probably would have taken significantly improved research department involVement
Somewhat more concretely, it was discussed that there was a need for BBBSA to
have supported the ESBM by offering agencies “...a more standard volunteer training
class...”, and easier access to information on the website that BBBSA housed pilot
information. For example, one implementer felt that the website should have “...had
everything ready to go, where you could easily access this form forttlasan, and
maybe a FAQ section to look up maybe topics that other people have asked about.”
Another lead implementer felt that BBBSA could have been more supportive if they had
checked-in post-pilot,
...l would have appreciated...maybe some monitoring, | just think that...it
probably would have been better to have somebody kind of touching base, you
know, how’s the school year, remember this, how you doing with that, you know
I’'m here if you need me, that kind of thing.
As with the perception of BBBSA support, local agency management was
perceived as being generally supportive during the ESBM implementation:
... mean they were all very supportive and my CEO would often ask at meetings
for me to clarify what are the major pieces of ESBM, how are they working and

things like that so they definitely followed our progress and were very
supportive.



REFLECTIONS ON IMPLEMENTATION 136
Additionally, as lead implementers were in managerial roles themgsetwag described

how they were supportive of the ESBM pilot. One lead implementer described how she
made a case for the ESBM to her agency leadership: “...my argument [fer]jttfeetwo
years [was]...like well, look at the quality, like our quality is improving, but thed tot

youth served is going down, so that was a constant topic of discussion...”.

There were some lead implementers who did not move further into describing
how local management was supportive, but who just made a blanket statement about
support — “Yeah...I think they [local management] were.”, or “...well, our executive
director has been supportive.” These general perceptions may have stemmedatom loc
management being more hands off during ESBM implementation — “...[local
management] is kind of hands off in the program department for the most part, so you
know if | needed them to sign anything or had any questions then | would talk to them.”
It may also be, as some agency implementers described, that loeastepdvas focused
on the quantity of matches, and thus were less supportive when increasing quality meant
sacrificing some numbers —

| definitely felt a lot of pressure from agency leadership to just make nsatche

even though we were part of this two-year pilot, even though you know, even

though we were really scaling back and trying to make the best matchdsegossi

There were two lead implementers who felt that their local board and CEO was
unsupportive at times. One lead implementer

...felt a lot of pressure from my CEO and from our board to just make matches

even though we were part of this two-year pilot, even though, you know, we were

really scaling back and trying to make the best matches possible.

The other lead implementer perceived that

...there really was a part of our agency leadership who was like, we don’t know if
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we want to go in that direction, like our kids are doing well in this program, the

outcomes are really doing well, do we care if we have volunteers going through

the door very quickly?

Alignment with framework. Agency implementers discussed management
support, though the perception of the extent to which management was supportive varied.
From these findings, it can be inferred that agency implementers did, on mosbrEcasi
perceive there to be management support as defined by Klein et al. (2001). As
management support is an antecedent to organizational climate for impléomehiat
important that implementers perceive there to be support in order for the ultoahtd g
implementation effectiveness to be realized.

Implementation climate. Klein and Knight (2005) define organizational climate
for implementation as: “...employees’ shared perception of the importance of irmmovati
implementation within the team or organization” (p. 245). A strong, or positive,
implementation climate is one in which employees perceive implementatioratmapr
organizational priority, promoted, supported, and rewarded by the organization.
Additionally, a strong implementation climate may also be evidenced bySBBB
representatives ensuring that staff are adequately skilled to impldregrbgram and
that obstacles are removed when implementers are faced with them — mieanihgre
is some flexibility during implementation (Klein & Sorra, 1996).

During semi-structured interviews, the ways in which lead implementers
perceived the implementation of the ESBM program to be supported, promoted, and
rewarded were mainly captured as implementers described quality impravather
locally in their agency, or from BBBSA. Though somewhat at odds with Kleiist a

(2001) definition of implementation climate, a general attitude toward quality
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improvement seemed to be an understandable indicator for agency implementers

interviewed and thus is included here. Klein and colleagues may likely argtieethat
construct of implementation climate pertains only to the climate surrounding the
implementation of one particular innovation — in this case the ESBM. Thus, some
implementer descriptions of the strategic implementation climate nvayrbally been
descriptions of the general organizational climate (Aarons et al., 2012).

It was found that some comments referencing climate solely pertained to the
climate around the ESBM program, though others referenced an agency’s general
receptiveness to new innovations and to continuously increasing quality. For gxample
one lead implementer described that their agency utilizes scorecardstahé\teae
“...really performance driven...you know that scorecard is coming out each month, you
know that’s going to our board, you know staff is going to see it, and people areg't reall
afraid of it...”. Additionally, as evidenced by phone call notes, agency level
implementers seemed to be forthcoming in expressing their concerrB®/AB&bout the
short timeline in obtaining school and district buy-in to the ESBM pilot. This$ ¢téve
comfort expressing concern may indicate that BBBSA had set up a general aigaalz
climate in which agencies felt the strategic climate for impleatemt was strong.

Many agencies felt that there was a local commitment to quality impronemeé
to having a good site-based program, though not necessarily in direct relation to the
ESBM - “I think we’ve been going through a process internally with all $evkestaff
that has basically said it's not good enough, so what if we’re meeting natvenages,
it's not good enough.” One lead implementer described that the ESBM program dpawne

a cultural shift within the agency — “...and what started as oh let’s do this [EGB3M]
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after school programs quickly became an agency cultural shift”, and afeztle

implementer expressed their commitment to the ESBM practices in thdetheneir
agency was “...still trying to see [what] is not working, [if] this is working.. Jtihegs
are still being worked out.”
The majority of agencies described the ESBM as being an improvement over old
practices, and one lead implementer stated that,
...for the most part | feel much better about where our program is headed then
previously when we kind of cattle herded them through this process and you
know, didn’t feel like the safety was as important, | didn’t feel like the training
pieces and the commitment level...and now the quality of of our volunteers seems
to be much better.
Statements from lead implementers as to their perception of the ESBM biérgHsn
the typical service delivery model may also mean that the ESBM was promdted a
supported within the agency — “...it just felt better, the way it wasn’t so rusraethrit
was a lot more quality matches, we kind of slowed down the process...”
Implementers described that the typical service delivery model wasgeat tim
compromising the quality of matches. “...those outcomes are really at the treddafy
why we do what we do and they weren’t there before when we weren’t focusing on
making good matches. So to me, that’s invaluable.” Additionally, there was a general
sentiment that the ESBM “...is an improvement and an enhancement to the quality of the
program”, that the match relationship now led to a stronger match, and that the E5BM le
to agencies being more selective during mentor recruitment. One lead enfderelt
that school-based mentoring didn’t need to be the
...place to put the volunteers that you didn’t think were good enough for

community-based. | think it [ESBM] did force us to think a little dit more about
maybe we should reject some of these folks who are applying for school-based
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mentoring, and so | think in that sense, you know, we didn’t just take everybody
who came, and we became a little bit more selective”

The incentives for implementing the ESBM seemed to be perceived as stemming
from a desire to see improvements to the school-based program — “...you want quality
matches and stronger relationships, and you want to really help the kids andrthat’s
incentive to use the program and to make the changes”, and also the benefit of having
“...two extra years to start implementing those changes because they'segynéficant”.

One lead implementer also discussed flexibility in how mentor training waredfét the
agency level:

It didn’t have to be an in person training, it could be an online training, in the

form of an orientation, it could be in person. So those were kind of ways that it

was flexible where you could work it into what you know works best with your
agency.
Other lead implementers perceived that BBBSA was flexible in how the sucom@ct
component of the ESBM could be implemented, with an accommodation for some sites
or agencies that did not allow matches to have in-person summer contact. In phone call
notes there was also acknowledgement by BBBSA that a dip in enrollment nuarbers f
matches may occur during ESBM implementation, but that the numbers should recover.

Alignment with framework. The discussion of organizational climate here has
centered on the incentives for ESBM use, a quality improvement ‘attitude’ ag¢ney
level, the perception that the ESBM was better than the old service delivery amatiel
the level of flexibility during implementation of the ESBM. Though organizational
climate is defined primarily by Klein et al. (2001) in this dissertation tamtlee

strategic climate around implementation, climate has also been describéeby

implementation scholars (Aarons, et al., 2012; Greenhalgh, et al., 2004; Rogers, 2003) to
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be the more general organizational climate. The fact that so manyegpanteived the

ESBM to have merits beyond the old service delivery model, and that quality
improvement was described to be a part of the general agency culture for some, suggests
that there was a strong climate for implementation.

As management support is posited to affect the organizational climate for
implementation (Klein et al., 2001), implementer description of an agency’s penchants
for improving the quality of their site-based program through the ESBM maybleave
bolstered by management support during implementation.

Summary. In the preceding findings, the implementation strategies perceived to
be utilized during implementation of the ESBM were described. These findimgs dr
from both implementer interviews and phone call notes and highlight the way in which
implementation strategies align with those described by Klein et al. (Z08%gn et al.
(2005) and others. Financial resource availability, implementation poliwiegractices,
management support, and implementation climate were all explored, with the hak of t
implementation strategies being categorized within the ‘implementationgsoéind
practices’ driver. The implementation strategies that fall into the dviver
implementation policies and practices demonstrate that while an impleimentat
framework can have applicability across disciplines, the use of moredirategies for
implementation — implementation policies and practices — may be more irmmowati
organization specific (Weiner, Lewis, & Linnan, 2009).

Financial resources were perceived to be somewhat lacking, though most
implementers perceived the small amount of funding from BBBSA was adequate for

implementation. Even with this perception of adequacy, it was still expressektteat t
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was a high need for an increase in funding to hire more staff members. The

implementation policies and practices utilized during ESBM implementation wer
numerous and included many of those outlined by Klein et al. (2001) and Fixsen et al.
(2005). Technical assistance from BBBSA was perceived to be strong aétioy ag
level, as was lead implementer training from BBBSA for lead implengeatet coaching
locally. Program staff training for the ESBM was lacking in most agsramd staff and
program evaluation systems at agencies remained wholly unchanged.

Management support from BBBSA and from local leadership was, on the whole,
perceived to be in place. The strength of that support varied across agencies,yand man
lead implementers said little more than ‘yes’ when asked if they felt sepidodally or
from BBBSA. Lastly, implementation climate was explored. Making a corciwes to
the strength of implementation climate across agencies with only qualitktia is
difficult as there are many facets to implementation climate taet wot necessarily
explored across all interviews. On the whole it does seem as though the imatemen
climate was strong. This is based mainly on the fact that so many implesnente

described the ESBM to have merits beyond the regular school-based mentoring program.

Research Question Three: Implementation Effectiveness

These findings focus on answering research question 3e: What implementation
strategies did implementers perceive to be the most influential on theveifiests of
implementation? As previously described, implementation effectivenes®nsauct
that describes the “...consistency and quality of targeted organizational nseodmeof

an innovative technology or practice.” (Klein et al., 2001). Essentially, implatrent
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effectiveness here is the fidelity with which the innovation is used. While inttiolg s

we can speak to implementer perception ofitif@ementation effectivengesge do not
have reliable program fidelity data from the Program Survey.

Through the course of conducting implementer interviews it became clear that
when asking implementers what they found to have the most influence on the
effectiveness of the implementation of the ESBM pilot, they did not necegsainkyto
internal agency processes or implementation strategies as theyiraed dethis
dissertation. There were three main ways in which implementers chienedthe
determinants of their success. Success was perceived to be due to internaleagerscy f
(buy-in and agency moving in direction of ESBM pre-implementation), ESBM factors
(specific components and flexibility in how components are implemented) aachaix
factors (leveraging external resources). These three categerespdored here.

Internal agency factors. One lead implementer perceived that success with
implementation was due to the fact that “...we were already heading inréetiah, it
was just kind of affirmation that we were on the right path”. Agency buy-in was als
perceived to influence implementation effectiveness. Obtaining buy-in fromeyage
leadership was a key to implementation effectiveness for a few agehti@se agency
upper management had to be persuaded to see the benefit of implementing the ESBM and
in working to keep volunteers longer —

...when they [staff] were able to say, but look at the fiscal side of enrolling

volunteers over and over and over again, it would be so much cheaper to have

them last. And so when we put it that way, it was like okay, let's go ahead and try
this.
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Another lead implementer felt that having a a staff member consistently @h boa

throughout the pilot was a key to implementation effectiveness:

...Ithink that’s been the other important thing, really having both of us really

partners in crime with this, because we both really believed in it, reallyd/émt

see it be successful. So | think that's important, who the implementers are going

to be on board with it all along.

ESBM factors. Some implementers perceived the greatest influence on the
effectiveness of the implementation to be a component of the ESBM program Tiself
agency’s enforcement of the 12 month commitment and the clarity of this expectat
inherent in the component were described as influencing the effectivéies=5&BM.

One agency had already begun to strengthen their match support befor8thevES
implemented, and felt like the 12 month commitment component built on their prior work
—*"...s0 this was a perfect thing to follow, to say, okay, now volunteers this is your
clearly stated expectation”. Additionally, continuing match support over the summ
months and having staff on site during match meetings were described as influencing
implementation effectiveness. One lead implementer felt that

...monthly contacts [with mentors] aren’t as difficult because you're not having to

rely on people returning your phone calls or emails, you're actuallygstesn

matches in person, and so for us, that component was a little bit easier to manage,

because the staff is onsite every week.

Flexibility was another factor perceived to influence implementation
effectiveness. With an outline of the ESBM program developed by BBBSA, agencie
were left with some flexibility in how to implement each component.

So for example, one of the components was enhanced parental contact. And so

they [BBBSA] gave you suggestions of ways to do that, it could be in the form of

a letter, it could be in the form of a phone call, it could be incorporated into the
match meeting, whatever works for your agency.
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For another lead implementer, the flexibility as to when matches couldeddet

a perceived increase in match retention. Also, each agency could choose the sites or
schools that would participate in the pilot and decide how to staff these sites.a@ne le
implementer stated that implementing the ESBM pilot “...in suburban neighborhoods
compared to the city groups...” led to the implementation being effective.e\fileite
were several comments from lead implementers that focused on the benedit#dityl,
one lead implementer felt that flexibility in the ESBM pilot was a coneétnand |
kept thinking from a research perspective, well, which intervention are wegtéstie?
Because this has changed from what we started with...”

External factors. Lastly, external factors were perceived to influence the
effectiveness of implementation. One lead implementer felt that theyabieréo
“...kind of lean on some other partners that may already be able to provide...” training
for mentors, thereby lessening the amount of work given to agency staff to develop

mentor training.

Perceived Outcomes

While probing for information as to why lead implementers felt that
implementation of the ESBM pilot was successful in their agency, other resparses w
elicited. One emergent theme was that of ESBM outcomes. In Klein eR8DS)(
model, implementation effectiveness is posited to influence innovation e&ieess.
Implementatioreffectiveness is essentially the extent to which the innovation was

implemented (program fidelity), whilanovationeffectiveness is “...an organization’s
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realization of the intended benefits of a given innovation.” (p. 812). Basically,

innovation effectiveness is the outcome(s) and/or benefit to the organization or eansum
In this study we rely on implementer perceptions of innovation effectiveness t@paint
picture of what happened when the ESBM was implemented — even with the absence of
reliable program fidelity (i.e., Program Survey) data.

Even though the extent to which ESBM components were implemented is
unknown, implementer perceptions about outcomes resulting from the ESBM are
valuable. In this study, lead implementers discussed three main outcomes dBhihe ES
a decrease in the number of matches at their agencies, an increase ichhemg#t,
and other various general positive outcomes.

For about half of the lead implementers, a decrease in the number of matches was
perceived to have resulted from ESBM implementation. For one agency this hagant t
staff were going back to “...more of our old casework quality”, which took more time per
match and thus resulted in a decrease in matches. For others, a decline in the number of
matches was perceived to be wholly negative — “...the biggest downfall of the whole
thing [ESBM] was that a lot of agencies had no positive growth...we served less kids”
Many implementers describing a decrease in the number of matches dnamere
another’s sentiments. One lead implementer described what happened in ti@jir age
“...our numbers went, | mean they tanked, and it was really at the beginning of the
second year we were down [more than 40%] in our matches”, and another lead
implementer stated that “...it's definitely hard, it's a tough pill to swallowoiar CEO
and for our board to see negative growth numbers”. For some implementers, a decrease

in matches was due to unique agency circumstances such as a site closingranib havi
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relocate volunteers; or due to not utilizing high school seniors as mentors — “...we had a

huge drop in numbers because we stopped matching seniors...”.

Lead implementers also perceived that ESBM implementation resulted in an
increase in match length or retention — “...we are seeing an increatentan rates and
things like that and can we take that back to the reason is because we have upped our
standards so to speak, we've changed our standards.” Other reasons for the mcrease i
match length were rooted in specific ESBM components such as matches havimg sum
contact or staff emphasis on mentors making at least a 12 month commitment —

| definitely think it has. Some of the [ESBM components], as far as summer

contacts, | think that helped [with match length], you know, where in the past it

was like a hiatus after April, May until September, October, so havingsatdea

or two contacts over the summer has been helpful for the matches.

Other positive outcomes perceived were a general increase in qualisireatd
higher quality volunteers and matches. One lead implementer felt that “...ttee enti
process helped our staff see that school-based mentoring needed to have theesaime typ
commitment and quality as community-based.”

Actual outcomes. A report from Big Brothers Big Sisters of America released in
September 2011 details some outcomes from the ESBM pilot study. While a 2007 study
of school-based mentoring demonstrated that 40% of matches continued into a second
year, the ESBM pilot found that 56% of matches carried over into a second year. These
data mirror lead implementer perceptions that match length had increasast at bart
because of ESBM program practices. Along with these statistics, ttagavet month

match retention rate for ESBM pilot agencies was recorded to be 48.2%, while the

BBBSA network average was 35.8% during the same timeframe. These results, eve
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without reliable program fidelity data, do suggest that the ESBM program conipone

had a positive effect on some program outcomes (The full report on the ESBM pilot can

be accessed here: http://www.bbbs.org/MentoringSummit2012).

Organizational Readiness for Change

Organizational readiness for change is one theme that emerged during data
analysis. This theme, though not a component of the implementation model put forth by
Klein et al. (2001), or a core implementation component conceived of by Fixsen et al.
(2005), is “...regarded as an essential antecedent to successful implementation of
change...” (Aarons, et al., 2012, p. 137). The definition of organizational readiness for
change used here is: “...the extent to which organizational members are psyettiglogic
and behaviorally prepared to implement a new innovation, technology, or evidence-based
practice” (Aarons, 2012).

The majority of lead implementers perceived that their agency had, to some
extent, been moving towards ESBM practices before the ESBM had been implemented.
Some described certain ESBM components that had been implemented in their agency
before the ESBM pilot began. These components include, monthly match support, match
support out of program time, not accepting seniors, asking for at least a 12 month
commitment from volunteers, or having matches stay in contact through the summer
months — “We always had contact throughout the summer, even before the ESBM
program”. Based on findings from implementer interviews, most agencies had begun t

implement one or two practices before the ESBM was implemented.



REFLECTIONS ON IMPLEMENTATION 149
For some, implementing the ESBM pilot after already having put into piexe s

of the components felt like “...an affirmation that we were on the right path.” Mady le
implementers described feeling as though their agency was readafecivhen the

ESBM was implemented — “...it was something that we were ready to do, and we put the
effort into it and we were happy that we did”. Additionally, some agency inguitars
described how they would not have gone on to implement many of the ESBM
components, such as summer phone contact between matches or not using seniors,
without the push of the pilot — “...1 don’t know if we would have decided to stop using

seniors. | don't know when that would have come about”.
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Chapter 7

Discussion

The main purpose of this study is to explore implementation strategies pérceive
to be utilized during the implementation of a school-based mentoring pilot (ESE4) at
Big Brothers Big Sisters of America agencies. Implementatrategfies (Fixsen et al.,
2005; Klein et al., 2001) are contextualized within implementation drivers (Klailn, et
2001), and the implementation science literature generally. This study iistiué its
kind for school-based mentoring, and describes implementation strategies within an
implementation framework. Findings from this study point to the utility of uretedsig
implementation strategies for both research and practice. If applied itianaad
planned way, implementation strategies may have utility in supporting thvengro
movement of implementation of evidence-based practices and empirically sapport
interventions in human service settings.

As evidence-based practices (EBPs) become increasingly important as a mai
avenue by which to serve consumers of human service programs (i.e., Oregonuregislat
passing Senate Bill 267 in 2003), it is important that there be a guiding prodess wit
specific strategies for implementing effective programs to affeonaumers in a more
comprehensive manner (Miller et al., 2006). With EBPs and other programswbat ha
proven effectiveness in the human services, questions remain as to how thesesprogram
are to achieve effective, and sustained implementation. Mildron and Shlonsky (2011)
discuss how implementation science can facilitate effective serviotsld welfare, and
state “The delivery of complex social interventions requires cargunhg

comprehensive implementation strategy, including specific actions (core camg)one
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carried out within a planned, long-term implementation and maintenance prqzess” (

755). Outside of the Klein et al. (2001) and Fixsen et al. (2005) implementation
frameworks, there have been upward of 300 implementation strategies idewtifissl a
various disciplines (Sanetti & Kratochwill, 2009).

In order to develop an understanding of the specific strategies that support the
implementation of a school-based mentoring program, this study exploresetbeaech
guestions. Research question one examines the challenges and strategies tthaderess
challenges during program implementation. Since the “...effectiveness of
mentoring...depends on the quality of the mentoring relationship” (Borden, 2010, pg. 2),
the barriers to implementation of practices that are designed to support higg quali
matches (i.e., ESBM) must be addressed. While the empirical successegiesrat
described by lead implementers could not be determined, challenges and stvedegie
identified for the ESBM pilot specifically and for the agency’s genssihbol-based
mentoring program.

Challenges implementing ESBM components centered mainly on how to engage
various parties: Engaging parents in order to make contacts, engagingsmeihtaining,
and engaging matches during the summer were all described. Agencyakvetse@arch
challenges were indicative of the need for organizational support and planning to
facilitate the timely disbursement of research materials from BB®S#yencies, a
change in local agency culture, and the alleviation of strain on staff timee agescy
and research challenges may be those that are faced during any new program

implementation or pilot, and may not be specific to the ESBM. General challenges t
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running school-based programs were also described by lead implementers and include

for example, how to engage Bigs and/or Littles who do not attending matcimgseeti

Research question two explores the implementation drivers utilized by agencie
during the implementation of the ESBM program. Klein et al.’s (2001) impleti@nta
framework was the base from which to explore implementation straiageash of the
four implementation drivers. Research question three highlights the extent ko whic
implementation strategies described align with those identified by Kiailh @001) and
Fixsen et al. (2005). From the four main implementation drivers, three aligned, to some
extent, with how Klein et al. (2001) has depicted them. These are, financial resource
availability, management support, and organizational climate for implenmntathe
fourth implementation driver, implementation policies and practices, as desbyibe
Klein et al. (2001) and Fixsen et al. (2005), aligned partially. There were some
implementation policies and practices from the framework that were notyserte be
enacted during the ESBM implementation.

Also a part of research question three, the implementation strategiesat we
perceived to be most influential on implementation effectiveness (innovation use) we
explored. A main reason for success perceived by implementers was thajehey a
was ready for change. Some implementers felt it was the ESBM prograpooents
themselves, or that it was the flexibility in how program components could be
implemented that led to the success of the program.

Putting It All Together
Klein et al.’s (2001) implementation framework posits relationships between the

four main implementation drivers — financial resource availability inffleen
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implementation policies and practices, management support influences implenentat

climate, and implementation policies and practices and implementation cleadtato
the implementation effectiveness. These relationships are explored here.

For schoolbased mentoring programs in particular, a lack of adequate resources
has been identified as a specific obstacle to implementation of new protjydiths:
resources of all kinds — money, staff time, space, and equipment — alreazhesttetthe
limit, adding another program without careful identification of resources could be a
recipe for disaster” (Borden, 2010, pg. 8). Additionally, Sanetti & Kratotii@aD9)
identify adequate funding to be one variable that has been posited to influence higher
guality program implementation across a range of implementation fratkewo

While implementer perception of the adequacy of financial resources was, mixe
it was expressed by most lead implementers that there was a need for funadomg a
more funding for staff specifically to support implementation. Given this, agencie
looking to implement a new mentoring program may benefit from careful fedanci
planning before implementation, as well as careful monitoring of how implementation
may be affecting funding sources during implementation. As financial resourc
availability is an important preondition or antecedent to providing high quality
implementation policies and practices to support the implementation of a pradeam (
et al., 2001), one can then posit that with a lack of adequate funding the amount and/or
guality of implementation policies and practices may be negatively ieghact

From the 10 implementation strategies explored within the driver of
implementation policies and practices, only four were strongly and consisteatribed

by most or all lead implementers. Selection criteria for agency inclusion pilohevere
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considered to be a strength, as was technical assistance. In a revieweonentation

research of community cancer prevention studies Rabin, Glasgow, Kennep kdnd
Brownson (2010) found that the most frequently described implementation strategy wa
training “...which was commonly supplemented with technical assistance” (p. 447).
Lead implementers consistently described staff training originatomg BBBSA, and
coaching at both the BBBSA and local agency level to be strong. These four
implementation policies and practices were, generally, at the BBB&A [&hough

other implementation strategies were described, none were as uniformberegpdeas
those mentioned above.

As it was described here, the implementation policies and practices tleat wer
most consistently described by lead implementers originated at tbealdével. In
future implementation of new program models BBBSA may want to develop a
comprehensive implementation plan that explicitly addresses both national drievekca
implementation policies and practices. Local agency resources and management
experience could be leveraged through BBBSA requiring that agencies coaciéttfiiei
in a certain way, provide specific training for staff on new program pesgtor outline
criteria for selecting staff members to work with a new program.

While often lacking depth in describing how management was supportive of the
ESBM implementation, BBBSA and local management were both perceived to be
supportive. There were some specific areas in which lead implementersafek of
support from BBBSA (i.e., lack of standard volunteer training curriculum, lagkerméral
information about the pilot), and local leadership was often perceived to be supportive,

though hands off during implementation. With lead implementers feeling supported by
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management, it is posited that the organizational climate for implementagiositively

influenced. From the findings here, it is clear that the role of managemiet i
implementation process should be better defined from the start. Organizations
implementing mentoring programs may want to pay close attention to theges fisat
they are sending to their program staff about new program practices botharefore
during implementation.

The strategic climate for implementation and the general organizationate
were both described, overall, to be positive. While Klein et al.’s (2001) model only
includes the organizational climate for implementation, both the strategiecaachg
climate are included here. Overwhelmingly, lead implementers feltth&3$IBM was
an improvement over regular program practices. Greenhalgh et al. (20043 ¢résede
that the implementation climate may be positively influenced when sta#ipe a
relative advantage of an innovation. Some lead implementers felt that thely agenc
supported a climate of quality improvement and others felt that there wadmslitgxn
implementing some ESBM components.

As BBBSA continues to implement refinements to its mentoring programs there
should be attention given to preparing agencies for implementation through &sgesfsm
organizational climate. The assessment could be as simple as asking how open the
agency is to change, or as complex as conducting a more comprehensive clivegte sur
Based on results of assessment, it may be wise to first work towards buildimgoatise
organizational climate before new program practices are implemented.

As explained, implementation climate as well as implementation polistes a

practices are posited to influence implementation effectiveness (@tlail., 2001). The
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extent to which a program is implemented as intended will result in varying degrees

implementation effectiveness. Lead implementers described both flgxamtit
organizational readiness for change as being the most influential on implgomenta
effectiveness. Flexibility in implementing components of the ESBM reflbet
influence of implementation climate on innovation use. Of those agency implementers
that had been moving towards utilizing, or who had been utilizing, ESBM program
components before the pilot there was a great majority who felt that this hadatesigre
impact on implementation effectiveness.

Though the construct of organizational readiness for change does not appear in
Klein et al.’s (2001) implementation framework, an article from Weiner (2009 ¥qutls
a theory of organizational readiness for change and states “...| suspect tiaustinect
of implementation climate [from Klein, et al., 2001] magch in common with
organizational readiness fonange, the principal difference being that one construct
applies in the 'pre-implementation’ period whileatiger applies once implementation
has begun.” Thus, it seems that Klein et al.’s (2001) implementation framewodkbeoul
expanded upon to include organizational readiness for change and the general
organizational climate. See Figure 3 for a look at how the Klein framework could be
revised. Here, pre-implementation represents a time in which the organization is
exploring an innovation, garnering support for it, and devising a plan for adopting an
innovation. Fixsen et al. (2005) call this the Exploration and Adoption stage of
implementation, while others simply call this Pre-Implementation (Pasétt&i Poba-
Nzaou, & Balouzakis, 2011). Both organizational readiness for change and

organizational climate are attended to pre-implementation. Then, after thionléai
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implement, represented by the large black arrow, the four implementatiorsdnive

Klein et al.’s (2001) model are attended to throughout all stages of impleimentahe
implementation process results in implementation effectiveness, whiclassirad

through examining program fidelity.

Organizational

— Climate
for Implementation

Organizational -
awareness Implementation

CIEGIVENESS ¢

of the opportunity to

enhance the SBM Innovaticn Use|

program

Financial ‘ Implementation
[ Y —_— !‘_\p—.!an‘—.— ) _l
Resource — Paticies and v
Avalabihty Practices
Pre-Implementation During Implementation Proximal Outcome

Figure 3. A revised implementation framewaork

While this dissertation research has explored the ways in which impldémenta
strategies from Klein et al. (2001) and Fixsen et al. (2005) have been enacted during the
ESBM pilot, the findings from this study do not change the way in which the ‘during
implementation’, the heart, of the Klein et al. (2001) framework is presented. Fba rea
for this is that while varying degrees of each of these four implementationsdneee
found across agencies piloting the ESBM program, the framework itself provides a
grounding in how implementation can be facilitated and supported across a range of
settings. Mentoring agencies or organizations may, in the future, draw on riesvivek
to guide their implementation process.

Climate and Organizational Readiness for Change
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As it has been described several times, Klein et al.’s (2001) implementation

framework includes only the strategic climate for implementation and doest@ad to
the general organizational climate or to organizational readiness forechAsghe latter
two constructs were identified by lead implementers to have bearing on ientétian
effectiveness it is important here to describe the linkages between thesmtigtects.

Three different studies are used as illustrations (see Figure 4).

LHLPHCIICHG LIV

Readiness Climate
For Change
Aarons, et al. (2012) Climate Organizational -
. S Rcadiness
( ) For Change .
Implementation  Grganizationa! .
Climate Climate
Lehman, et al. (2002) -Organizational
climate ST
Leader and staff Organizational
e Readiness
(_]‘ld.rfi{_tf.‘t'lbtl(_s For Change :
-Institutional .

Irésources
L ;NN ]

Pre-Implementation During [Implementation

Figure 4. Linking organizational climate and readiness

In his conceptualization of a theory of organizational readiness for change,
Weiner (2009) posits that organizational readiness for change and implementation
climate are similar, though temporally different. Organizational resslimaist be
assessed and bolstered, if necessary, before program implementation. htgileme
climate then “...applies once implementation has begun” (Weiner, 2009).

In their chapter entitled ‘The role of organizational processes in disseoniaiil

implementation research’, Aarons et al. (2012) define climate as consistimg of
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separate constructs — organizational climate and implementation climaie.ekad’s

(2001) definition of implementation climate is utilized, and they state “Imgrh¢ation
climate focuses specifically on creating a fertile organizatiooatiext for putting a new
innovation into practice” (p. 134). They also define organizational climate gedisth
it is “...the perceived meaning inferred by employees through managementgs actd
procedures...” (p. 133).

In the chapter, climate is also linked to organizational readiness for change
Implementation climate and organizational climate (along with organizationa
characteristics of culture and leadership) are perceived to feed intoassattin change,
which in turn sets “...the stage for the implementation...” (p. 139). While Aarons et al.
(2012) attends to organizational climate, implementation climate, and readiness f
changebeforethe implementation of a program, Weiner (2009) conceptualizes that
implementation climate is attendeddoring implementation.

Lastly, we look at the development of an assessment instrument (ORC) for
organizational readiness for change that includes organizational climate aspentof
readiness (Lehman, Greener, & Simpson, 2002). The ORC “...is a set of general factors
that may be necessary but are not always sufficient for change to occl®8fwith the
instrument representing “...motivation and personality attributes of progeatarkeand
staff, institutional resources, and organizational climate” (p. 197). Unlike Aarahs e
(2012), Lehman et al. (2002) posits that organizational climate is an aspect of
organizational readiness for change. However, Aarons et al. (2012) and Lehman et al.
(2002) theorize that these two constructs should be attenthetbr@the implementation

of a program.
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From this discussion of climate and readiness it can be inferred that, as shown in

Figure 3, organizational climate and organizational readiness for chiamgd be
attended to before implementation of a program, and that the implementatio® climat
should be, as posited by Klein et al. (2011) and Weiner (2009), attended to during
implementation.

Outcomes — In the Eye of the Beholder

In addition to discussing implementation effectiveness (the innovation usk), lea
implementers also described two main outcomes of the ESBM; a decrease in lblee num
of matches that were made, and an increase in the quality of matches being made. The
perceived increase in quality is mirrored in data provided by BBBSA. DthangSBM
pilot there was an increase in the percent of matches carrying over intmd gear for
pilot agencies (56%) as compared to a 2007 study (40%). Additionally, the average 12
month match retention rate was higher (48.2%) for pilot agencies than forttbétres
BBBSA agencies (35.8%) during the pilot.

While these outcomes suggest that the program had a positive effect, thecextent t
which each of the ESBM components was implemented in each pilot agency is not
known. Without reliable program fidelity data, it is difficult to conclude that outcomes
were a result of the ESBM pilot and not due to other co-occurring events. In tioger ar
on research methodology and youth mentoring, DuBois, et al. (2006) point out that
“...for piloting efforts to be of maximal usefulness...it is essential thasgécts of the
implementation process be evaluated” (p. 663). Additionally, DuBois, et al. (2006) note

that there has been a dearth of studies on program level factors, such as tsathiyg, a
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relate to youth outcomes. With this, it seems even more important that progehm le

factors — such as those focused on in ESBM components — are monitored.

In addition to relying on implementer perceptions of the implementation process
and implementation effectiveness, Program Survey data and the perceptionsS¥ BBB
management were examined. As described in Chapter 5, there was incongruence in how
Program Survey data characterized agency implementation and how BBBSikgzkrce
implementation in these agencies. Agencies that were defined through P8igreaay
data as being more ready for change (who had implemented some components pre-
ESBM, and who had implemented most components one year into implementation), were
perceived by BBBSA as doirzetterwith ESBM pilot implementation than those who
were defined as being less ready for change (who had implemented few to none
components pre-ESBM, and who had implemented most components one year into
implementation).

Though the reliability of Program Survey data was called into question during this
research, the contrast in how a representative from BBBSA viewedtesggroups’ of
agencies suggests that organizational readiness for change, or the peafaptroay
have bearing on the success, or perceived success, of a program’s implemeiitat
relationship is mirrored in much of the implementation literature (Aarons, @04R;

Kotter, 1996; Lewin, 1947).
Keys to Success

As discussed, organizational readiness for change is an important antésedent

implementation effectiveness. Other key strategies and factorsirelgierceived

success of the implementation of the ESBM pilot are the way in which the ESBM
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program was developed, as well as the role of organizational climate asaesepar

implementation driver from organizational climate for implementation.

Even from the start of the development of the ESBM program, it seems that Big
Brothers Big Sisters had successful implementation in mind. The ESBM progia
developed through a collaboration of two mentoring researchers, BBBS staff from si
agencies, and other key BBBSA staff. As described by the research advisors
“Participation from chapter representatives was an important ingrediensuring the
relevance, feasibility, and credibility of the model that emerged.figeia, Romens, &
LaFleur, 2011, p. 33). This attention to agency-level participation and buy-in even in the
development stage of the program demonstrates the benefits of “...include[ing]
employees in change efforts, as this has been shown to also increase motivation for
organizational change (Aarons et al., 2012, p. 139). There are six aspects of a program or
innovation that have bearing on the rate of program adoption. These were explored on
page 24 of this dissertation (Rogers, 2003). In relating the ESBM back to these § aspects
it can be described that the ESBM program was developed at the organization, was
perceived to be better than old practices, was not perceived to be complex in adig of itse
was first implemented on a pilot basis, resulted in observable changes in program
metrics, and that there was some flexibility in implementation. As descrjbedders
(2003), all of these innovation characteristics are posited to lead to an inardeseaite
of program adoption.

Also supporting ESBM implementation and organizational change is the general
‘quality improvement attitude’ that was described by some agencies. The die

guality improvement and general organizational climate emerged dutagrmysis
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and is not a driver or strategy included by Klein et al. (2001) or Fixsen et al. (2005) in

their implementation models. As supported by extant implementation literatsre, i

critical to understand the organizational context in which the implementatioougiag

in additionto focusing on implementation strategies and processes (Aarons, et al., 2012).
In this research, some agencies valued quality improvement, as did the largek BBBS
organization. BBBSA has been described as embracing an “evidence-driven approach to
program improvement” (Hansen et al., 2011, p. 35) which may have set the climate for
individual agencies to pursue quality improvement in their own way.

Room for Improvement

As mentioned, there were implementation policies and practices identified by
Klein et al. (2001) and Fixsen et al. (2005) that were not described by many
implementers. Staff evaluation is used here as an example of an implémnesitategy
that was not utilized by lead implementers in this study.

From an implementation standpoint, it was intriguing that most agenciestetica
that staff evaluation had not changed, even for those staff members working on the
ESBM over a two-year time span. Implementation policies and practicdsyare
definition, supports for high fidelity implementation (Fixsen, et al., 2005). Thehfaict t
lead implementers did not perceive staff evaluation to be aligned to asgeESBM
program practices certainly indicates a gap in implementation supportgistaorce, one
lead implementer stated: “It wasn’t counting against them [sfdffgy didn’t get it
[match support] done monthly, so as long as they were getting it done every other
month...”. This is one example of how an implementation strategy was not used to

support a program practice. If staff evaluations (the implementatidegstydnad been
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aligned with program practices, such as monthly match support, there may have been

more of an investment by staff in implementing that practice. This exampleghig
the utility of evaluation, especially during the early stages of im@teation. If, in
addition to assessing program outcomes, both the program and staff had been evaluated
to assess fidelity during the ESBM pilot, the pilot could have provided much more
targeted feedback for BBBSA as they move forward in refining the ESBM dimdyriol
out across the United States. Establishing a plan for assessing fidelity pefgram
implementation is highly recommended.
Limitations

There are several limitations to this research: the use of the santustd
interview, the way in which phone call notes were recorded, the researche$ lac
direct involvement in the ESBM pilot agencies, and the small and non-random sample of
participants. First, the semi-structured interview, while chosen for gesareh, did not
allow for cross-agency comparisons to be directly made as each implemaarigew
focused on slightly different aspects of the implementation. Additionally, due to the
breadth of implementation drivers and implementation strategies that vyoeeelx
there were times at which the researcher did not probe deeper with intewvieveeder
to obtain a complete, though somewhat less extensive, picture of each implementation
strategy explored. The next limitation pertains to the phone call notes. Ataasgiom
BBBSA took notes during each conference call between BBBSA representatt/dse
agencies piloting the ESBM. These notes were not recorded for the purpose of data
collection on implementation strategies as they are defined in this dissgrand phone

call notes had already been ‘processed’ through the lens of the assistant.
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Third, the researcher did not have direct involvement with the agencies piloting

the ESBM. The researcher became aware of the ESBM pilot and the potential for
exploring implementation processes through an adviser, and then began to delve into the
school-based mentoring literature and understanding the structure of BBBSA. |

addition, the researcher did not visit any of the agencies that participatediin se

structured interviews, nor did she meet any of the lead implementers in person. This
spatial disconnect between the researcher and the participants may haredrimele

extent to which participants opened up about the ESBM pilot, as well as the full
exploration of organizational influences on the implementation.

Lastly, this study draws from a small, non-random sample of participants. The
total population of agencies that could have been interviewed for this study is 23. These
23 agencies were chosen, in many cases, because they were willing and able to suppor
the pilot. Agencies had to have the Agency Information Management (AIM) database
system in operation, and thus, tended to be somewhat larger with a good deal of capacit
built. With the already small population of agencies to draw from, the number of
interviews that could be conducted was limited from the start. Even within the safmple
agencies there may have been some bias as to the location of the schools in which the
ESBM was implemented. One lead implementer described greater swibessburban
schools and only implemented the ESBM pilot in this geographic area. Thus, findings
from this study serve to represent the perceptions of 15 individuals at 15 BigrBigthe
Sisters agencies that may have only implemented the ESBM pilot at selecssahool

sites. While findings from this research serve to detail strengths atehcjesl of the
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implementation process and implementation strategies, the claims madenamehat

limited.
Social Work Implications

With growing expectations that practice be research based, evidence-based
practice (EBP) and empirically supported interventions (ESI) have beeouttoe ©f
much debate in social work. Whether working in a mentoring organization, in a school,
or any other setting, social workers are expected to implement evidemckgrastices
and interventions, and need the tools to do just that. Implementation strategies and
frameworks may be appropriate tools to offer supervisors when they adenfiicea
sudden mandate to implement a new practice. The research presented in thegiciisse
offers some jumping off points for discussion that practitioners could utilizetingir
agency leadership before a new program or intervention is implemented: How has this
innovation been developed? Do we have staff buy-in? Are we ready to implement this?
Do we have the financial resources necessary, etc. Such ‘checklistspfementation
may be useful when working with staff in implementing a new program.

Social work researchers too may benefit from this research. Rubin and Babbie
(2008), in their discussion of program evaluation, point out two main uses of examining
implementation in addition to outcomes. First, implementation data can serve as
feedback to policy makers about what may have gone wrong or right during
implementation. Second, monitoring implementation may also keep an agency
accountable to funders. While these aspects of implementation focus solely @amprogr
fidelity, the dissertation research presented here has gone beyond this to develop an

understanding of the strategies that can be used to implement the progranfidlyccess
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While monitoring program fidelity is necessary, feedback derived fromtydeli

measures may be slow to change a system. Implementing a programatties in

mind to actively facilitate its use may strengthen and quicken the uptake pfageam.
While health researchers have been studying implementation stratedjiésvaloping
frameworks for some time, social work and other social science resedraliersnly

just begun to brush the surface of understanding implementation strategies in tion-heal
contexts and in applying these strategies in a manner such that they ceeskedor

their utility.

Conclusion

This research demonstrates that a framework developed in another discipline can
be useful as a structure for examining the implementation of enhancementhdola sc
based mentoring program. This work serves to extend Klein’'s model by adding the
constructs of Organizational Readiness for Change and Organizational Clintete to t
pre-implementation stage of implementation. From the findings presented in this
research it is clear that the organizational context should not be ignored during
implementation.

Additionally, while Klein et al.’s (2001) four implementation drivers support
implementation, the specific strategies within the implementation poliogpractices
identified in the Klein et al. (2001) and Fixsen et al. (2005) frameworks may not be
widely representative of those strategies that may actually be oégfraae when
implementing changes to an established school-based mentoring program. Some
strategies may be more or less effective or appropriate depending onahieatignal

context or the innovation.
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Thus, additional research is necessary to determine the extent to which

implementation policies and practices identified in the implementatiortliterare
representative of those that are useful in implementing mentoring programs
enhancements of mentoring programs. There is also a need to move beyond examining
the alignment between implementation strategies found in extant liteaaitithose

identified by implementers of mentoring programs. While gaining an undersgainoim
mentoring practitioners as to the strategies that aid program impleroensadi first step,
researchers need to then actively apply implementation strategies found in the
implementation literature in order to study the effects.

In future research, it may be ideal for implementation researchers to peaithu
those conducting studies evaluating new mentoring programs or examining innovation
within mentoring programs so that implementation strategies can be appiteah e
even in a randomized fashion, in order to assess the effects of implementatagiestrat
on program use and youth outcomes. It is suggested that future research apgply mixe
methods in order to both quantitatively assess the use of implementation srategie
gualitatively assess practitioner perceptions of the utility of the gieate Additionally,
it is recommended that a more in-depth case study approach be taken. Engaging in
multiple interviews across fewer agencies will likely yield a mampgrehensive picture
of implementation and organizational factors that may be influencing imptetioa.

If the goal of mentoring programs is to see better outcomes for youth, thean fut
studies must work to a) pinpoint program practices that have been studied vig efficac
effectiveness trials and have been shown to lead to strong outcomes for youtkigh) acti

utilize implementation strategies to put these practices in place, suradhe extent to
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which implementation strategies are utilized, and d) measure the fidehtyhich

program components were implemented. Only then we will begin to understand which
program practices, when supported by implementation practices, and when intpteme

fully, really do have the greatest impact on youth.



REFLECTIONS ON IMPLEMENTATION 170
References

Aarons, G. A., & Palinkas, L. A. (2007). Implementation of evidence-based practice in
child welfare: Service provider perspectivAgdministration and Policy in Mental
Health and Mental Health Services,, 341-419.

Aarons, G. A., Horowitz, J. D., Dlugosz, & Ehrhart, M. G. (2012). The Role of
Organizational Processes in Dissemination and Implementation ResadrciC.|
Brownson, G. A. Colditz, & E. K. Proctor (EdsDissemination and
implementation research in healgpp. 128-153). New York, NY: Oxford
University Press, Inc.

Agar, M. (1980).The professional strangeNew York, NY: Academic Press.

Aiyer, M. (2002). Evidence-based medicine in internal medicine clerkships: @nahti
survey.Southern Medical Journal, 952), 1389-1395.

Aseltine Jr., R., Dupre, M., & Lamlein, P. (2000). Mentoring as a drug prevention
strategy: An evaluation of "Across Age&dolescent & Family Health,(1), 11-
20.

Ayres, C., & Griffith, H. (2007). Perceived barriers to and facilitators of the
implementation of priority clinical preventive services guidelidgaerican
Journal of Managed Care, 1350 - 155.

Babor, T., & Higgins-Biddle, J. (2000). Alcohol screening and brief intervention:
Dissemination strategies for medical practice and public hetadthction, 9%5),
677-686.

Baker, D., & Maguire, C. (2005). Mentoring in historical perspective. In D. L., BuBois

& M. J. Karcher (Eds.)}{andbook of youth mentoringp. 14-29). Thousand



REFLECTIONS ON IMPLEMENTATION 171
Oaks, CA: Sage.

Bandura, A. (1977). Self-efficacy: Toward a unifying theory of behavioral change.
Psychological Review, 8491 - 215.

Barber, K., Barber, M., & Clark, H. B. (1983). Establishing a community-orientagogr
home and ensuring its survival: A case study of failaralysis and Intervention
in Developmental Disabilities,(3-3), 227-238.

Barron-McKeagney, T., Woody, J., & D Souza, H. (2003). Youth mentoring: Emerging
guestions about effects on self-concept and school perforntactoeol Social
Work Journal, 281), 51-67.

Bauman, L. J., Stein, R. E. K., & Ireys, H. T. (1991). Reinventing fidelity: The traoisfe
social technology among settingsnerican Journal of Community Psychology,
19, 619-639.

Ben-Porath, D. D., Peterson, G. A., & Smee, J. (2004). Treatment of individuals with
borderline personality disorder using dialectical behavior therapy in a conymunit
mental health setting: Clinical application and a preliminary investigat
Cognitive and Behavioral Practice, ), 424-434.

Bernstein, L., Dun Rappaport, C., Olsho, L., Hunt, D., & Levin, M. (20@0&act
evaluation of the U.S. Department of Education’s Student Mentoring Program
(NCEE 2009-4047). Washington, DC: National Center for Education Evaluation
and Regional Assistance, Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Deptadine
Education.

Big Brothers Big Sisters of America (2008chool based mentoring program



REFLECTIONS ON IMPLEMENTATION 172
enhancement®fetrieved from Big Brothers Big Sisters website:

http://www.bbbs.org/site/c.diJKKYPLJIVH/b.3075537/k.A65/SchoolBased_Mento
ring_Program_Enhancements.htm

Birks, M., Chapman, Y., & Francis, K. (2008). Memoing in qualitative research: Probing
data and processe®urnal of Research in Nursing, (13, 68.

Bond, G. R., Becker, D. R., Drake, R. E., Rapp, C. A., Meisler, N., Lehman, A.
F....Blyler, C. R. (2001). Implementing supported employment as an evidence-
based practicd?sychiatric Services, %2), 313-322.

Borden, C. S. (2009)mplementing effective youth mentoring relationships for high
school studentdVashington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, Office of
Elementary and Secondary Education, Smaller Learning Communities Program.

Bourgeois, L. (1981). On the measurement of organizational JiaekAcademy of
Management Review(H, 29-39.

Cannata, A., Garringer, M., Rummell, C., Arevalo, E., & Jucovy, L. (2008)ning new
mentors: Effective strategies for providing quality youth mentoring in schools and
communitiesRetrieved from MENTOR/The National Mentoring website:
http://www.mentoring.org/find_resources/resources/allresources/

Carruthers, J. (1993) ‘The Principles and Practices of Mentoring’, in: Caldwell& B.J
Carter, E.M.A. (Eds) The Return of the Mentor: Strategies for Workplace
Learning. London: Falmer Press.

Carta, J. J., & Greenwood, C. R. (1997). Barriers to the implementation of effective
educational practices for young children with disabilities. In J. W. Lloy#l &.

Kameenui (Eds.)ssues in educating students with disabilities. LEA's series on



REFLECTIONS ON IMPLEMENTATION 173
special education and disabilifpp. 261-274). US: Lawrence Erlbaum

Associates.

Chamberlain, P. (2003). The Oregon Multidimensional Treatment Foster Care Model:
Features, outcomes, and progress in dissemin&mmgmitive and Behavioral
Practice, 10 303-312.

Clarke, H. F., Bradley, C., Whytock, S., Handfield, S., van der Wal, R., & Gundry, S.
(2005). Pressure ulcers: Implementation of evidence-based nursing practice.
Journal of Advanced Nursing, @, 578-590.

Cleaver, H., & Walker, S. (2004). From policy to practice: The implementation of a new
framework for social work assessments of children and fam@ieitdd and
Family Social Work, @), 81-90.

Converse, N. (2009). Evaluation of a school-based mentoring program for at-risk middle
school youthRemedial and Special Education(B)) 33.

Corrigan, P. W., Steiner, L., McCracken, S. G., Blaser, B., & Barr, M. (2001). $&sateg
for disseminating evidence-based practices to staff who treat peoplesniatiss
mental illnessPsychiatric Services, $22), 1598-1606.

Cranney, M. (2001). Why do GPs not implement evidence-based guidelines? A
descriptive studyk-amily Practice, 181), 359-363.

Creswell, J. (2007Qualitative inquiry and research design: Choosing among five
approaches Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Dappen, L., & Isernhagen, J. (2005). Developing a student mentoring program: Building
connections for at-risk studenBreventing School Failure, 43), 21-25.

doi:10.1177/0042085905282262



REFLECTIONS ON IMPLEMENTATION 174
Darling, N., Hamilton, S., & Niego, S. (1994). Adolescents' relations with adultsieuts

the family.Personal relationships during adolescenceg266-235.

Denzin, N. K. (1978). Triangulation: A case for methodological evaluation and
combination. In N. K. Denzin (Ed.yociological method&nd ed., pp. 339-357).
New York: McGraw-Hill.

Domitrovich, C. E., & Greenberg, M. T. (2000). The study of implementation: Current
findings from effective programs that prevent mental disorders in school-aged
children.Journal of Educational and Psychological Consultation2),1193-221.

Dooley, K. J. (1997). A complex adaptive systems model of organization change.
Nonlinear Dynamics, Psychology, and Life Sciencgs, 69-97.

DuBois, D. L., Holloway, B. E., Valentine, J. C., & Cooper, H. (2002). Effectiveness of
mentoring programs for youth: A meta-analytic revidmerican Journal of
Community Psychology, &), 157-197.

DuBois, D. L., Doolittle, F., Yates, B. T., Silverthorn, N, & Tebes, J. K. (2006). Research
methodology and youth mentoringpurnal of Community Psychology, (8%,

657-676.

DuBois, D. L., Portillo, N., Rhodes, J. E., Silverthorn, N., & Valentine, J. C. (2011). How
effective are mentoring programs for youth? A systematic assessment of
evidencePsychological Science in the Public Interest2)257-91.

Durlak, J. A., & DuPre, E. P. (2008). Implementation matters: A review of research on
the influence of implementation on program outcomes and the factors affecting

implementationAmerican Journal of Community Psychology, 327-350.



REFLECTIONS ON IMPLEMENTATION 175
Elo, S., & Kyngas, H. (2008). The qualitative content analysis prodessial of

Advanced Nursing, §2), 107-115.

Elliot, D. S., & Mihalic, S. (2004). Issues in disseminating and replicatingtafée
prevention program®revention Science(b), 47-54.

Fixsen, D. L., Naoom, S. F., Blase, K. A., Friedman, R. M. & Wallace, F. (2005).
Implementation research: A synthesis of the literature. Tampa, FL: Utyvairs
South Florida, Louis de la Parte Florida Mental Health Institute, The iNd#tio
Implementation Research Network (FMHI Publication #231).

Furano, K., Roaf, P. A., Styles, M. B., & Branch, A. Y. (1993). Big brothers/big sister
A study of program practices. Retrieved from Public/Private Venturbsitee
http://www.ppv.org/ppv/publications.asp?section_id=-1

Gladwell, M. (2000)The tipping point: How little things can make a big difference.
Boston, MA: Little, Brown, & Company.

Glisson, C., Dukes, D., & Green, P. (2006). The effects of the ARC organizational
intervention on caseworker turnover, climate, and culture in children's service
systemsChild Abuse and Neglect, @), 855-880.

Gottfredson, D., & Gottfredson, G. (2002). Quality of school-based prevention programs:
Results from a national survejournal of Research in Crime and Delinquency,
39(1), 3.

Graneheim, U. H., & Lundman, B. (2004). Qualitative content analysis in nursing
research: Concepts, procedures and measures to achieve trustwomhingss.

Education Today, 24105-112). doi:10.1016/j.nedt.2003.10.001



REFLECTIONS ON IMPLEMENTATION 176
Greene, L. (2003, August 2). Clearly Curing the Confusion. St. Petersburg Times, pp. 1A,

TA.

Greene, R., Galambos, C., & Lee, Y. (2003). Resilience theory: Theoretical and
professional conceptualizatiodkurnal of Human Behavior in the Social
Environment, 1), 75-91.

Greenhalgh, T., Robert, G., Macfarlane, F., Bate, P., & Kyriakidou, O. (20G#)sidn
of innovations in service organizations: Systematic review and recommendations
The Millbank Quarterly, 8@2), 581-629.

Grinnell, R., & Unrau, Y. (2008)5o0cial work research and evaluation: foundations of
evidence-based practiceSA: Oxford University Press.

Grossman, J., & Garry, E. (1997). Mentoring: A proven delinquency prevention strategy.
Juvenile Justice Bulletin, 52-7.

Grossman, J., & Rhodes, J. (2002). The test of time: Predictors and effects of duration in
youth mentoring relationshipAmerican Journal of Community Psychology,

30(2), 199-219.

Guba, E. G. (1978)oward a methodology of naturalistic inquiry in educational
evaluation. Monograph.8.os Angeles: UCLA Center for the Study of
Evaluation.

Guest, G., Bunce, A., & Johnson, L. (2006). How many interviews are enough?: An
experiment with data saturation and variabilfield methods, 1@), 59.

doi:10.1177/1525822X05279903



REFLECTIONS ON IMPLEMENTATION 177
Hahn, A. (1999). Extending the Time of Learning. In D. Besharov (Bdhgrica's

Disconnected Youth: Toward a Preventative Strafpgy 233-265). Washington,
DC: Child Welfare League and American Enterprise Institute.

Hamilton, S., & Hamilton, M. (2004). Contexts for mentoring: Adolescent-adult
relationships in workplaces and communities. In R. M. Lerner, & L. E. Steinberg
(Eds.),Handbook of adolescent psycholdgp. 395-428). Hoboken, NJ: John
Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Hansen, K. (20070ne-to-one mentoring: Literature revieRhiladelphia, PA: Big
Brothers Big Sisters of America.

Harwood, A., & Radoff, S. (2009). Reciprocal benefits of mentoring. In B. E. Moely, S.
Billig, & B. A. Holland (Eds.),Creating our identities in service-learning and
community engagemefgp. 159). USA: IAP-Information Age Publishing, Inc.

Heath, C., & Heath, D. (2007)lade to stick: Why some ideas survive and others die
New York, NY: The Random House Publishing Group.

Helfrich, C., Weiner, B., McKinney, M., & Minasian, L. (2007). Determinants of
implementation effectiveness: Adapting a framework for complex innovations.
Medical Care Research Review, @49 - 303. doi:10.1177/1077558707299887

Herrera, C. (1999)5chool-based mentoring: A first look into its potentiiladelphia,

PA: Public/Private Ventures.
Herrera, C. (2004)5chool-Based Mentoring. A Closer Lo&etrieved from

Public/Private Ventures website: http://www.ppv.org/ppv/publications.asp



REFLECTIONS ON IMPLEMENTATION 178
Herrera, C., Grossman, J., Kauh, T., Feldman, A., & McMaken, J. (2d@Kjng a

difference in schools: The big brothers big sisters school-based mentoring impact
study.Philadelphia, PA: Public/Private Ventures.

Herrera, C., Sipe, C., McClanahan, W., Arbreton, A., & Pepper, S. (ZR8@Yionship
development in community-based and school-based progRinitadelphia, PA:
Public/Private Ventures.

Hill, L., Maucione, K., & K. Hood, B. (2007). A focused approach to assessing program
fidelity. Prevention Science(B), 25-34.

Hollin, C. (1995). The meaning and implications of programme integrity. In J. McGuire
(Ed.), What works: Reducing reoffending-guideliness from research and practice
(pp. 195-208). USA: John Wiley and Sons, Inc.

Holmes, B. J., Finegood, D. T., Riley, B. L., Best, A. (2012). Systems Thinking in
Dissemination and Implementation Research. In R. C. Brownson, G. A. Colditz,
& E. K. Proctor (Eds.)Dissemination and implementation research in hegdth
175-191). New York, NY: Oxford University Press, Inc.

Jekielek, S., Moore, K., & Hair, E. (2001). Mentoring programs and youth development:
A synthesis. Prepared for the Edna McConnell Clark Foundation. Washington,
DC: Child Trends.

Kabanoff, B., Waldersee, R., & Cohen, M. (1995). Espoused values and organizational
change theme3.he Academy of Management Journal4381075-1104.

Karcher, M. (2008). The study of mentoring in the learning environment (SMILE): A
randomized evaluation of the effectiveness of school-based ment@rawgntion

Science, @), 99-113.



REFLECTIONS ON IMPLEMENTATION 179
Karcher, M., & Lindwall, J. (2003). Social interest, connectedness, and chaflengi

experiences: What makes high school mentors pedsisthal of Individual
Psychology, 5&), 293-315.

Keating, L., Tomishima, M., Foster, S., & Alessandri, M. (2002). The effects of a
mentoring program on at-risk youtihdolescence, 3148), 717-735.

Keller, T. (2005). A systemic model of the youth mentoring interveniibe.Journal of
Primary Prevention, 2@&), 169-188.

Keller, T. (2007) Program staff in youth mentoring programs: Qualifications, training,
and retentionRetrieved from:
http://www.mentoring.org/downloads/mentoring_384.pdf

Kincaid, D., Childs, K., Blase, K. A., & Wallace, F. (2007). Identifying barriers and
facilitators in implementing schoolwide positive behavior sup@odrnal of
Positive Behavior Interventions(3, 174-184.

Klein, K., Conn, A., & Sorra, J. (2001). Implementing computerized technology: An
organizational analysisournal of Applied Psychology, &5, 811-824.

Klein, K. J., & Knight, A. P. (2005). Innovation implementati@urrent Directions in
Psychological Science, (&), 243-246.

Klein, K. J., & Sorra, J. S. (1996). The challenge of innovation implementataalemy
of Management Review, (&), 1055-1080.

Kotter, J. P. (1996).eading changdJnited States of America: Harvard Business Press.

Lazar, I., Darlington, R., Murray, H., Royce, J., Snipper, A., & Ramey, C. (1982).

Lasting effects of early education: A report from the consortium for longitudina



REFLECTIONS ON IMPLEMENTATION 180
studiesMonographs of the Society for Research in Child Developm&(2-3),

1-152.

Lee, J., & Cramond, B. (1999). The positive effects of mentoring economically
disadvantaged studenirofessional School Counseling,1272-178.

Lehman, W. E. K., Greener, J. M., Simpson, D. D. (2002). Assessing organizational
readiness for changéournal of Substance Abuse Treatment,127-2009.

Lewin, K. (1947). Frontiers in group dynamidsiman Relations, B-41.

Lincoln, Y., & Guba, E. (1982Establishing Dependability and Confirmability in
Naturalistic Inquiry Through an AudiRetrieved from ERIC database.
(ED216019)

Lincoln, Y., & Guba, E. (1985Naturalistic inquiry Beverley Hills, CA: Sage
Publications, Inc.

Luke, D. A. (2012). Viewing Dissemination and Implementation Research through a
Network Lens. In R. C. Brownson, G. A. Colditz, & E. K. Proctor (Eds.),
Dissemination and implementation research in he@dth 154-174). New York,
NY: Oxford University Press, Inc.

Mancini, A. D., Moser, L. L., Whitley, R., McHugo, G. J., Bond, G. R., Finnerty, M. T.,
& Burns, B. J. (2009). Assertive community treatment: facilitators and lmtoer
implementation in routine mental health settiffgsychiatric Services, §P), 189-
195.

Manuel-Navarrete, D. (2000 pproaches and implications of using complexity theory
for dealing with social systemRetrieved from:

http://research.yale.edu/CCR/environment/papers/manuel_complexity.pdf



REFLECTIONS ON IMPLEMENTATION 181
Mayring, P. (2000). Qualitative content analy&isrum: Qualitative Social Researcher,

1(2), (pp. 1-10).

Mays, N., & Pope, C. (2000). Assessing quality in qualitative reseritish Medical
Journal, 32050-52.

McLaren, K., & New Zealand Ministry of Social Development. (208&connecting
young people: A review of the risks, remedies and consequences of youth
inactivity. Wellington, NZ: Kaye McLaren for Strategic Social Policy Group.

McMillen, C. (2012). Dissemination and Implementation in Social Service SetimBs
C. Brownson, G. A. Colditz, & E. K. Proctor (EdDjssemination and
implementation research in healfpp. 384-399). New York, NY: Oxford
University Press, Inc.

Metz, A. J., Blase, K. A., & Bowie, L. (2007mplementing eviden-based practices: Six
"drivers" of succes<Child Trends, publication #2007-29.

Metz, R., Goldsmith, J., & Arbreton, A. (2008)utting it all together: Guiding
principles for quality after-school programs serving prete&isladelphia, PA:
Public/Private Ventures.

Mihalic, S. (2001)The importance of implementation fideliBetrieved from:
http://www.colorado.edu/cspv/blueprints/Fidelity.pdf

Miles, M., & Huberman, A. (1994)ualitative data analysis: An expanded sourcebook
Sage Publications.

Morgan, D. (1993). Qualitative content analysis: A guide to paths not t@kefitative

Health Research,,312-112.



REFLECTIONS ON IMPLEMENTATION 182
Morrow, K. V., & Styles, M. B. (1995Building relationships with youth in program

settings: A study of big brothers/big sisteRetrieved from Public/Private
Ventures website: http://www.ppv.org/ppv/publications.asp?section_id=-1

Myers, R. (1984)Going to scaleRetrieved from the Consultive Group on Early
Childhood Care and Development website:
http://www.ecdgroup.com/download/aclgsxxi.pdf

New York State Afterschool Network Quality Assessment Tool. (2005). Redriewa:
http://www.nysan.org/userfiles/file/nysan/

Nielsen, J. (2005). Usability for the mass&surnal of Usability Studies(1), 2-3.

Nord, W. R., & Tucker, S. (1987mplementing routine and radical innovations.
Lexington, MA: Lexington Books.

Paré, G., Sicotte, C., Poba-Nzaou, P., & Balouzakis, G. (2011). Clinicians' perceptions of
organizational readiness for change in the context of clinical informatiomsyste
projects: Insights from two cross-sectional survéyglementation Science,

6(15).

Patton, M. Q. (2002Qualitative research and evaluation meth@8sl ed.). Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Portwood, S., & Ayers, P. (2005). Schools. In D. L., BuBois, & M. J. Karcher (Eds.),
Handbook of youth mentoringfhousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Powers, L., Sowers, J., & Stevens, T. (1995). An exploratory, randomized study of the
impact of mentoring on the self-efficacy and community-based knowledge of

adolescents with severe physical challengis. Journal of Rehabilitation, ¢1L).



REFLECTIONS ON IMPLEMENTATION 183
Programs that work: Big brothers big siste(R009, November). Retrieved February 12,

2010, from Promising Practices website: http://www.promisingpractices.net
/program.asp?programid=125

Rabin, B. A., Glasgow, R. E., Kerner, J. F., Klump, M. P., & Brownson, R. C. (2010).
Dissemination and implementation research on community-based cancer
prevention: A systematic reviewmerican Journal of Preventative Medicine,

38(4), 443-456.

Rabin, B. A., & Brownson, R. C. (2012). Developing the Terminology for Dissemination
and Implementation Research. In R. C. Brownson, G. A. Colditz, & E. K. Proctor
(Eds.),Dissemination and implementation research in he@dth 23-51). New
York, NY: Oxford University Press, Inc.

Randolph, K., & Johnson, J. (2008). School-based mentoring programs: A review of the
researchChildren and Schools, 88), 177-185.

Rauch, J. (1975). Women in social work: Friendly visitors in Philadelphia, T8&0.

Social Service Review, @), 241-259.

Rhodes, J. (2005). A model of youth mentoring. In D. L., BuBois, & M. J. Karcher
(Eds.),Handbook of youth mentorin¢pp. 30-43) Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Rhodes, J., Grossman, J., & Resch, N. (2000). Agents of change: Pathways through
which mentoring relationships influence adolescents' academic adjusGhédt
Development, 16), 1662-1671.

Rhodes, J., & Lowe, S. (2008). Youth mentoring and resilience: Implications for practice

Child Care in Practice, 14), 9-17.



REFLECTIONS ON IMPLEMENTATION 184
Rhodes, J., Reddy, R., Grossman, J., & Lee, J. (2002). Volunteer mentoring relationships

with minority youth: An analysis of same-versus cross-race matdbasial of
Applied Social Psychology, @D), 2114-2133.

Roaf, P. A., Tierney, J. P., & Hunte, D. E. (19RBig brothers/big sisters: A study of
volunteer recruitment and screenirigetrieved from Public/Private Ventrues
website: https://www.ppv.org/ppv/publications.asp?sort_order=title&section _i
1

Robertson, J., Sorbello, T., & Unsworth, K. (2008). Innovation implementation: The role
of technology in diffusion agencie¥ournal of Technology Management and
Innovation, §3), 1-10.

Rodwell, M. (1998)Social work constructivist researcRoutledge.

Rogers, E. M. (2003Piffusion of Innovation$5™ ed.). New York, NY: The Free Press.

Rubin, A. & Babbie, E. R. (2008Research Methods for Social W¢{' ed.). USA:
Thomson Brooks/Cole.

Sanetti, L. M. H., & Kratochwill, T. R. (2009). Toward developing a science of tegdtm
integrity: Introduction to the special seri&:hool Psychology Review,(38
Sawang, S. (2008novation implementation effectiveness: A multiorganizational test
of Klein Conn and Sorra's mod@boctoral dissertation, Queensland University of

Technlogy, Brisbane, Australia).

Schoenwald, S. K., Henggeler, S. W., Brondino, M. J., & Rowland, M. D. (2000).

Multisystemic therapy: Monitoring treatment fidelifgamily Process, 34), 83-

103.



REFLECTIONS ON IMPLEMENTATION 185
Schoenwald, S. K., Sheidow, A. J., & Letourneau, E. J. (2004). Toward effective quality

assurance in evidence-based practice: Links between expert consultatagisthe
fidelity, and child outcomeslournal of Clinical Child and Adolescent
Psychology, 3@), 94-104. doi: 10.1207/S15374424JCCP3301_10

Sigel, I. E., & Renninger, K. A. (Eds.). (199&hild Psychology in Practice, Volume 4.
New York, NY: John Wiley & Sons.

Spouse, J. (2001). Bridging theory and practice in the supervisory relationship: A
sociocultural perspectivdournal of Advanced Nursing, @3, 512-522.

Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. (199@asics of qualitative researcBage Publications.

Tierney, J., Grossman, J., & Resch, N. (1988king a difference: An impact study of
Big Brothers Big Sister$?hiladelphia, PA: Public/Private Ventures.

Tornatzky, L. G, & Klein, K. (1982). Innovation characteristics and innovation adoption-
implementation: A meta-analysis of findinggEE Transactions on Engineering
Management, 29).

Urquhart, R., Sargeant, J., & Porterm, G. A. (2011). Factors related to the implénentat
and use of an innovation in cancer surg@uytrent Oncology, 1®), 271-279.
Wade, K., & Neuman, K. (2007). Practice-based research: Changing the professional

culture and language of social wo8ocial Work in Health Care, 44), 49.

Wandersman, A., Duffy, J., Flaspohler, P., Noonan, R., Lubell, K., Stillman, L.,... Saul,
J. (2008). Bridging the gap between prevention research and practice: The
interactive systems framework for dissemination and implement@toarican
Journal of Community Psychology,(8), 171-181. doi:10.1007/s10464-008-

9174-z



REFLECTIONS ON IMPLEMENTATION 186
Weiner, B. J. (2009). A theory of organizational readiness for chamgeementation

Science, 667).

Weiner, B. J., Lewis, M. A., & Linnan, L. A. (2009). Using organization theory to
understand the determinants of effective implementation of worksite health
promotion programd-eath Education Research,(242), 292-305.

Weinstein, M. (2002-2012). TAMS: Text Analysis Markup System: An open source
gualitative analysis system, from http://tamsys.sourceforge.net/

Werner, A. (2004)A guide to implementation researaashington, DC: Urban Institute
Press.

Wheeler, M. E., Keller, T. E. & DuBois, D. L. (2010). Review of three recent randomized
trials of school-based mentoring: Making sense of mixed findBgsial Policy
Report, 243), 1-21.

White, M., & Marsh, E. E. (2006). Content analysis: A flexible methodoloipyary
Trends, 5§1), 22-45.

Wood, S. & Mayo-Wilson, E. (2012). School-based mentoring for adolescents: A

systematic review and meta-analystesearch on Social Work Practice (2R



REFLECTIONS ON IMPLEMENTATION 187

=

Appendix A.
Components of the ESBM Model

Strategies to Strengthen School-based Mentoring

. Set goals and monitor metrics

2. Foster longer and stronger matches through:

R ~NO0O 01Tk W

2a. Recruitment

2b. Screening and matching
2c. Training

2d. Match meetings

2e. Match support

2f. Closure

. Bridge the summer gap and increase communication between matches
. Encourage parental involvement

. Deepen partnerships with schools and districts

. Deepen partnerships within the corporate/business community

. Enhance development of staff

. Set goals and monitor metrics.

Successful programs feature strong performance management straibgiesection emphasizes
the importance of internal efforts to achieve program objectives layiaigg work efficiently
and effectively.

Essential elements

'] Develop an integrated performance management process that includes goal-
setting for both growth and quality measures.

[] Develop a 3-5 year plan with goals with goals and strategies to improve:

o0 SBM Average Match Length;
0 Retention rate;

o Strength of relationships; and
o Outcomes.

] Measure and monitor performance metrics on regular schedule

] Reconsider and revise practices as necessary based on performance indicators

Recommendation$

] Adopt a SBM growth framework based on an increase in match length and
moderate growth in new matches.

'] Determine appropriate balance between relative number served in CBM and SBM
programs to achieve overall agency goals for growth, match longevity, and
outcomes.

[J Within the SBM program, determine the appropriate balance among corporate,
college, and high school volunteers to achieve goals for growth, match longevity,
and outcomes.

[1 Have CEO and top leadership team engage in discuasbund Retention Rate/Quality Service

framework. Answer self-assessment questions aitdl flan of action to more broadly address

! Essential elements are those that are requirpdrasf the implementation project.
2 Recommendations are not required, but stronglymesended.
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and support needs for building and sustaining aionisdriven culture of quality and
performance.”

[l Analyze premature closures and develop remedial plans to address similar
situations in the future.

] Recognize staff for meeting goals.
2. Foster longer and stronger matches. Take SBM Out of the School-Year Cycle.
Professional program practices provide the foundation for successfuringmelationships.
This section presents the basic program policies and guideliaéistihg a common set of
expectations among all program participants as well as program staff.

2a. Recruitment

Essential elements

] Ask for a minimum of a one calendar year commitment (not just a school
year).

] Recruit participants with a possibility of completing two school years of
mentoring in schools served by your program (avoid high school or college
seniors and children expected to transition to a non-program school.)

] Provide orientation that clearly communicates to all participants the
expectation for multiple-year relationships.

Recommendations

[l Work with schools to identify students in the spring prior to their
participation.

[J Work with partners to recruit volunteers in the spring or summer prior to their

participation.

[ Increase the number of “feeder-receiving” schools so matches can continue

despite a move or transfer from elementary to middle school.

] When possible, recruit a pool of children larger than the number of potential

Bigs to facilitate quality matchmaking.
2b. Screening and matching
Essential Elements

[l Use expanded SDM interview to learn more about student (template will be

provided).
] Obtain parental permission for High School volunteers under 18 years old.
(1 Use a formalized system for matching that incorporates informatiomebtta
from Bigs, Littles, teachers, and parents and that takes similar istefdiigs
and Littles into consideration.
(] Start matches as early as possible in the school year.
Recommendations

[] At the beginning of the match, or during the school year, screen matches to

allow the option of off-campus involvement.
'] Use the same volunteer application and interview (omitting the Home

Assessment section) for both Community-Based and School-Based programs

to make possible transfer to CB easier.

'] Utilize the Pre-Interview Questionnaire to gain logistical/scheduling
information.
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0

U

Use reference forms for HS Bigs that capture information on the appdicant
past behavioral student record (we will provide template).
Conduct the interview in a location convenient to the Big.

2c. Training
Essential elements

U

U
U

Ensure each Big receives at least one hour of pre-match trainingSaBays
receive two hours,which should include use of the BBBS Volunteer Training
Guide or a Guide that covers program policies and procedures and other
relevant topics (e.g., role of Big, school environment/culture, relationship
development, expectations for summer content). The training can be carried
out in groups, one-on-one, or online.

Provide volunteers with a pre-match orientation guide to help retain
information and serve as a reference.

Provide focused training for high school Bigs to meet their special needs.
Provide training opportunities throughout the school year so that each Big is
involved in at least two training sessions (group, online, or individual format).

Recommendations

0

U

Provide pre-match training to Littles (e.qg., roles, expectations, procedures,
support) (we will provide template).

Provide a brief orientation to teachers and school personnel (e.g., discuss roles
of Bigs/Littles, review logistical arrangements, etc.)

2d. Match meetings

Essential Elements

(] Matches should meet a minimum of 45 minutes per meeting if meeting
weekly and a minimum of 2 hours per meeting if meeting bi-weekly.

(] Matches should meet at least bi-weekly.

'] The majority of each match meeting should be one-on-one interaction
between Big and Little.

(] Match meetings should be oriented toward socio-emotional activities.

] Bigs should include Littles in selecting activities.

Recommendations

'l Focus first meetings on building the relationship and setting expectations.

'] Encourage a minimum of 1 hour per visit.

[l Encourage at least 4 hours of contact per month.

] Provide an after-school option for match meetings.

(] Establish flexible match-meeting time frames to accommodate change
volunteer schedules.

[J Encourage contact between match meetings via email, phone calls, etc. to
build match relationships.

[ Facilitate the opportunity for Bigs to talk with Littles’ teachers on atquig
basis.

[ Offer incentives for matches to continue in the program in the second and

third years, e.g., graduating up to new levels (e.g. from strivers to achievers t
superstars), special recognition, special privileges, etc.
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2e. Match support
Essential elements
] For college and adult volunteers provide monthly, individual match support
contacts for Bigs during the first 12 months of the match. (Email should not
be the only method of communicating with matches for match support, and
for the first six months of the match an in-person contact should not “count
for” 2 months—after the first 6 months, in person can count for 2 months, but
if the contact is not in person then support needs to be monthly.) For the
summer, the following rules apply for Bigs:
If a SB match commits to staying in contact via email, phone, or mail over
the summer — and/or they anticipate participating in agency-sponsored
summer activities — then this match:
e remains “active” in AIM, and
e MS support continues with SB match support schedule

If a SB match commits to seeing each other in-person over the summer to
enjoy activities in the community, then this match:

e remains “active” in AlM,

e needs to be transferred into the CB program (in AIM) so as to have
the volunteer re-accepted upon the completion of additional
background checks and assessment,

e needs to have the parent/guardian informed and provide approval
(additional assessment), and

e MS support continues with CB match support schedule (because of
the transfer, 3 year CB match support scheduling will apply,
regardless of how old the SB match is).

e When school starts again in the fall, if the match will primarily
meet as a SB match, we recommend transferring the match back to
SB in AIM. If the match will continue to have regular in-person
contact outside of school (more than once a month), we
recommend keeping the match in CB so that the appropriate level
of match support is followed.

If a SB match commits to resuming their match in the fall but cannot stay
in contact over the summer months at all, then this match:

e s classified as “inactive” in AIM for the summer months, and

e BBBSA strongly recommends agency staff to continue
communication with both match parties over the summer to keep
them engaged with the agency (in AlIM, log contact with either
party under the “Communication Log” tab)

If a SB match will not be able to communicate over the summer and does
not anticipate resuming in the fall, then this match:

e gets closed (made “completed”) in AIM, and

e the child is assessed for re-matching if possible
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[l For matches with High School Bigs, maintain monthly contact for the first
two years of the match relationship and then bi-monthly afterward (e-mail
should not be the only method of communicating with matches for match
support, and an in-person contact does not “count for” 2 months).

] Provide monthly contact for the youth in the first three months of the match
and bimonthly afterward (if in person).

(1 Matches designated “yellow” in the second school year should receive
monthly contact.

] Match Support contacts should take place outside of program time/match
meetings.

(] Use the Strength of Relationship Measure to strengthen match support.

{1 At least 86% of Match Support contacts should be completed on a monthly
basis.

Recommendations

1 Employ a “mixed” approach of in-person, phone, and email match support
contacts.

[J Use the Quality Assurance System to assess and strengthen match support
quality.

[0 Establish guidelines for evaluating and addrespogsible inconsistency/instability of match
meetings on a quarterly basis.

[0 Assess continuing matches in first weeks after samtmmmake sure they have reunited for
regular meetings (or re-match Little soon after).

] Help Bigs find the balance between fostering youth-centered choice and
promoting youth development goals.

'] Find ways to regularly recognize and reward volunteers and tell them #ey ar
making a difference.

{1 Assess the child’s needs in a case plan and connect the child with other
services and supports within and outside the school (e.g., counseling, tutoring,
extra-curricular activities, etc.).

] Provide additional training and match support that focuses on the special
needs of High School Bigs.

'] Form a support group or on campus club for High School and University Bigs
to provide additional training and support and give them opportunities to
interact with their peers.

[J Bottom line: Increase quality of match support to anticipate and resolve
potential problems and provide ongoing coaching.

2f. Closure

Essential Elements

] Do not close the matches at the end of the school year if the expectation is that
they will continue in the fall.

] Encourage a “farewell” meeting between Big and Little wheneverlgessi

(] Conduct an in-person closure meeting with Big and Little present whenever
possible.
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0

U

U
U

Meet with the child in person to reassure that the closure is not his/her fault
and to allow time for the child to ask questions and express feelings.
Interview/reassess child for re-matching at same time, expeditimgrtregch
process.

Inform the school contact/teacher about the closure.

Call/contact the parent to notify of the closure.

Recommendations

0

U

Encourage BBBS staff to visit children whose matches have closed when they
are at the school.
When a Little leaves a school:
o Communicate with the new school.
o Try to continue the relationship with the Big. If not possible, ask the
Big to meet once or twice at the new school with the Little.
o Try to transition the match to the CBM program if Big is 18 or older.

3. Bridge the summer gap and school breaks
The summer break is the greatest structural obstacle in schodl+hasoring. Programs need to
be creative in finding ways to support ongoing contact between Bigs and thtkemaintains
the mentoring relationships.
Essential elements

U

0

U

0

0

Mentors should be encouraged to communicate with their Littles at least two
times a month over the summer.

Mentors should be encouraged to communicate with their Littles during
holidays and other out-of-school time.

During the summer, match activities can include agency events, phone calls,
postcards, email, or letters. Face-to-face contact is not allowed withaatyage
or school supervision, unless the match is screened for CBM.

When reasonable (i.e., the Big is not a HS student and parental permission is
feasible), encourage matches to be screened for CBM to increase summer and
holiday activities.

See match support elements above for summer match support guidelines

Recommendations

U

Organize an activity at the end of the school year for matches to discuss their
summer plans and plans for contacting each other. Include an agreement for
contacts which the Big and Little sign.

Have summer support strategies in place to encourage communication in
matches that have not had consistent summer communication.

Structure Summer Contacts ensuring that parents are kept informed:

0 Telephone Contacts—Provide phone numbers for the volunteer and
child, set appropriate times for calling, give guidance for the content of
conversations, and determine if the parent/guardian needs to know
when phone calls are being made by the volunteer or child.

o Emails or Letters—Emails or letters should be about subjects similar
to the conversations that the Big would have with the Little at the SB
program. Do not allow Bigs to forward emails (unless from BBBSA)
to Littles or put the Little in their mass e-mail contact list.
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0 In-person summer contacts—These need to be at a supervised setting
like a school or agency event unless the volunteer is screened
community-based. Also, Bigs cannot provide transportation for their
Littles unless they are screened for CB.

Explore alternate summer meeting locations such as Boys & Girls.Clubs
Send out a summer newsletter or letter/email to matches to remind them to
keep in touch. Highlight any BBBS summer events or new ideas for matches
to use when communicating with each other.

Invite parents to all summer activities to help the agency and mentor get t
know the parent and help with transportation. Try to create family events, so
that the parent can bring the child’s siblings too.

Host a school supply drive over the summer to collect school supplies for
participating youth, and encourage parents to pick up their child’s supplies
before school starts.

Obtain funds for creating, purchasing, or using in-kind donations to develop
materials to help matches bridge the gap during the summer, holidays, and
other out-of-school time. Examples of resources can be obtained through
BBBSA.

4. Encourage parental involvement
Although school-based mentoring can provide valuable support to students afahtiiis,
parents/guardians remain responsible for decisions affecting thieeiey of their students.
Programs must honor and value the central role of the parent/guardiseeirtt establish a
collaborative partnership with the family. This section notesitls&iould be the responsibility of
programs to consistently provide information to parents/guardians. Ta pewalizing any
students, participation in the program should not be dependent upon parent/guacdiamient
beyond the absolute essentials (i.e. completing consent forms).

Essential elements

0

U

U

0

Honor the role of parents/guardians by involving them in activities and
discussions.

Use the parent permission form to learn about the parent’s match preferences
(e.g., gender, race) and to describe rules that prohibit Bigs from sedlag Lit
outside of the supervised location, but allow phone and e-mail contact if
parent authorizes.

During the first week of the match, inform the parent/guardian (preferably by
phone) that the match has been made and describe the parent’s role in
supporting the match. Share the Parent Orientation Guide (template to be
provided by BBBSA) with them and review key points.

Contact the parent/guardian at least once during the school year and once
during the summer by phone if possible, or by mail.

Emphasize that this is a year -round program model in conversations with
parents.

Recommendations

0

Conduct a pre-match phone call with the parent prior to the match
introduction.
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[J Attend school open houses and parent/teacher conferences as opportunities to
meet with parents.
Host a Parent Night at the program and have Littles invite parents to meet
their Bigs.
Invite parents to all Agency events.
Encourage the match to write a letter to the parent about their match.
Recognize and appreciate parents.
Enlist parents as volunteers.
Contact the parent/guardian during the enrollment process to provide
orientation and encourage communication throughout the duration of the
program.
o Explain the basics of the program
0 Ask questions to learn about the Little, the Little’s family, and his/her
needs.
0 Answer any questions the parent/guardian might have.
o Confirm that the parent/guardian received the Orientation Guide.
0 Ask about transportation for the Little to summer events.
5. Expand and deepen partnerships with schools and districts
As the hosting organizations for mentoring programs, schools and districts proveds acc
to students and support to mentors. A collaborative and mutually beneficial relgtionshi
with school partners makes it possible to reach more students and serve them better
Essential elements
(] Meet with school partners each year to sign a new Memorandum of
Understanding or agree to a written set of mutual expectations.
] Negotiate arrangements to follow students and preserve matches when
students transfer between schools.
[J Make arrangements regarding referrals (i.e., spring referrals) aesisano
facilities for summer.
'l Share outcomes/feedback specific to the school and community at key points
during the year.
(] Present an evaluation report to school and district partners at the end of each
school year.
71 Inform school contacts/teachers about match closures.
Recommendations
(1 Develop an annual growth plan for partnership development.
1 Develop SBM programs in schools and districts where possible to concentrate
the number of matches so staff and volunteers are visibly present and can have
a combined effect on classrooms, schools and community.
[] Partner with elementary and middle schools in close proximity so matches in
elementary schools may continue in middle schools.
(] Communicate and continuously sell the program.
o0 Meet regularly with principals, school liaisons, guidance counselors
and teachers.

OJ

O0Oooo
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U
U

0 Keep school staff informed about impacts both for individual Littles
and for the entire program.
o0 Reinforce the message that caring relationships (“the fourth R”) lead to
academigains.
Gather feedback from schools on impacts on the children, classrooms, schools
and the community.
Recognize the contributions of your school partners; thank teachers, guidance
counselors and school secretaries and feature positive stories in your
newsletters.
Administer partner satisfaction surveys and implement changes in the
program to enhance satisfaction based on results.
Develop a written partnership growth/strategic plan.
Outline expectations with partners that the SBM program is a “year-round”
program.
Train site liaisons to make sure they understand the importance of long,
strong matches and how the school environment can contribute.
Lead the development of local partnerships with educational organizations.
Assign dedicated match support staff that work with specific school; if
possible locate staff on-site.

6. EXPAND/Deepen partnerships with the community, especially
corporate/business sector
The community, particularly the corporate/business sector, provides thecesstour
building school-based programs. This section emphasizes developing sustainable
strategies for generating consistent financial support and a steady supply o
volunteers.

Essential elements

U

Meet with partners each year to evaluate program satisfaction andagree
mutual expectations. Agreement may take the form of Memorandum of
Understanding or a written set of expectations.

Share outcomes/feedback specific to the partnership and community at key
points during the year.

Present an evaluation report to partners at the end of each school year.
Request financial support.

Recommendations

Develop an annual growth plan for partnership development.

Develop high concentrations of Bigs from companies and organizations near
schools; drive partnerships through sales skills.

At each corporate partner site, Identify or develop an organizationaii@hte
champion” as a proactive liaison to build and expand the BBBS/organization
relationship. Also, identify a BBBS staff who will serve as the main point of
contact/liaison for each partner.

Conduct enrollment at the partner’s location.

Recognize and promote the organization’s contribution to the community
through their involvement as a partner in the BBBS Schools Program.
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] Hold employee recognition luncheon, reception, or other event.

[J Pursue opportunities to enrich the gender and ethnic diversity required to meet
the needs of your community’s children through strong partnership with
targeted organizations (Men, African American, Hispanic, Immigrant
Groups).

[J  Administer partner satisfaction surveys and implement changes in the
program to enhance satisfaction based on results.

[J Outline expectations with partners that the SBM program is a “year-round”
program.

(1 Capitalize on existing school-corporation partnerships.

'] Organize student field trips to offices of partners.

7. Enhance development of staff

Regardless of position, all program staff involved in the school-based prograribute to the
successful implementation of this model. Program staff should be rectdmizbeir
commitment and expertise. They should receive thorough training, appraprikteads, and
adequate compensation. Agencies should prioritize the consistency and loofprityram staff
so that they can model the attributes we wish to see in mentors: besigfeat, attentive,
responsive, and wise.

Essential elements

'l Adopt the behavioral-interviewing process promoted by BBBSA's Learning and

Development division (will provide more information in the beginning of 2009).

[l Ensure all staff are certified through the new Program CertificatioceBs
starting in 2009. In the meantime, ensure high levels of staff training and require
all staff to complete the on-line SDM training within 60 days of hire.

(] Train existing staff and new staff on the Enhanced SBM model.

[] Establish clear lines of authority and identify specific staff respon&ibleach
function required by SDM for School-Based Mentoring.

Recommendations

'] Review your SBM staffing model to assure that it is one best suited to the
agency'’s staff size and geographical location, as well as assuring Siaiva
functions are staffed.

(] Adopt a staff-to-match ratio that fosters high-quality matches.

(1 Set goals for average tenure of program staff

[ Retain staff members over the summer to continue all facets of SB program
operations, including recruitment, screening, and pre-matching of program
participants in preparation for early fall matching, as well as plarffomgummer
activities and providing match support for Bigs, Littles, and families.
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Appendix B.
Semi-structured interview schedule

Areas to emphasize

An effort will be made to address the research questions through the semi-
structured interviews. Below are interview questions, some of wihigtbe asked if the
participant does not naturally bring up these topics while they are tellimgtbsi of
how the ESBM program was implemented. Along with topic areas and questioas, ther
are additional probes that may be helpful to clarify areas discussed. Inhiscessary
for all of these questions to be asked and answered, but each interview should yield
information about each topical area, along with the implementers’ get@sabshow
the implementation of the ESBM occurred. It is important to note that as theentervi
are semi-structured other areas, questions, or topics may naturalgeetneng the
course of the interviews. With this in mind, it may not be necessary to asklel of
guestions listed below.

BEGIN INTERVIEW TALKING ABOUT BACKGROUND
1. What is your role in your agency?

2. How long have you worked for your agency?
3. Were you, or your agency part of the Task Force that developed the ESBM program?
4. How long has your agency been implementing SBM? ESBM?

5. How many schools does your agency serve with the ESBM program? the SBM
program?

6. Tell me about the ESBM program.
How different is it from SBM?
Are bugs still being worked out?
Are program practices easy to follow?
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7. Are there aspects of the ESBM program itself that makes it easigplement in your
agency?

Aspects that make it more difficult to implement?

Are there ways in which your agency has tried to overcome and challeitiges w
the

program?

TRANSITION INTO TALKING ABOUT THE WHOLE IMPLEMENTATION
PROCESS

MANAGEMENT SUPPORT

8. Do you think that national BBBSA management has committed to the successful
implementation of the ESBM program?

9. How strongly do you think national BBBSA management takes an active interest in the
ESBM program’s challenges and successes?

10. Do you, or do other local agency management staff, actively push to make ESBM a
success in your agency?
How?

11. How committed do you feel your local level management is to implementing the
ESBM program?
Is the ESBM program important to you? Why?

FINANCIAL RESOURCE AVAILABILITY

12. Are there financial resources available to you to implement the ESBM?
What are they?
Where do they come from? (Local level, or from national level)
How readily available are they?
How do these resources compare to those available to you to run your other
mentoring programs?

13. How are resources helping your agency to maintain a high level of ESBM program
fidelity during these beginning stages of implementation?

14. Do you think it would be possible to implement the ESBM program in your agency
with no additional resources?

IMPLEMENTATION POLICIES AND PRACTICES

15. Were new program staff members hired in your agency specificallyef@SBM
program?
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If so, how were they selected?

16. Has training has been offered to you or your program staff to implement theé ESB
program?

What does the training consist of, for both you and your program staff?

What do you think of the quality of the training?

Do you offer training within your agency to the ESBM program staff?

17. Do you or your program staff receive ongoing coaching to support the
implementation of the ESBM program?
From whom? (individuals at the local level, or from the national level)
How often for both you, and your program staff?
What does it consist of for both you, and your program staff?

18. Do you act as a coach for any of your ESBM program staff locally?
If so, what is your role as a coach?
If not, does anyone have a coaching role?

19. Have members of your ESBM program staff been evaluated?
Was this evaluation locally? Or from the national level?
For what?
How?
How often?
Do evaluations reflect previous selection, training, and coaching processes?

20. Has the ESBM program in your agency been evaluated?
If so, what aspects have been evaluated, by whom?
Has the level of program fidelity been evaluated? How?

21. How often are members of your ESBM program staff praised for their use of t
program?

By whom?

Is your agency given recognition by anyone for your use of the program?

22. If challenges arise with aspects of the ESBM program, can you or your ESBM
program staff easily access help?
From who? (local or national level?)

23. Are there program manuals to aid you or your ESBM program staff wheanges!
arise?

24. How much time does/has the implementation of the ESBM taken up? Are you or
your ESBM program staff too busy to implement the ESBM program?
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25. Are there any other strategies that the national level, or your local merdageam
has used to implement the ESBM program?

ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE FOR IMPLEMENTATION

26. Do you think that the implementation of the ESBM program makes good use of funds
and time for your agency?
Do you think it is an improvement over old SBM practices? How?

27. What have been the main challenges implementing the ESBM program?
Have you, or BBBS, been able to remove these?
How?

28. Do you think that there are any incentives for using the ESBM program (from the
national level, or the local level)

29. Are there disincentives for those who avoid using the ESBM in your agency?

30. Do you feel supported by the national level in implementing this program?
How?
At the local level, how do you think your employees are supported in their work
with the ESBM program?

31. Are you expected to use the ESBM program by the national office?
Do you think your employees feel like they are expected to use the program?

32. Is there anything specifically about the ESBM program that aligns witlyéineds
values or the values of the national office?

Does this influence how the program is used?
IMPLEMENTATION EFFECTIVENESS (Innovation Use)

33. How consistently do you think your local agency uses the ESBM program?

34. How committed is your local agency and ESBM program staff to using the ESBM
program?

35. How well do you think your local agency has implemented the ESBM program?
Have any of the implementation practices we have talked about helped you to
implement the program?

36. What do you think has had the most influence on the effectiveness of this
implementation?

LINKAGES THAT MAY BE EXPLORED
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Management support and the overall climate for implementation
Organizational climate for implementation and the effectiveness of inepition

Avalilability of financial resources for implementation and implementatioicipsland
practices

Implementation policies and practices and the use of the program

Appendix C.
Questions #30 from the end of year Program Survey

This set of questions asks about specific enhancements; whether they wereeimtgadem
pre-pilot, and whether they have been implemented during the pilot. For eachepractic
listed in the first column, a response for each of the questions is placed in themext tw
columns.

For each practice listed in the first column, please check your rpense
for each of the following five questions.
1) Was your 2) To what extent were you able to implement thisaaponent
agency this year in this school?
already doing
this
enhancement?
a. Increased [Jo No [J1 Not at all
youth O Yes 02 Somewhat
support Oz Mostly
(ioe 4 Completel
contacts) y
b. Increased [Jo No [J1 Not at all
parent 1 Yes [J> Somewnhat
support Oz Mostly
(more (4 Completel
contacts) y
c. Increased [lo No [J1 Not at all
mentor 1 Yes 2 Somewhat
support Oz Mostly
(more 4 Completel
contacts) y
d. Increased | [Jo No L1 Not at all
pre-match | [; ves L2 Somewhat
training [Js Mostly
14 Completely
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For each practice listed in the first column, please check your rpense

for each of the following five questions.

1) Was your
agency
already doing
this

2) To what extent were you able to implement thisanponent
this year in this school?

enhancement?

e. Increased Clo No 11 Not at all
ongoing L1 Yes L2 Somewhat
training s Mostly

14 Completely

f. Recruitment | [Jo No L1 Not at all
(witha12- | [; ves > Somewnhat
rcT:JOr::::itment Cs Mostly
) 14 Completely

g. Ensuring Do No [J1 Not at all
matches O: Yes > Somewhat
communicat CJs Mostly
 @VEM LD 14 Completel
summer/on pietely
holidays

h. Using SOR | [Jo No 1 Not at all
in match 01 Yes 02 Somewhat
support Oz Mostly

[J4 Completely

i. Providing Clo No [J1 Not at all
gﬂtcgrt O1 Yes 02 Somewhat
ou?sride of gj Cl\g(r?r?::l}(la tely
program
time

j. Having Clo No [J: Not at all
rCrL(()aSel:irr?gs O: Yes > Somewnhat
with mentor gs Mostly
and youth 4 Completely
together

k. Having Clo No [J1 Not at all
ﬁizseLtjirr?gs 1 Yes 02 Somewnhat

. [Is Mostly
i B [J4 Completely

l. Presenting | CJo No 1 Not at all
evaluation | ; vYes 0. Somewhat
report to the s Mostly

school at the
end of year

[J4 Completely
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For each practice listed in the first column, please check your rpense
for each of the following five questions.

1) Was your 2) To what extent were you able to implement thisanponent
agency this year in this school?
already doing
this
enhancement?
m. Getting Clo No [J: Not at all

your Cl1 Yes 12 Somewnhat

mentors to s Mostly

complete

activity logs 14 Completely
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