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. I i i 25 practical assistance, information, guidance, and super-
/‘\BST}E)AC r. Thclls study le an evaluaglohn of fflic self- vision, and less role modeling for adult interpersonal
competence, academic performance, behavioral prob- interaction than children in two-parent families.
tems, and parent—child relations of boys who had been Wallerstein has studied children f families di
raiscd in single-parent families headed by their mothers atiers e.m as studied childre rom miies dis-
and who had weekly contact with an adult friend or rupted by divorce across three gener?tlons and con-
companion through a midwestern affiliate of the Big 30 cluded that such children “lose something fundamental
Brothers/Big Sisters of America. Results indicated that to their development—{family structure, the scaffolding
participation in such a program was not related to upon which children mount successive developmental
changes in th_e areas invgstigated. Th‘cse findings are not stages, which supports their psychological, physical
consistent with the social support literature suggesting and emotional ascent into maturity” (Wallerstein &
(hat an adul companion or fiend miy benefitchildren in | 35 Biaiestee, 1990, p. 64). Lamb (1987) concluded: “Suf-
single-parent familics. Further study with a larger sam- fice it to say the boys growing up without fathers
ple, over a longer time frame, is recommended. .

seemed to have problems in the areas of sex-role and
From The Journal of Psychology, (31, 143-156. Copyright © 3 ; £ B
1997 by Heldref Publications, 1319 Lighteenth St, N.W., gcnﬁerﬁldfmgy devempm?t’ s Cl?OOl per %‘mance’ I;Syf
Washington, DC 20036-1802. Reprinted with permission from chological adjustment, and perhaps, in the control o
the Helen Dwight Reid Educational Foundation, 40 aggression” (p. 14).
As a result of the increasing numbers of children in
single-parent families, programs have been established
Professionals in the field of marriage and the family that pair an adult volunteer with a child who may bene-
are increasingly concerned about the fragmentation of fit from adult companionship. The largest and most
the American family and its effects on children (Chil- 45 prominent of these programs in America is the Big
dren’s Defense Fund, 1988). The divorce rate remains Brothers/Big Sisters organization. The purpose of this
5 high, and it is estimated that over 50% of the marriages study was to evaluate the influence of a Big Brothers
of those now in their 20s will end in divorce (Norton & program on the academic, psychological, and social
Moorman, 1987). Over 1,000,000 children will experi- development of boys. Knowledge acquired from this
ence the trauma of their parents’ divorce or separation 50 type of research may improve the effectiveness of in-
each year (Spanier, 1989). The rate of out-of-wedlock tervention programs that seek to support children in
10 pregnancy also continues to increase, and currently single-parent families.
Q0 W N ‘i .
27% of all live births are to unwed womet, thh Potential Benefits of Social Support for Children of
leaves fano.tlber 1é(c)i()0,0§0 lc;nldren per year in single- Single Parents
pdrecr;}tlllzml 108 (. vlvar 5 1 8f7)' i b If we accept the premise that, on average, children
15 risk thl renhgldsmg el;parent anu K;S m?y ¢at greatg in single-parent families are more likely to experience
> s ¢ than children o two-parent anmuies (Amato 55 difficulties, then the question becomes, what can we do
Keith, 1991a, 1991b; Bahr, 1989; Bilge & Kaufman, . : 2 .
; R . to assist and support these children? Amato (1993)
1983; Booth, Brinkerhoff, & White, 1984; Booth & . : :
presents some evidence that such children may experi-
Edwards, 1989; Bumpass, 1990; McLanahan & Booth, : . R . ;
. ence a higher level of well-being if another adult is
1989; Glenn & Kramer, 1985, 1987; Krein, 1986; o : L ,
20 Laver & L 1991: Macki Brodv. & S available to provide the role functions of the absent
auer auer, » viacknnon, Brocy, tonemar, 60 parent (see also Dombusch et al., 1985). Santrock and

1982; Mueller & Cooper, 1986). Amato (1993) sug-
gested that single parenthood is problematic for chil-
dren’s socialization because many children with one
parent receive less economic and emotional support,
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Warshak (1979) found that contact with adult caretak-
ers other than the custodial mother was associated with
positive behavior among children of divorced parents.
Cochran, Lamer, Riley, Gunnarsson, and Henderson
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{1990) reported that among boys in families with only
the mother as the parent, school success was associated
with the amount of task-orientated interaction with
adult male relatives,

Guidubaldi, Cleminshaw, Perry, and McLaughin
(1983) found that a child’s positive relationships with
adult caretakers predicted positive social adjustment.
Sandler, Miller, Short, and Wolchik (1989) suggested
that positive interaction with caring adults can enhance
the self-esteem of children experiencing stressful life
events like divorce (see also Sandler, Wolchik, &
Brower, 1987). These studies suggest that an adult
friend or companion who provides some caretaking
functions may have a beneficial impact on a child in a
single-parent family. Thus, one therapeutic option is to
provide the child with regular contact with an adult
friend who shows a consistent interest and concern in
the child’s welfare.

Child-adult companion programs such as Big
Brothers/Big Sisters are one type of intervention that
may help to support a child in a single-parent family.
The Big Brothers/Big Sisters program is a national,
nonprofit organization that recruits adults who volun-
teer to spend some time each week with a child from a
single-parent family whose custodial parent has re-
quested this service. The organization was started in
1907 and now has 502 affiliate programs distributed in
all 50 states. There are approximately 50,000 boys and
girls being served by Big Brothers/Big Sisters. Volun-
teers are carefully screened and then matched with a
same-sex child. The volunteer meets with the child
each week for a visit and/or activity.

In spite of the growing number of volunteer pro-
grams, we found no published studies on the value of
or effectiveness of adult companions on the emotional
or social development of children from single-parent
families. There is some research on how contact and
involvement by the noncustodial father influences a
child’s adjustment to divorce, but these studies were
not considered equivalent to the influence of a nonre-
lative adult companion on a child’s development
(Guidubaldi, 1986).

Theory and Hypothesis

An adult companion program such as Big Broth-
ers/Big Sisters may provide a positive influence on a
child’s development. This assumption rests on two
theoretical foundations: modeling theory and social
support theory (Bandura, 1977; Lee, 1979; Wolchik,
Ruehlman, Braver, & Sandler, 1989). Modeling theory
stresses the importance of the relationship between the
observer (e.g., the child) and the model (e.g., the Big
Brother) in eliciting imitative behavior. The child is
more likely to model adult action and personality if the
adult is seen as important, powerful, warm and nurtu-
rant (Bandura & Walters, 1963). The Big Brother or
Big Sister volunteer serves as a positive role model for
the child in a variety of vocational, psychological, and
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social ways.

One aspect of social support theory suggests that an
individual or family is more likely to cope with stress-
ful or difficult life circumstances (e.g., low-income
single parenting) if supported by family, friends, and
helping professionals or organizations (Boss, 1988;
Milardo, 1988; Perlman & Rook, 1987; Unger & Pow-
ell, 1980). The Big Brothers/Big Sisters agency per-
sonnel provide institutional support to the single parent
through frequent interviews (every 2 to 3 months),
counseling, and referral to other community resources.
This type of social support may buffer the child against
the stressful life events so often experienced by poor
children in single-parent families (Cohen & Willis,
1985).

Supported by these theoretical assumptions, our
program evaluation was guided by the major goals of
the local Big Brothers/Big Sisters program, which were
to (a) improve the child’s feelings of self-competence,
(b) encourage the child’s achievement in school, (c)
monitor the child’s psychosocial problems, and (d)
encourage a positive parent-child relationship. Given
these goals, we posited that regular adult companion-
ship over many months could have many beneficial
general effects on a child’s development. A child’s
feelings of self-competence may be enhanced by regu-
lar, long-term contact with an adult companion. The
special attention and the weekly activities with an at-
tentive and interested adult may help the child feel
better about himself or herself.

In addition, an adult volunteer who frequently
shares facts and feelings about work and careers and
helps the child with homework and school projects
may encourage the child’s school petformance. Ideally,
with enhanced self~competence and improved school
performance, the child may be less likely to display
behavioral problems. Finally, the parent-child relation-
ship may be indirectly affected by the combined effect
of all these factors. A child who is more sell-
competent, who is doing better in school, and who dis-
plays fewer behavior problems, may engender more
positive relations with his mother. The Big Brother or
Big Sister may also directly encourage the child to
work out conflicts and problems with his mother.

QOur major purpose in this study was to evaluate
whether a child's participation in a companionship
program was related to changes in the child’s (a) self-
competence, (b) school performance, (¢} emotional and
social problems, and (d) parent—hild relationship.
Based on the previous rationale, we hypothesized that
boys with a Big Brother would evidence greater im-
provement over time in self-competence, in school
performance, in reducing emotional and social prob-
lems, and in the quality of the parent—child relationship
than boys without a Big Brother.
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Method
FParticipants

We selected the children from single-parent fami-
lies and the adult companions from a midwestern af-
filiate of the Big Brothers/Big Sisters of America, a
nationally known and well-respected adult-companion
program. Because the great majority of clients at this
chapter of Big Brothers/Big Sisters were boys, only
boys 8-14 years of age were selected for the study. All
children came from mother-headed, single-parent
households. None of the boys had been diagnosed with
any mental or physical disabilities,

About 120 boys began the study, approximately 40
in the intervention group (those who received a Big
Brother) and 80 in the comparison group (those on the
waiting list who had not yet received a Big Brother).
Out of the comparison group (at the end of the study),
those boys who matched most closely the demograph-
ics of the intervention groups were selected for the
final sample. Over the 2-year span of the study, about
60% of the boys dropped out of the program because of
relocation or loss of contact with the organization.

The final sample consisted of 44 boys: 22 in the
intervention group, who had had at least weekly con-
tact with a Big Brother for 12-18 months, and 22 in the
comparison group, who had been on the waiting list for
12-18 months and had not yet received an adult com-
panion. The boys were matched on several variables
such as age, race, number of siblings, mother’s educa-
tion and income, reason for single-parent status (e.g.,
divorced/separated, widowed, or unwed motherhood),
the child’s age when the father left home, and the ex-
tent of the child’s contact with the noncustodial father.
No significant differences were found between the in-
tervention and comparison groups on any of these vari-
ables (see Table 1).

Design and Procedure

A pretest-posttest longitudinal design was used.
Boys with Big Brothers were compared with boys on
the waiting list on the outcome measures at the begin-
ning of the study and then 12-18 months later. We
obtained permission from both parents and children by
using adult and child consent forms. Big Brothers case
managers administered the self-report questionnaires to
the parents and children during a regularly scheduled
visit required by the program. The surveys were ad-
ministered to the intervention group when the children
were matched with an adult volunteer and then 12-18
months after the match. The comparison group was
surveyed when they were put on the waiting list and
then 12-18 months later if they had not yet been as-
signed a Big Brother.

Instruments and Measures

To measure the child’s level of self-competence
and personal competence, we administered Harter’s
(1985) Self-Perception Profile. This scale measures six
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domains of competence: scholastic, social, athletic,
physical, behavioral conduct, and global self-
competence. Harter’s scale is generally accepted as a
valid and reliable measure of various components of
self-competence (Stigler, Smith, & Mao, 1985).

Table 1
Demographic Characteristics of Boys with and without
a Big Brother

With a Big Brother Without a Big
(n=22) Brother (n = 22)
Characteristic M SD M SD
Child’s age 9.7 35 10.7 1.6
Mother’s age 363 45 36.1 5.1
Mother’s edu-
cation 14 yrs 3.5 13 yrs 3.1
Siblings 1.3 0.7 1.6 1.2
Age when father
left home 45 37 3.6 33
Mother’s aver-
age income $11,000-20,000 $11,000--20,000
Father living 75% 76%
Reason for sin-~
gle parent
Divorce T1% 80%
Unmarried 19% 10%
Widowed 10% 10%

Father visitation Once a ycar or less Once a year or less

The Harter instrument uses a structured alternative
format, The child is first asked to decide which kind of
child is most like him or her, and then whether this is
sort of true or really true for him or her. Items are
scored from 1 to 4, with 1 indicating low perceived
competence. Each of the six subscales contained six
items. Reliabilities for all subscales based on Cron-
bach’s alpha ranged from .71 to .86 on four samples as
reported by Harter (1985). Two test-retest evaluations
were completed after 3 months and correlated at .80
and .83 (Harter, 1985). Cronbach’s alpha reliability for
this study was .85.

The children’s school performance was evaluated
by obtaining the child’s school grades after receiving
written permission from the parents. Grades were
based on a S-point scale with a 1 indicating superior
performance or a grade of A.

To measure the child’s relationship with his
mother, we developed the Family Feelings scales, con-
sisting of two forms, one for the child to complete and
one for the mother to complete. The items on both
scales were similar in content but worded for a child to
evaluate his relationship with his mother (e.g., “Mom
and I fight about the same things over and over™), or
for the mother to evaluate her relationship with her son
{e.g., “My son and I fight about the same things over
and over”). We developed the scales after a review of
items from the Parent-Adolescent Communication
Scale (Barnes & Olson, 1985), the Family Satisfaction
Scale (Olson & Wilson, 1985), the Family Environ-
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ment Scale (Moos & Moos, 1981), and the Inventory of
Family Feelings (Lowman, 1981).

Our scale was evaluated for content validity and
age appropriateness by 15 family professionals in child
development, social work, psychology, and sociology.
Two professors in teacher education determined that
the reading Jevel of the scale was suitable for young
children. The scale was composed of 28 items. A high
score on the Family Feelings Scale indicates more
positive parent—child relations. For this study, the mean
on the child version of family feelings was 63.4 (SD =
8.0) and Cronbach’s alpha was .78. For the parent ver-
sion, the mean was 63.3 (SD = 7.9) and Cronbach’s
alpha was .85.

To measure the child’s social and emotional prob-
lems, we had the mothers complete the Revised Be-
havior Problem Checklist (Quay & Peterson, 1987).
The RBPC consists of 89 items scored on a 3-point
scale: no problem (0), mild problem (1), severe prob-
lem (2). It is appropriate to use the total score of all 89
items and/or the individual subscale scores.

The checklist is divided into six subscales: Conduct
Disorder (e.g., gets into fights); Socialized Aggression
(e.g. belongs to a gang); Immaturity (e.g., is irresponsi-
ble and undependable); Anxiety-Withdrawal (e.g.,
feels inferior); Psychotic Behavior (e.g., expresses
strange ideas); Motor Excess (e.g., is restless, unable to
sit still). The instrument is rated at the fifth-grade
reading level and takes approximately 15 minutes to
complete. Quay and Peterson (1987) provide substan-
tial reliability and validity information, including 2-
month test-retest correlations of .61-.83 with various
samples of children. The RBPC has strong correlations
with measures of similar content including the Child
Behavior Checklist (Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1983)
and Conner’s Revised Parent Rating Scale (Conners,
1970). For this sample, the mean score for behavior
problems was 46.6 (SD = 29.9) and Cronbach’s alpha
was .96,

Results

Significant correlations among dependent variables
would indicate that multivariate statistics should be
used, whereas a lack of significant associations would
indicate multiple ANOVAs should be computed
(Huberty & Morris, 1989). Because there were no sig-
nificant correlations between grade point average or
quality of parent—child relationship as perceived by the
parent and the child, we computed three 2 (group: boys
with Big Brothers vs. boys without) x 2 (time: Time 1,
Time 2) repeated measures ANOVAs on each of these
three dependent variables.

The other two dependent measures were Harter’s
Self-Competence subscales and Quay’s Behavior
Problem subscales. Because the Harter subscales are
interrelated, and Quay’s subscales are interrelated, two
2 (group) x 2 (time) MANOVAs were done to assess
differences on these measures between boys with and
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without Big Brothers. Because of the exploratory na-
ture of these analyses, an alpha level of p < .10 was
used.

The major research question of this study was
whether the boys, who over a sustained period of time,
had regular companionship of a Big Brother differed
from a matched sample of boys without a Big Brother
in the areas of self-concept, school grades, emotional
relationships with their mothers, and frequency of be-
havioral problems. The ¢ tests revealed no pretest group
differences between the boys with Big Brothers and the
boys without Big Brothers on any dependent measures.

The results of the overall MANOVA revealed no
significant Group x Time interaction and no group or
time main effects on the set of self-competence sub-
scales between boys with and without Big Brothers.
There were no significant Group x Time interactions
and no group or time main effects on any of the be-
havior problem subscales between boys with and with-
out Big Brothers.

There was a significant Group x Time interaction
related to grade point average, F(1, 39) = 3.6, p < .07;
contrary to our hypothesis, analysis of simple effects
indicated that performance in school of boys with a Big
Brother decreased from Time 1 (M = 2.13) to Time 2
(M =2.43), F(1,39)=3.0,p <.09 (1 = high GPA, 5 =
low GPA). The boys without a Big Brother showed no
significant change in grade point average from Time 1
(M =2.71) to Time 2 (M = 2.56).

There was a significant Group x Time interaction
on parent’s perceptions of the parent—child relation-
ship, F(1,42) = 3.3, p < .08. Analysis of simple effects
indicated that the mothers of boys without a Big
Brother reported improvement in the parent—child rela-
tionship from Time 1 (M = 62.5) to Time 2 (M = 67.1),
F(1, 42) = 5.53, p < .02. Mothers of boys with Big
Brothers reported no significant change in their parent-
child relationship from Time 1 (M = 64.0) to Time 2
(M = 63.5).

With regard to the children’s perceptions of the
parent—child relationship, there was no Group x Time
interaction, and there was no group main cffect. A time
main effect, F(1, 42) = 2.7, p < .06, indicated that all
the boys in both groups reported improved parent—child
relationships from Time 1 (M = 63.3) to Time 2 (M =
65.6).

Table 2 contains the statistics related to a compari-
son of boys with and without a Big Brother on the ma-
jor dependent variables.

Discussion

In general, the results of this research indicate that
the weekly companionship of an adult vohinteer was
not related to positive changes in certain developmental
outcomes for boys participating in the Big Brothers
program. These findings are not consistent with the
social support literature that suggests that children in
nonnuclear families often benefit from the companion-
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Table 2

A Comparison of Boys with and without a Big Brother on Major Dependent Variables

With a Big Brother (n = 22)

Without a Big Brother (n =22)

Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
Variable M 5D M SD M SD M SD
Child feeling 64.7 8.2 65.5 5.6 62.0 8.2 65.6 5.6
Parent feeling 64.0 7.6 63.5 9.4 62.5 8.1 67.1 9.7
Grade point average 2.13 1.0 243 1.1 2.71 1.1 2.56 1.2
Self-percelved competence
Scholastic 18.5 3.8 17.6 4.2 16.5 4.9 16.4 3.0
Social 16.4 4.5 17.5 4.1 16.7 5.1 17.1 4.1
Athletic 16.4 44 18.5 3.8 17.1 5.7 16.9 39
Appearance 17.6 43 17.5 32 16.2 38 16.1 5.4
Behavior 18.5 26 17.8 5.4 16.9 5.1 15.9 39
Global 193 37 18.7 4.3 18.1 43 18.3 3.1
Behavior problems
Conduct 16.7 11.0 17.3 It 21.0 11.6 204 11.8
Aggression 3.2 3.7 2.6 3.6 3.6 4.3 32 5.0
Immaturity 8.6 5.9 8.5 6.2 10.6 7.3 11.0 9.6
Anxiety 8.5 4.4 7.4 4.6 9.1 5.0 8.0 5.1
Psychotic 1.5 1.9 2.0 2.8 1.6 2.3 1.8 2.6
Motor 2.0 2.1 2.1 2.5 3.5 3.1 2.8 2.9

ship and active involvement of an adult friend (Coch-
ran et al., 1990; Thinger-Tallman, 1986; Lamb, 1982).
Other researchers have also suggested that adult com-
panions/friends may help children buffer stressful life
events, enhance their self-esteem, and reduce deviant
behaviors (Dombush et al., 1985; Sandler et al., 1989).

Our results, however, should be viewed with cau-
tion. One year may not be long enough to register
changes in our particular dependent measures, espe-
cially with our small sample. Our measures (grade
point average, behavioral problems, self-competence,
and the quality of parent-child relations) may have
shown changes if the study had been extended over a
longer period of time.

We were surprised that the school grades of boys
with a Big Brother showed no improvement over the
boys without a Big Brother. This result was unexpected
because the case workers at Big Brothers told us re-
peatedly that an adult companion frequently asks ques-
tions about the child’s school performance and encour-
ages the child’s attendance and achievement in school.
Many volunteers help with the child’s homework and
school projects. Some Big Brothers go to the child’s
school open house, or may accompany the child’s par-
ent to parent-teacher conferences. Furthermore, the
Big Brother, who is usually college educated and em-
ployed, may serve as a school/work role model for the
male child, thus indirectly encouraging the child to
succeed in school.

There were no significant changes in behavioral
problems for the boys with and without a Big Brother
across the time period of this study. One explanation
for this may be that their scores at the beginning and
end of this study were already high. The subscale
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means on conduct disorder, socialized aggression, and
anxiety withdrawal for boys with and without Big
Brothers were one to two standard deviations above
Quay’s norms for normal children, and similar to
Quay’s norms for his clinical samples of inpatients and
outpatients at psychiatric facilities (Quay & Peterson,
1983).

Modest gains in the quality of the parent—child re-
lationship, as reported by all the boys, are difficult to
explain. Improvement may be the natural result of time
and the continued adjustment of the child and parent to
a single-parent family situation. On the other hand,
gains may be related to the mother and child’s in-
volvement in the Big Brothers organization.

Again, caution is warranted in evaluating these
findings. The results could be an artifact of the small
sample. In addition, the magnitude of the differences
on the dependent measures between the boys with and
without a Big Brother are small. This may indicate that
the intervention of a volunteer companion, in and of
itself, has only a limited impact on the development of
boys in single-parent households. On the other hand, it
may also indicate that the mothers of the control boys,
motivated to have their sons placed with a Big Brother,
may have attempted to accomplish this goal in other
ways, that is, by giving more personal attention to their
sons or finding other adult friends for them. A third
explanation for these findings may suggest that the
variables we studied and the method of measuring
these concepts were less than adequate to identify
change in development over a l-year period.

Given these limitations, suggestions for improve-
ments of this study are warranted. The impact of such a
program might have been more readily assessed if a
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larger pool of boys had been evaluated. Multisite sam-
ples could be pooled together from several cities across
the country. Also, the time frame of the project could
have been extended to 2 or 3 years if more resources
had been available. However, given the mobility of Big
Brothers/Big Sisters clients and volunteers, the evalua-
tion of a larger sample over a longer time period may
be difficult to accomplish. One solution might be to use
different developmental measures that are more sensi-
tive to change over a shorter period of time. In addi-
tion, any child on a waiting list may need more regular
contact with the organization to prevent dropouts. Pro-
gram staff could provide occasional activities, such as a
field trip, a swimming party, or a parent—child activity
for the families on the waiting list.

Arrangements with the various Big Brothers/Big
Sisters programs could be worked out so that the re-
searchers have more direct access to the participants.
For this study, we were not allowed to contact the par-
ticipants directly. We could only remind the case man-
agers of when to do the assessments and hope they
would follow through and collect the data on time. On
several occasions, however, because of staff turnover
or work overload, data were not collected or were ob-
tained too late to be of use in the study.

Implications for Practice

In this study, program goals were not clearly and
concisely articulated and we (the research team) may
have missed some of the important outcomes or bene-
fits of this program. Thus, the first implication of this
study is a pragmatic one. When doing program evalua-
tion, program staff, and the external evaluation team if
one is used, should make a concerted effort to idemtify
and specify as concretely as possible the program goals
and expected behavioral outcomes (Posavac & Carey,
1985; Rutman, 1977). Research methods could then be
more easily designed and used to evaluate performance
objectives. For example, if the goal of the program is
improved parent-child communication, then specific
assessments of communication, using a variety of in-
struments, can be done.

A second advantage to ongoing evaluation is that it
may remind program staff of program goals, and this
may encourage accomplishment of those goals. Ongo-
ing evaluation may also serve to motivate program
staff to carry out their responsibilities by providing
them with periodic progress reports on the children and
adults they serve (Theobald, 1985).

Another suggestion for improving program evalua-
tion would be the use of some qualitative measures in
the evaluation (Gilgun, 1992; Rossi & Freeman, 1989).
The results of our quantitative study may have limited
our understanding of how such programs benefit chil-
dren. In this study, structured interviews with mothers
and sons, asking them directly to talk about any per-
ceived effects of participation in the program, may
have yielded relevant data that are not easily obtained
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through quantitative global variables such as our meas-
ures of self-competence or grade point average.

In programs like Big Brothers/Big Sisters, where an
adult has direct and intensive interaction with a child,
the quality of that child-adult relationship may be a
key variable in predicting improvement in child out-
comes. This relationship variable should be evaluated
and monitored closely. If practitioners examined spe-
cific aspects of the child-adult relationship and the
processes of relationship development, it may be pos-
sible to understand how or why the relationship flour-
ishes or fails and how this is related to program goals.

Another implication of this study is that children
who have chosen to participate in such adult-helper
programs may be at high risk for social and emotional
difficulties. Program staff may want to administer more
thorough intake evaluations of these children to gain a
better understanding of the nature of their clients. If
some children are rated as high risk, then more selec-
tive matching with adult helpers could be done. An
adult volunteer could be chosen (or recruited) who has
the knowledge and skills to deal with a more disturbed
or difficult child. These adults could also be provided
with special training by the sponsoring organization.

Although this study does not provide evidence that
a volunteer program like Big Brothers/Big Sisters has a
significant positive influence on the development of
male children in homes headed by the mother, this does
not mean that such programs are not effective. Addi-
tional research is needed in order to understand how
such a program may benefit a child and what can be
done to improve the effectiveness of such programs. If
current trends in divorce and unwed parenthood con-
tinue, the mumbers of children from single-parent
homes will only increase, and understanding their
challenges and developing strategies to assist them
should be a high priority for social service profession-
als.
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