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Executive Summary 

As a program that is currently in its fourth year of operation, the Human Service Career Enrichment 

Program (HSCeP) is at an important nexus. This report provides information for program planners and 

participating community agencies about how the HSCeP is meeting its intended student-oriented goals. The 

specific goals being assessed concern the desired outcomes for high school students, the program’s main 

beneficiaries.  Other goals pursued by the program, partnership goals, are also considered as they provide 

a context for interpreting the review’s main findings.  

In its current model of operation, the HSCeP utilizes a service engagement style of education through on-

timetable (school course work) and off-timetable (Saturday trainings) activities that culminate in students 

completing service work in the community. HSCeP students begin the program in cohorts in grade 10 and 

continue to receive programming that prepares them to deliver psychoeducational content in their 

graduating year (grade 12) to children from nearby elementary schools.  

The current evaluation measures high school student outcomes when exiting high school utilizing two 

methods of data collection. The first method is quantitative and compares graduating students who enrolled 

in the HSCeP to students who did not, using the Student Engagement Survey (SES). The SES contains 

variables related to desired HSCeP student outcomes that measure school engagement, generalized anxiety, 

social responsibility and community connectedness, emotional intelligence, educational aspirations, and a 

few demographic variables. The data were collected in the spring of 2018 for cohort 1, and the spring of 

2019 for cohort 2. Baseline data using the SES were also collected for cohort 2 to assess individual change 

over time, however, insufficient matching data precluded such comparisons.  

For cohort 1, the findings showed there was one perceptible difference in terms of HSCeP desired outcomes 

related to social responsibility. HSCeP student graduates were more likely to volunteer in activities to help 

their school community. Concerning outcome data for students from cohort 2, there were no perceptible 

differences related to the previously identified program goals. Various reasons are suggested in the body of 

the report for these findings.  

The second data collection method used for the evaluation was qualitative and consisted of individual 

interviews with students from cohort 2 to understand their experiences with the program. Students were 

asked three main questions. In response to the first question, “What did you find helpful about the 

program?”,  students said that it contributed to their self-awareness;  led to new career discovery; helped 

them develop life skills; and,  led to meaningful connections with others. In response to the second question, 

“If you were talking to another student about the HSCeP program, what would you say?”, students 

responded that they wanted other students to know that the program: has potential benefits for anyone 

regardless of their personality or future goals in life; is unique since there are things they learn that they 
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would not have exposure to elsewhere; is flexible and still evolving; provides students with opportunities 

to build new relationships and make a difference in the community as a result of their learning; and requires 

a significant time investment.  In response to the third question, “How could the program be improved?”, 

students answered that it should become more diverse in terms of who participates and what is taught; create 

more meaningful and engaging Saturday training sessions; provide a more seamless and effective 

coordination of the service work component; capitalize more on the mentorship component; and, have 

planners become more strategic with program marketing.  

Various recommendations are provided that include refining the HSCeP’s desired learning outcomes and 

activities while also considering the benefits of implementing a more structured service engagement model; 

integrating more interactive learning strategies; and maintaining a commitment to program evaluation.  
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Introduction 

The Human Service Career Enrichment Program (HSCeP) is committed to an evidence-based approach. 

With funding from the Chilliwack Research Council, this program evaluation was made possible to assist 

program partners in their efforts to understand the degree to which the HSCeP is effective in meeting its 

goals. Each September, as middle school students transition between 9th and 10th grades, up to 30 high 

school students are accepted into the program that operates on a cohort model for three consecutive years. 

The first HSCeP cohort was accepted in the fall of 2015 and graduated in spring of 2018, while the second 

cohort began one year later. Since the main aim of this study relates to the experiences of high school 

students, its focal user group, the current evaluation is based on data collected from the first two graduating 

cohorts to provide an informed assessment about how the HSCeP is meeting its desired outcomes for the 

high school students.  

The Human Service Career Enrichment Program 

The Human Service Career Enrichment Program (HSCeP) was initially inspired by high school staff who 

reached out to potential partners in the surrounding community. After years of discussion and with the 

addition of key partners, the HSCeP was formalized through the signing of a Memorandum of 

Understanding in 2016 between the Chilliwack Secondary School (CSS), University of the Fraser Valley 

(UFV), Ministry of Children & Family Development (MCFD), and Big Brothers Big Sisters (BBBS). The 

program operates out of Chilliwack Secondary School for most of its activities.  

In 2016, program partners completed an exercise to gain a better understanding as to their underlying 

reasons for participating in the development of the HSCeP. These are summarized below. 

Chilliwack Senior 

Secondary School 

Provide enriched educational opportunities to students;                             

Enrich work experience opportunities;                                                                   

Increase satisfaction of students and parents about their high school 

experience;                                                                                                 

Increase connections with feeder schools (middle & elementary)  

Ministry of 

Children and 

Family 

Development 

Discover how a high school cohort can be allies in mental health literacy 

within inner city elementary schools;                                                               

See if off timetable training for high school students & their service to the 

community have salutary benefits to their mental health;                                 

Build human capital in vulnerable areas of the community;                           

Assess extent to which HSCEP cohort has positive impact on school culture 

(eg. social connectedness and sense of safety).    

Big Brothers Big 

Sisters 

To understand the impact of mentoring activities from the perspectives of high 

school and university students.  

University of the 

Fraser Valley 

Offer quality experiential opportunities for UFV students;                      

Generate meaningful opportunities for UFV faculty engagement with the 

community;                                                                                                 

Strengthen interpersonal and interagency connections in the community; 

Discover how the HSCeP model could be applied to new areas of education 

including K-post secondary programming. 
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In addition, the HSCeP advisory group articulated four major program goals for its main intended program 

beneficiaries of high school students: 

 enhance student engagement;  

 promote social responsibility;  

 build emotional intelligence; and  

 encourage more informed post-graduation decision-making.  

It was also hoped that community improvements could result by increasing students’ sense of community 

connectedness and hence, their ‘place attachment’ as potential future community leaders. 

To accomplish the above goals, the HSCeP operated as an on (school course work) and off (Saturday 

trainings) timetable, applied learning initiative led by and delivered in cooperation with key stakeholder 

partners. By intertwining specific ‘on and off-time table’ activities, students learn human service skills and 

build social and emotional competencies in the context of a problem-based learning model which then 

readies students to become more effective and interested in serving their community. The skills learned are 

transferrable to any occupation or educational pursuit that students may have upon high school graduation.   

The program utilizes several notable features in its delivery of the enrichment programming. One key 

feature of this training is the layered mentoring model. Throughout the program, HSCeP students mingle 

with and form connections to undergraduate students from a nearby university, masters students and 

doctoral interns, as well as field experts and professionals. The mentoring model incorporates many of these 

adults through special roles that support the delivery of a training curriculum that is conceptualized in three 

developmental phases. The first year (grade 10) embraces a ‘learning’ stage where students are introduced 

to topics such as peer mentorship, mindfulness, social emotional literacy, Indigenous culture and history, 

non-violent communication, and human rights. In the second ‘service learning’ phase, first year teaching 

concepts are revisited, deepened, and made more concrete to help students understand how these are applied 

more directly to real life situations in the community. The third ‘service’ phase is when grade 12 students 

are supported to deliver the psycho-educational programming to younger students in nearby elementary 

feeder schools. Here HSCeP students, through coordination with elementary principals and teachers, enter 

elementary classrooms to deliver the Building Social Emotional Resiliency (BSER) program. The 

elementary schools that join up with the HSCeP can be characterized by having higher than average 

percentages of children from marginalized or disadvantaged families and who tend to benefit from 

additional resources in schools. In turn, HSCeP students come to understand some of the challenges that 

these children and families face and are given an opportunity to reflect on their practice and underlying 

conditions that contribute to social disadvantage.   

Another notable feature of the HSCeP is its connection to a lead high school teacher. This provides a 

mechanism for aligning off timetable learning to on timetable requirements under the BC Ministry of 

Education. In addition to delivering curricular requirements, the teacher’s role has been to promote HSCeP 

learning continuity as students meet each week in their psychology class where they review or expand 

themes taught in the Saturday sessions or prepare for upcoming Saturday trainings. The book knowledge 

gained through the on-timetable learning coupled with the off-timetable experiences over students’ first and 
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second years in the program culminate in students applying their learning in the final year where they 

engage in service work for the community.  

The development, monitoring, and maintenance of the HSCeP is overseen by an advisory committee tasked 

with ensuring the program is operating smoothly and proceeding in an evidence-led way and in alignment 

with agency policies. There are a variety of program elements that demonstrate how the HSCeP is built 

upon a foundation of promising practices. A brief exploration covering some of the relevant literature is 

provided below outlining various program operating models and their relevance and provides some 

guidance in terms of how to conceptualize the HSCeP within a broader framework of applied learning 

contexts.         

Promising Elements of the HSCeP Community Engagement Model  

The HSCeP operates outside of regular school hours while also synchronizing learning themes within 

regular school activities. After school programs, including informal activities that operate outside of regular 

school hours, and those that integrate pro-social adult role-modeling and supervision are noted to be a 

promising practice (Heffner, 2013; Holden, Berger, Zingarelli & Siegel, 2015). Such activities can help 

youth reach their potential in a variety of ways including, but not limited to, improving health and wellness, 

advancing social-emotional development, preventing anti-social behavior, and supporting academic 

success (Kielsmeier, Scales, Roehlkepartain & Neal, 2004, p.142).  After school or integrated educational 

enrichment programs are also known to help students become more self-aware, understand future 

educational or career options, and prepare students for civic engagement through professional skill 

development (VanSickle & Schaumleffel, 2015). For such reasons, educational institutions from K-12 to 

post-secondary value applied learning programs for their ability to increase student engagement in their 

learning process and to develop transferrable skills and attitudes to support successful entry into a 

competitive and changing labor market.  

The HSCeP relies on community partnerships. While academic enrichment and applied learning programs 

often depend on involvement and additional resources from community partners, there are challenges 

associated with working in an interdisciplinary or interagency fashion. Partnerships can be difficult to 

sustain due to financial concerns, changing personnel, political environments, or other factors that may not 

be immediately apparent. Research (e.g., VanSickle & Schaumleffel, 2015) has documented key steps 

toward effective partnership creation for collaborative program development. In general order of priority, 

developing a collaborative program delivery should include: clarifying goals; getting to know the 

organization(s) that may be involved; selecting the best suited organization(s); deciding on the project scope 

and developing a memorandum of understanding; and program evaluation to understand next steps.    

 

The HSCeP is entering its fourth year of operation. As part of the intended purpose of a partnership, the 

nature and intention of the desired goals should be congruent with the program design to position it correctly 

for success. Along with design considerations, anticipating possible pitfalls can mitigate future challenges 

(Kinloch, Nemeth & Patterson, 2015; VanSickle & Schaumleffel, 2015). If one of the goals is to promote 

civic engagement among students, one area of confusion within the scope of experiential education or 

service engagement programs is to be clear about what form(s) of service engagement the program is best 

suited to develop. VanSickle and Schaumleffel (2015) note that among the range of options, service 
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engagement and service learning should be understood as unique but overlapping concepts; the one key 

feature being that service engagement is a much broader term than service learning. 

 

Service engagement is defined as activity that “brings the community into the campus and the campus into 

the community….to address a common topic, leading to a campus that is fully engaged with the 

community” (Jamison & McCracken, 2007; as cited in VanSickle & Schaumleffel, 2015, p.26). Service 

engagement can occur in a variety of ways including through volunteer work, community service, 

internships, school projects, and field practice to name more prominent ones. VanSickle and Schaumleffel 

(2015) maintain that service engagement often provides reciprocal benefits for partnering agencies. For 

instance, these experts note that as schools develop community partnerships, they can gain a rich learning 

venue for students to practice classroom skills and understand concepts more fully. For community 

agencies, service engagement may result in the ability to address resource shortfalls or provide an 

innovative way to meet their service mandate. Yet, service engagement approaches differ by design, 

outcome, and who benefits.   

 

Within the K-12 context, service engagement approaches contribute to safer schools, higher grades, 

increased job satisfaction for teachers who have more civically active students, social emotional 

competency, and more seamless and robust community/school relations. These general effects have been 

observed even more powerfully in low-income schools through an examination of programs in the United 

States (Kielsmeier et al., 2004, p.142). Furthermore, improved levels of self-esteem and confidence building 

that can occur among children builds resiliency, which can leave children less vulnerable to risk factors 

(VanSickle & Schaumleffel, 2015, p.26). While many important benefits exist, the infrastructure and degree 

of implementation quality is important to consider depending on the desired outcomes.  

 

Within the broader idea of service engagement, a service-learning model is a deeply integrated model of 

education; one that the HSCeP may wish to consider as it continues in its development. VanSickle and 

Schaumleffel (2015) note that service learning requires the intentional structuring of learning outcomes and 

course content in relation to students’ civic engagement activities which then can justify the awarding of 

formal credit towards one’s educational aim. While service learning gives students the benefit of applying 

theories learned in coursework to real-world issues (Kenworthy-U’Ren & Peterson, 2005, p.272), others 

claim that service learning is an effective learning strategy since students perform skills within a specific 

community of practice (VanSickle & Schumleffel, 2015). A hallmark of service learning is the integration 

of reflective exercises. When reflection occurs alongside practice, students can gain an enhanced sense of 

social responsibility and sensitivity toward individuals and community need (Bringle & Hatcher, 1995 & 

Kenworthy-U’Ren & Peterson, 2005; cited in VanSickle & Schaumleffel, 2015, p.25). Therefore, service 

learning can be particularly useful in promoting respectful human relationships across perceived differences 

for students because of its intentionally designed “learning and participating” approach (Kinloch et al., 

2015, p.43). The pursuit of creating enriched learning experiences through service learning with its more 

structured and reflective approach also has the potential to increase students’ ownership of their surrounding 

environment and instill their desire to preserve and improve the community (VanSickle & Schaumleffel, 

2015). 
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There are other ways that service learning stands apart from more traditional forms of practical training. It 

remains distinct from volunteering because volunteering does not have academic learning goals clearly 

articulated from the outset (Crawford et al., 2017, p.74). Toole and Toole (1992 as cited in Furco, 1996, 

p.4) define volunteering as activity that provides some act of good will without receiving pay. Whereas the 

primary emphasis of volunteering is to engage students in activity that can benefit the service recipient 

(e.g., help seniors by cutting their lawn), it nevertheless often leaves the volunteer feeling good about what 

they have contributed (Furco, 1996). In contrast to volunteer work, doing community service is often more 

involved. Furco (1996) further describes that while community service still implies charity work and a 

corresponding measure of altruism, it requires a greater level of structure and commitment to set up. Within 

the school setting, community service terms tend to be longer (e.g., one school term) than what volunteer 

activity typically requires, and it tends to offer a few more benefits to students by giving them more 

opportunity to understand the lives of others and to integrate their experience with coursework (Furco, 

1996, p.4). Yet with service learning, Furco (1996) emphasizes that more benefits accrue for the service 

cause than for the student cause, whereas with internships and field practicums, they offer the most to 

students among the various service engagement modalities as they are designed to “maximize the student’s 

learning of a field of study” (Furco, 1996, p.5). While internships and field practicums are of great value 

for students, the service-learning model remains unique because it offers reciprocal benefits for the student 

and service recipient (or the school and the partnering agency) (Furco, 1996; VanSickle & Schaumleffel, 

2015).  

 

Currently, the HSCeP can be viewed as a service engagement program because it utilizes a variety of service 

engagement models (e.g., volunteerism by undergraduate university students; community service by 

HSCeP high school students through the BSER; internships by post graduate students who assist in program 

delivery; and at times, practicums by undergraduate students who may be placed in one of the partnering 

agencies to assist with HSCeP program support). Program developers may wish to review the various forms 

of service engagement used across the HSCeP’s program to consider whether a more structured service 

engagement style of training (e.g., service learning) could benefit both students and service agencies in 

greater balance.        

A Sample of Student Engagement Programs 

Student programs that incorporate a service engagement approach exist in a variety of forms. A selection 

from the academic literature reveals a sample of programs that bear some resemblance to the HSCeP 

through their focus on academic enrichment, civic engagement, career preparation, and the use of 

community and/or government partnerships including with universities. Such models seem to vary by their 

specific area of focus (e.g., leadership, medicine, recreation), extent of partnership integration, type of 

service engagement utilized, program length and breadth, credentialing, and organizational roles and 

responsibilities.  

One of these programs, documented by McElwain and colleagues (2016) is a multi-partner program that 

offers a service-learning opportunity for university students who deliver psychoeducational programming 

to high school students in the United States. The program involves the preparation and delivery of a youth-

focused relationship education program in high schools and is premised on a belief that undergraduate 

university students can be competent teachers. As part of the program, university students must first enroll 
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in an undergraduate service-learning course which requires they attend weekly classes where teaching 

practices and classroom management skills are taught, and where they deliver mock lessons beforehand. 

Once accomplished, university students facilitate classroom lessons in high schools using evidence-based 

curriculum containing clear lesson plans with scripts and activities geared for grade eight to twelve youth. 

During this delivery phase, university students also take part in observing their peers in the classrooms to 

offer constructive feedback and they also complete journaling exercises of their experience. 

Organizationally, the university provides a major investment into the management of the project, with a 

management team consisting of faculty, staff, and graduate students. Further, a university faculty member 

is responsible for the academic records of the undergraduate students, while service-learning coordinators 

are responsible for monitoring completion of student evaluations, acting as a liaison with faculty course 

instructors and the project management team, ensuring school training sessions were scheduled, and 

maintaining the community partnerships each year. In high schools, a teacher is present during the education 

sessions to assist with classroom management and to interject if necessary. In their evaluation of the 

program, McElwain et al. (2016) found high school program participants were advancing their knowledge 

about healthy relationships. Reaching 1,005 high school students over a period of nine university semesters 

while utilizing 59 undergraduate students to deliver the classroom instruction, the program increased the 

reach of psycho-educational programming for students in high schools. In terms of the competency levels 

of undergraduate students, it was found that their ability to deliver the curriculum was similar in student 

outcomes to those achieved by more seasoned professionals. Furthermore, the benefits for university 

students to gain real-life experience and mentorship from professionals in the field, while also receiving 

course credit toward their educational program was seen to be of great value. This study offers a model 

whereby both high school and university students can build social competencies and benefit from receiving 

course credits through an integrated service-learning model. Furthermore, as it can be a challenge for 

students to volunteer their time during their university years while many are also employed, the integrated 

model can help to ensure that a continuous stream of  instructors are available to help schools and 

community agencies in their efforts to promote psycho-educational programming for youth.  

A second notable program utilizes a service-learning model for high school students. The Seed Garden 

Project aims to build leadership skills, empathy, and increase civic responsibility by focusing students’ 

learning toward alleviating an important community issue tied to social inequality (Kinloch et al., 2015). 

The program begins by challenging students to consider, from a theoretical basis, why poverty exists and 

how it can be eliminated. Adopting a problem-based learning approach, students are confronted with the 

issue of food security facing families in their local community. As students gain confidence through a better 

understanding of the issue, learn gardening skills, and working with local people, their work culminates in 

building a community garden through space made available to them by a local church. Upon their 

graduation from the Seed Garden Project nine months later, qualitative interview data drawn from four 

urban high school student participants revealed that students had adopted some important social justice 

attitudes and skills. Attitudes were seen in how they described their experiences. They reflected language 

that illustrated their care for and responsibility toward people in the community rather than viewing 

themselves as ‘volunteers doing charity work.’ They were also able to articulate a wide scope of skills and 

tasks required to create and manage change that included the need to create pamphlets, write funding 

proposals, educate community members, plan a conference, learn gardening skills, and budget. Civically, 
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students also felt responsible for developing a continuity plan for the community members who were in 

need even after the program officially ended. To promote such growth for students, Kinloch et al. (2015) 

noted that adult roles were important in facilitating students’ transformation. Adult involvement included 

attending to students’ relational needs, regular monitoring, challenging students to reflect on their work, 

securing a community venue for the project, and guiding students toward building healthy relationships 

with community members whom they may not typically engage with. One student was able to generalize 

his learning to other situations in life stating:  

I think [from] just being part of [the project], we understand what it means to work for social 

justice, to be fair, and, um, not to exclude kids because someone says they are different (Kinloch et 

al., 2015, p.45).  

Another student drew attention to the fact that various opportunities, aside from gardening, existed 

within the program to capture individual interests:  

As I started to grow older and get more wiser and maturer about the situation [the 

project], um, I think me and Tanya both became, like, more [the] financing part of it. 

And just talking about the project and the outreach of it and everything. So, that’s the 

part I grew into (Kinloch et al., 2015, p.44).   

Programs utilizing in and out of school time enrichment programming often have the wider aim of 

enhancing global citizenship among students or may be designed to address a community need. These 

programs suggest that positive transformation among students is more likely to occur when programs can 

build opportunities for critical reflection and thoughtful guidance by supportive adults in the context of 

addressing an important community need. 

A third program, Mentoring in Medicine (MIM), has been evaluated and explained by Holden and 

colleagues (2015). Designed to encourage a more diverse and effective future workforce for the field of 

medicine in New York, it offers enrichment programming through three avenues. One avenue entails a one-

day inspirational event delivered by a wide range of medical professionals who invite several thousand 

students (middle school to college-age) and their parents to participate in hands on activities that provide 

insight into the field of medicine. MIM also uses internet-based engagement strategies by employing virtual 

and e-learning experiences where coaching and bootcamp experiences explore a wide range of topics, from 

healthy living to the college admissions process. A third noted area of engagement is through offering 

credit-based electives and regular after-school programming. For the after-school academic enrichment 

programming stream, an after-school human biology course is offered to high school students. Here, college 

and graduate level students deliver the course with involvement from school science teachers who receive 

compensation for their supervisory roles. The classroom content for this course is accompanied by field 

trips and lab work while health professionals volunteer their time to act in a role model capacity. Holden et 

al. (2015) specifically evaluated the school engagement curricular component and found that MIM students 

had increased knowledge of course materials, heightened levels of confidence regarding their ability to do 

well in future studies, greater propensity to pursue health-related careers, and greater interest in reading 

health-related information. Despite these positive outcomes, some students left the program prematurely 

citing reasons of having other school demands and disliking the lecture style of course delivery. While the 

HSCeP exists for reasons other than to promote diversity in the field of medicine, the MIM model offers 

an example of how other forms of engagement can occur through e-learning strategies and that credentialing 

the learning that high school students receive can be an attractive option, especially for those who have 
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many additional responsibilities. Offering credentials may also promote more sustainable and specialized 

programming options if funding can be allocated for course delivery.   

Schneider-Munoz and Politz (2007) note the importance of students taking an active role in their learning 

and that communities and institutions can and should provide students with access to a diverse array of 

opportunities, such as ones that provide safe spaces surrounded by caring adults to help students develop 

to their full potential (p.23).    

Current Evaluation Methodology 

This evaluation is based on various types and time points of data collection drawn from HSCeP cohorts 1 

and 2. For both cohorts, quantitative data was collected using the Student Engagement Survey (SES) created 

specifically for measuring program outcomes of the HSCeP. To supplement the quantitative data, 

qualitative interviews were also used for cohort 2 to understand more clearly the experiences of students 

who completed the program. A program logic model can be found in Appendix A which diagrams HSCeP 

components while situating HSCeP students in comparison to those who were not in the program.    

STUDENT ENGAGEMENT SURVEY (SES) 

The SES incorporates validated scales to measure program outcome variables. To measure emotional 

intelligence, a brief form of the Emotional Quotient Inventory (Youth Version) used in the Canadian 

National Longitudinal Survey of Children and Youth was incorporated. This scale measures intrapersonal, 

interpersonal, stress management, and adaptability aspects of emotional intelligence (Keefer, Holden & 

Parker, 2013). However, the EQ scale was only added to the SES for the spring 2019 administration of 

exiting grade twelve students (cohort 2). To measure student engagement at school, the School Engagement 

Inventory (SEI) was administered, which is a 35-item scale that captures cognitive and affective 

engagement at school by including questions related to their motivation, learning support, aspirations, and 

peer and teacher support for learning (Hazel, Vazirabadi, Albanes & Gallagher, 2014). It was also seen to 

be relevant to understand whether the HSCeP might influence mental well-being in terms of reducing 

anxiety. To understand this, a Generalized Anxiety Disorder Screener (GAD-7) was used (Spitzer, Kroenke, 

Williams, & Lowe, 2006). The GAD is a seven-item measure asking students to rank their emotional 

response in terms of feeling worried, nervous, annoyed, afraid, etc. to a non-specified problem in students’ 

past 2 weeks. Response options of the GAD range from “not difficult at all” to “extremely difficult.” Finally, 

given the program’s orientation toward human services and its related citizenship component, a social 

responsibility scale was borrowed from the 2008 Safe School Social Responsibility Survey through access 

granted by UFV’s School of Criminology and Criminal Justice. This scale aligns with core social 

competencies set out by the BC Ministry of Education Social Responsibility Framework: contributing to 

the classroom and school community; solving problems in peaceful ways; valuing diversity and defending 

human rights; and, exercising democratic rights and responsibilities. Demographic variables, such as gender 

and race/ethnicity, were also included in the survey.   

The SES survey was administered to grade 10 and 12 Chilliwack Secondary School students at the 

beginning and upon completion of the HSCeP. These students all received information about the overall 

intent of the research and were advised that the survey was voluntary and confidential. Information was 
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sent to parents ahead of time, notifying them of the survey, its intent, and their ability to decline their child’s 

participation using a passive consent process. For the three data collection periods, UFV undergraduate 

students administered the survey in classrooms and then cleaned the data and entered it into a data base. 

UFV faculty analyzed the data for this report.    

COHORT 1 

Only one survey administration period occurred for cohort 1 in the spring of 2018. As the HSCeP program 

was still in development when students were entering the program, baseline data collection methods had 

not been put in place.  However, cohort 1 students were surveyed upon their graduation from Chilliwack 

Secondary School and upon their completion from the HSCeP, and this data was used to make comparisons 

between those who had been in the program and those who had not in relation to HSCeP goals. For this 

data collection period, the survey was administered to 116 grade 12 students who self-identified as female 

(60%), male (36%), and other (4%). Most students were Caucasian (63%) and the remainder identified their 

racial/ethnic background as Indigenous (13%), mixed (12%), Latin American (7%), Asian (5%), and Black 

(1%). Table 1 below compares students who were enrolled in the HSCeP to those who were not enrolled in 

terms of demographic variables. The only difference between the two groups appeared for self-identified 

gender. A greater proportion of youth enrolled in the HSCeP were female and a greater proportion of youth 

not enrolled in the HSCeP were male. There were no differences between the two groups with respect to 

racial/ethnic background, whether they have lived in Canada their whole life, and whether English was the 

main language spoken in the home. Based on the noted variables, it was concluded that the HSCeP students 

were fairly similar to non HSCeP students.  

Table 1: Cohort 1 Grade 12 Descriptive Data 

 Not Enrolled in HSCeP 

(n = 82) 

Enrolled in HSCeP 

(n = 33) 

Self-Identified Gender   

   Male 43% 19% 

   Female 52% 78% 

   Other 5% 3% 

Racial/Ethnic Background   

   Caucasian 63% 65% 

   Indigenous 11% 16% 

   Mixed 14% 7% 

   Other 11% 13% 

Lived in Canada Whole Life 85% 91% 

English is Primary Language 88% 91% 
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COHORT 2 

Two survey administration periods occurred for cohort 2 students in the fall 2016 and spring 2019. The first 

survey administration occurred at the start of the HSCeP. Students were invited to participate while in their 

Career and Personal Planning 10 classes and then surveyed again upon their graduation year. This provided 

baseline data for cohort 2 students for making between group comparisons and to assess individual students’ 

growth patterns over time. Cohort 2 students were primarily comprised of different groups of students at 

baseline (i.e., grade 10) and follow-up (i.e., grade 12). Although the goal was to assess individual change 

over time, there was only a small sample of participants who completed the survey at baseline and follow-

up (n = 23) and this group was largely composed of students who were not enrolled in the HSCeP at baseline 

or follow-up (n = 16, 70%). There were very few baseline and follow-up surveys from youth who were 

enrolled in the HSCeP at baseline and follow-up (n = 3). The remainder of the surveys were comprised of 

students who were enrolled in the HSCeP at baseline and not enrolled at follow-up (i.e., they dropped out 

of the program; n = 4). As such, we are unable to assess for whether there were individual changes over 

time.  

Grade 10 Students. Participants at baseline were 86 grade 10 students who self-identified as female (61%), 

male (36%), and other (4%). Most students were Caucasian (59%) and the remainder identified their 

racial/ethnic background as mixed (21%), Indigenous (9%), Latin American (4%), Black (3%), South Asian 

(3%), Asian (1%), and Middle Eastern (1%). Table 2 below compares students who were enrolled in the 

HSCeP to those who were not enrolled in terms of demographic variables. Like cohort 1, the only difference 

between the two groups appeared for self-identified gender. A greater proportion of youth enrolled in the 

HSCeP were female and a greater proportion of youth not enrolled in the HSCeP were male. There were 

no differences between the two groups with respect to racial/ethnic background, whether they have lived in 

Canada their whole life, and whether English was the main language spoken in the home.  

Table 2: Cohort 2 Grade 10 Descriptive Data 

 Not Enrolled in HSCeP 

(n = 60) 

Enrolled in HSCeP 

(n = 26) 

Self-Identified Gender   

   Male 43% 19% 

   Female 52% 81% 

   Other 5% 0% 

Racial/Ethnic Background   

   Caucasian 55% 70% 

   Indigenous 7% 13% 

   Mixed 26% 9% 

   Other 13% 9% 

Lived in Canada Whole Life 88% 92% 

English is Primary Language 90% 92% 

 

Grade 12 Students. Participants at follow-up were 81 grade 12 students who self-identified as female (63%), 

male (36%), and other (1%). Most students were Caucasian (65%) and the remainder identified their 

racial/ethnic background as Indigenous (12%), mixed (8%), Asian (7%), Black (4%), Middle Eastern (3%), 
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Latin American (1%), and South Asian (1%). Table 3 below compares students who were enrolled in the 

HSCeP to those who were not enrolled in terms of demographic variables. It is important to note that there 

was a considerable difference in group size, which may be due to the follow-up survey being administered 

in a different class than the baseline survey. There were no differences between the two groups with respect 

to self-identified gender, racial/ethnic background, where they have lived in Canada their whole life, and 

whether English was the main language spoken in the home. 

Table 3: Cohort 2 Grade 12 Descriptive Data 

 Not Enrolled in HSCeP 

(n = 72) 

Enrolled in HSCeP 

(n = 8) 

Self-Identified Gender   

   Male 38% 25% 

   Female 61% 75% 

   Other 1% 0% 

Racial/Ethnic Background   

   Caucasian 65% 63% 

   Indigenous 12% 13% 

   Mixed 9% 0% 

   Other 15% 25% 

Lived in Canada Whole Life 83% 63% 

English is Primary Language 89% 75% 

 

COHORT 2 – GRADUATING STUDENT INTERVIEWS  

To assist in the interpretation of the survey data, individual interviews with graduating HSCeP students 

from cohort 2 were conducted on May 31, 2019 at Chilliwack Secondary School. The participants were 

recruited during their morning psychology class. A requirement for the interview asked that only grade 12 

students participate, as researchers wanted the perspective of students who spent three years in the program 

and could reflect on the entire HSCeP experience. Participants were selected for the interview process on a 

voluntary basis and a total of 8 out of 25 students participated voluntarily. The interviews took a semi-

structured form as they included three open-ended questions. These interviews each took approximately 15 

minutes and were recorded through note taking. The interviews included further open-ended questions that 

allowed researchers to draw out more general statements that students provided. This included but was not 

limited to information about their feelings, attitudes, and understanding of the subject. Open-ended 

questions allowed researchers to better access the respondents' range of feelings about the HSCeP to assist 

in accurate reporting of their experiences. The interviews were conducted individually, in person, and 

students were given any amount of time they needed to answer. Students were also advised they could 

withdraw from the interview or skip any question at any time without any consequence. Anonymous quotes 

from student interviews are in this report. 

The interview content was analyzed through thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006). The qualitative 

methodology provided a more in-depth understanding of participants’ perceptions, motivations and 

emotions. More detailed findings for all data collection periods and methods are outlined in the following 

pages of this report.  
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Survey Findings for Cohort 1 

 

STUDENT ENGAGEMENT 

The first goal of the HSCeP was to enhance student engagement. This was assessed by administering a self-

report measure designed to measure affective (psychological) engagement (AE) and cognitive engagement 

(CE) with school. The AE subscale was comprised of 19 items, such as “my teachers are there for me when 

I need them.” The CE subscale was comprised of 16 items, such as “after finishing my schoolwork, I check 

it over to see if it’s correct.” There was no difference in mean AE scores between students enrolled in the 

HSCeP (M = 54.55, SD = 6.66) and those not enrolled in the HSCeP (M = 56.29, SD = 8.56). Similarly, 

there was no difference in mean CE scores between students enrolled in the HSCeP (M = 46.72, SD = 5.46) 

and those not enrolled in the HSCeP (M = 46.55, SD = 7.36). 

POST-SECONDARY CHOICES 

The second goal of the HSCeP was to encourage informed post-secondary choices. This was assessed by 

administering a subscale designed to measure future aspirations and goals (FG) and asking students what 

the highest level of education was they would like to complete. The FG subscale was comprised of 4 items, 

such as “school is important for achieving my future goals.” There was no difference in mean FG scores 

between youth enrolled in the HSCeP (M = 16.67, SD = 2.43) and those not enrolled in the HSCeP (M = 

15.52, SD = 3.20). Similarly, there was no difference in highest level of educational goals. The proportion 

of students enrolled in the HSCeP who identified high school graduation (0%), training/apprenticeship 

program (6%), some college/university or college diploma (13%), university bachelor’s degree (25%), and 

graduate degree (56%) as their highest level of education did not differ from the proportion of students not 

enrolled in the HSCeP: 11%, 10%, 19%, 24%, and 36%, respectively. 

SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY AND COMMUNITY CONNECTEDNESS 

The third and fourth goals of the HSCeP were to promote social responsibility and support community 

connectedness. This was assessed by examining positive contributions to school, problem solving with 

others, valuing diversity and defending human rights, and exercising democratic rights and responsibilities. 

There was a difference between those who did and did not enroll in the HSCeP with respect to positive 

contributions to school, 2(3) = 15.69, p < .01. Students who were enrolled in the HSCeP were more likely 

to volunteer in activities that help their school community (40%) and have organized many activities that 

help their school community (20%) compared to students who were not enrolled in the HSCeP: 18% and 

6%, respectively (see Figure 1). However, there were no differences between the groups with respect to 

problem solving, valuing diversity and defending human rights, and exercising democratic rights and 

responsibilities. 
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Figure 1. Social Responsibility: Cohort 1 

PSYCHOSOCIAL WELL-BEING 

Finally, although not a primary purpose of the HSCeP, it may be that participating in this program 

influences students’ psychosocial well-being. This was assessed by administering a self-report measure 

designed as a screener for generalized anxiety disorder. This scale was comprised of 7 items, such as “in 

the last two weeks, how often have you been bothered by worrying too much about different things.” 

There was no difference in mean anxiety scores between students enrolled in the HSCeP (M = 10.70, SD 

= 6.43) and those not enrolled in the HSCeP (M = 9.00, SD = 6.10). 

Survey Findings for Cohort 2             
 

STUDENT ENGAGEMENT 

There was no difference in mean scores between students enrolled in the HSCeP (M = 60.71, SD = 6.95) 

and those not enrolled in the HSCeP (M = 56.64, SD = 7.91) on affective (psychological) school engagement 

(AE scores). Similarly, there was no difference in mean scores between students enrolled in the HSCeP (M 

= 48.75, SD = 4.10) and those not enrolled in the HSCeP (M = 48.12, SD = 6.18) on cognitive school 

engagement (CE scores). 
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POST-SECONDARY CHOICES 

There was no difference in mean scores between youth enrolled in the HSCeP (M = 16.75, SD = 1.58) and 

those not enrolled in the HSCeP (M = 16.33, SD = 2.48) on the subscale designed to measure future 

aspirations and goals (FG). Similarly, there was no difference in highest level of educational goals. The 

proportion of students enrolled in the HSCeP who identified high school graduation (0%), 

training/apprenticeship program (25%), some college/university or college diploma (25%), university 

bachelor’s degree (25%), and graduate degree (25%) as their highest level of education did not differ from 

the proportion of students not enrolled in the HSCeP: 6%, 9%, 25%, 20%, and 40%, respectively. 

SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY AND COMMUNITY CONNECTEDNESS 

There were no differences between those who did and did not enroll in the HSCeP with respect to positive 

contributions to school, problem solving, valuing diversity and defending human rights, and exercising 

democratic rights and responsibilities.  

PSYCHOSOCIAL WELL-BEING 

For cohort 2, psychosocial well-being was assessed through measures of anxiety and emotional intelligence. 

The emotional intelligence measure was comprised of 12 items that assess four aspects of emotional 

intelligence: (1) intrapersonal, which measures students’ “perceived ability to label, express, and 

communicate one’s own emotions (Keefer et al., 2013, p. 1259); (2) interpersonal, which measures 

students’ “perceived ability to understand, respect, and empathize with the feelings of others” (Keefer et 

al., 2013, p. 1260); (3) stress management, which measures students’ “perceived emotional sensitivity and 

ability to downregulate upsetting emotions” (Keefer et al., 2013, p. 1260); (4) adaptability, which measures 

students’ “perceived ability to appraise, problem solve, and persevere in challenging situations” (Keefer et 

al., 2013, p. 1260). There was no difference in mean anxiety scores between students enrolled in the HSCeP 

(M = 8.88, SD = 6.47) and those not enrolled in the HSCeP (M = 9.83, SD = 6.47). Similarly, there was no 

difference in mean emotional intelligence scores between students enrolled in the HSCeP (M = 34.38, SD 

= 6.86) and those not enrolled in the HSCeP (M = 33.95, SD = 4.46). 

Concerning the lack of major differences between students enrolled in the HSCeP and those who are not as 

measured by the survey, it would be somewhat surprising if the findings produced major differences 

regarding students’ levels of engagement and post-graduation decision-making. We suggest various reasons 

for this. First, there are many other on/off timetable programs offered through the school through which 

students can voluntarily choose to participate with most programs offering students an enhanced sense of 

engagement. Second, post-graduation decision-making may be more a function of family role-modeling or 

opportunity than program exposure. Third, while the findings regarding social responsibility with respect 

to students contributing positively to their school was inconsistent in that a difference was found in cohort 

1, but not in cohort 2, volunteering for the HSCeP along with its Saturday trainings and community 

volunteerism are likely perceived as a school program despite its dual school/community nature. 

Furthermore, the lack of difference found in cohort 2 likely reflects the difference in group size, making it 

difficult to compare those who enrolled in the HSCeP from those who did not enroll in the program. It may 

be that students who did not enroll in the HSCeP were just as attracted to the program’s activities and topics 

but did not enroll due to other commitments. Finally, the lack of differences on anxiety and emotional 

intelligence may be because the HSCeP was not designed to target these outcomes specifically. Despite the 
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lack of differences and the one inconsistency in finding across cohorts 1 and 2, it should be noted that the 

HSCeP operates as a value-added program through its offering of academic enrichment through in and out 

of school programming aimed to strengthen the community and offer alternatives to students from more 

traditional off timetable program offerings such as sports. Schneider-Munoz and Politz (2007) note the 

importance of students taking an active role in their learning and that communities and institutions can (and 

should) provide students with access to a diverse array of opportunities; ones that provide safe spaces 

surrounded by caring adults to help students develop to their full potential (p.23). While there are few 

perceptible differences between the cohort of HSCeP students and the general population of Chilliwack 

Secondary School students, it is safe to acknowledge that the HSCeP provided an opportunity for students 

to serve their community and network with mentors, while also learn skills in an area of interest. This type 

of content is further explained through the qualitative approach that accompanied this evaluation. 

Interview Findings for Cohort 2 
 

In addition to the findings drawn from the quantitative data, graduating HSCeP students were asked three 

key questions about what they personally drew from their HSCeP experience. These questions pertained 

to what students found to be helpful, what they would tell others, and what could be improved about the 

HSCeP. Beneath each question heading, the varied thematic responses are described. 

 

HELPFUL COMPONENTS OF THE HSCEP 

The first question students were asked was, “What did you find helpful about the program?” A review of 

their responses identified five themes: self-discovery, career discovery, building helpful life skills, growing 

connections with others, and being open to new opportunities.  

Self-Discovery. Most students found that the HSCeP helped them discover who they were. Students spoke 

about how they learned a lot about themselves, including how their life was a story, how their actions 

influenced their future, how they were able to explain their behaviors, and how they could improve 

themselves. Students further noted the importance of needing to help themselves before helping others to 

remain effective in their role. One student explained that through the program, they learned how they were 

capable of more than they originally thought. By being placed into volunteer positions in an elementary 

school, although they were nervous, students realized they had skills to work effectively with younger 

students. 

“I learned a lot about myself… you have to help yourself before helping others.” 

Career Discovery. The program also helped students realize who they wanted to become. Some specifically 

noted that the program awoke an interest to pursue the field of psychology. One student shared how the 

program’s self-discovery aspect allowed them to narrow options down for themselves. Some students also 

said that even if they did not pursue the field of psychology, their experience in the program broadened 

their perspective. 

Life Skills. Building life skills and professional skills was a third theme that students identified to be helpful. 

These skills included: self-knowledge through personality testing; effective communication; the difference 

between empathy and sympathy; reading body language; understanding how adverse childhood experiences 
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affect children; mindfulness, peer counselling, public speaking, and conducting interviews. Some of the 

students noted how the program also helped them in their relationships with their parents and friends. One 

student described their learning to have been relevant in building general life skills that can be used every 

day. Another student noted that the learning could be used in their place of employment. All students stated 

how the program was particularly useful in providing real-life experiences that benefitted not only them, 

but also other people in their lives.  

Connections. Building connections with others was a fourth area of helpfulness. Since the cohort of students 

went through the program together for three years, students noted how helpful this was for growing 

comfortable with one another, growing together, and building strong friendships and memories as a group. 

One student who arrived later in the program found the cohort to be very accepting, even though she was 

new. Some students observed how the group’s emotional intelligence (EQ) became more equalized over 

time as a result of their collective learning experiences. When friends outside of the HSCeP cohort could 

not relate to their learning, HSCeP students leaned on one another for helpful discussions and growth. Some 

students also shared how it was supportive having their psychology teacher as an adult in their life whom 

they could count on and who helped them manage challenges in their lives. Some students also appreciated 

the role of the university mentors over the course of the program, noting that these mentors helped students 

envision possible university paths. Committed mentors were also said to be a great sense of support and 

connection for the students.  

“It was helpful to be in a cohort as we went through everything together, we can look 

back and say, remember that from grade 10?” 

Outside of their student cohort, students also built strong connections with the children they worked with 

in the Building Social Emotional Resiliency (BSER) program in the elementary school setting. Students 

recalled how they were put in positions where younger children disclosed their struggles, and students found 

they were able to have a connection with them through such experiences. Students also noted how they felt 

accepted in the elementary schools and did not think they would get the opportunity to be in such a setting 

otherwise. Some students valued the opportunity to connect with elementary school students and to see the 

world from their point of view. Students also found they were able to build connections because they applied 

what they learned in the Saturday sessions. This enabled them to understand the children better and helped 

students to be more helpful, understanding, and open.  

New Opportunities. Students found that the program provided the opportunity to meet important people in 

a field of study they hoped to pursue. This included meeting university mentors, professors, and 

representatives from the Ministry of Children and Family Development and the criminal justice system 

(e.g., Chief Justice Crabtree). Some students noted how the material they covered in the program appeared 

to be at the same level as a university psychology class, giving them the opportunity to learn about the 

world of psychology from an earlier age. Students discussed how the program also helped open doors to 

summer jobs, conferences, and volunteer opportunities. Some students found their passion for helping 

others, and specifically, helping children. Some students noted how the BSER program was useful and one 

student went as far to say that it ignited her passion to become a kindergarten teacher as her skill set and 

knowledge could now help children develop in healthier ways from an earlier age. The student shared how 

she wanted to use her new-found skills to impact kids every day. Most of the students shared how they 
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appreciated that the program helped them to help others and thoroughly enjoyed their volunteer 

opportunities. 

In addition to the five noted themes, some students commented on the value of having the Saturday learning 

sessions. Although sometimes difficult to attend, these Saturdays taught valuable in-depth skills that 

supplemented students’ regular coursework.  

WHAT STUDENTS WOULD SHARE ABOUT THE HSCEP 

The second question that students were asked was: “If you were talking to another student about the HSCeP 

program, what would you say?” Students responded through six themes related to: who would benefit from 

the program; why it was unique; how the program could diversify; their volunteering highlights; the time 

investment required; and the challenges and strengths of relationship building and mentorship. 

Benefits Everyone. The first theme is based on the idea that the HSCeP seemed to be beneficial for anyone. 

Most students indicated the program is relevant regardless of one’s personality or future goal. Some would 

want to tell others how the program learning format occurs and how it equips people with mental health 

skills, such as mindfulness, life-skills, and useful information. Student participants also said they would tell 

others that the program will provide students with a broader world perspective, and that such a perspective 

could help them grow as an individual. Most interviewees also said they would share how beneficial the 

program would be for anyone pursuing Child and Youth Care, Social Work, or a Human Services career 

direction.  

“I would encourage them to take it no matter what kind of person they are. It grows 

your personality, you gain a larger view of the world, and it presents useful 

information consistently throughout the terms.” 

Unique Opportunity. All interviewees stated they would tell others that the program was unique and 

valuable, and that it would be very difficult to find a similar learning opportunity elsewhere. In addition, 

students noted that the life skills of communication and understanding people are built into the HSCeP 

through a mix of psychology and other viewpoints to build their understanding. Some added they would 

tell others how the learning from different speakers can be “really cool,” while another found it special to 

know that the HSCeP program is still being shaped and will keep getting better.  

“What you learn in the program you can’t learn anywhere else.” 

Some students explained they would want to clear up misconceptions about what psychology is when 

talking to other students, explaining that psychology is more than what a ‘shrink’ does. It was important for 

students to tell others that psychology can enhance one’s ability to connect with and understand others. 

Some students would want to stress how psychology was something other students should take so they 

could help others and become more accepting. It was also noted that HSCeP program was the best option 

for learning about psychology in high school.  

Need to Diversify. The appreciation and need for greater program variety was a third area that students 

would share with others. Concerning program components, some students would want to point out that 

there are Indigenous and human rights components in the program which would be inclusive for a wider 

audience of participants. Concerning program participants, others similarly felt that the program could be 

strengthened by ensuring that a wider variety of students enroll.  
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Volunteering. Some students would want to talk about the opportunity to volunteer in the community. 

Students recalled the work done in elementary schools for its ability to make a positive impact on young 

students. They also said that volunteering provided opportunities to develop their emotional intelligence.  

Time Investment. While students would want to recommend the HSCeP to others, they also would want 

them to know that it takes time away from other things they may want to do. Since 7 a.m. class times 

(psychology) and the 8 Saturday sessions are a requirement, prospective students should know it can be 

taxing. While warning of the investment of time required, students would also want others to know that 

participants need to be engaged and invested in the sessions as they can learn skills and hear information 

that is of a more specialized nature. Related to the challenges of such a time investment, one student would 

want others to know they should be willing to open themselves up to others, and in the process, begin to 

understand things that may shock them. This student stated that “if you stick around, you begin to 

understand.”  

Relationship Building and Mentorship. Finally, in talking to others about the program, students would share 

strengths and challenges of relationship building and mentorship. Firstly, most said they would want others 

to know how much fun they had, and how students and adults in the program are “amazing.” They would 

tell others that they can connect with people whom they would not otherwise have access or freedom to and 

learn a lot. Others would want to calm any anxieties in prospective students by acknowledging their own 

fears because of many unknowns, but that they also learned that it was okay. They would want to stress the 

importance of being open to new relationships; in particular, meeting students from feeder schools. While 

this was outside of their comfort zone, they would want to share that some of their closest friends became 

those from other schools. While students want others to know that the program can be very challenging, 

they also learn how to be open to new opportunities.  

      “You learn a lot. When I first started I was nervous, awkward and anxious, 

but because you stay with the same people, it eventually becomes familiar 

which opens a better space for learning… it does look scary at first, when we 

started there were a lot of unknowns but that became okay.” 

Regarding mentorship, students would talk to other students about the wisdom they gained from speakers 

and mentors, and the opportunity to have people speak ‘into’ one’s life. In turn, students gain the 

opportunity to pass on that information. One example was in having graduating students returning as 

mentors, suggesting this offers a satisfying reciprocal experience. Some would highlight the support they 

can gain from having a mentor(s) so that they have someone to talk to. Along with this, they would want 

students to know: there are different educational levels among students participating in the program that 

may include doctoral or master level students that can cause students to feel intimidated; that both the 

university mentors and students can be shy; that reaching out is important at times; or, that some mentors 

do not stay with the program. One student shared how they had a high expectation of a one-on-one 

mentorship arrangement that they had to let go of overtime and that this was something students should 

know about ahead of time.   
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HOW THE HSCEP COULD BE IMPROVED 

The final question that the students were asked was “How could the program be improved?” During the 

interviews, students drew attention to four areas: content of the Saturday sessions; organizational aspects 

of the BSER; mentorship component; and, program marketing. 

Saturday Sessions. Generally, students found that it was difficult to remain fully attentive during Saturday 

sessions, particularly following their lunch break. To remedy this, students like the idea of having shorter 

sessions on Saturdays since it would help student engagement and create a better experience for the 

presenters as well if they are more engaged.  

Another improvement could be made by adding greater variety and strength to the lesson delivery and 

content. One area noted was that Saturday sessions often felt too repetitive since information was often the 

same in the psychology class as at Saturday sessions, specifically during the human rights section of the 

program. Some students wished that Saturday sessions could be explored more deeply in their psychology 

class, wanting to go beyond general ideas. The desire was to be challenged and supported to dig deeper by 

making ideas more concrete so they can comprehend the content more fully. Others felt that some Saturday 

sessions were not relevant; for example, resumes and interviews. This was found to be disconnected with 

their understanding of the program’s purpose. In place of what is perceived to be extraneous content, the 

suggestion was made to offer more information about the brain and related facets from psychology. 

Students also felt some of the content was too loose, lacking concrete learning outcomes. Students enjoyed 

having experts as speakers, yet some did not appreciate practicum students as speakers. One student noted 

the concept of ‘play’ they had learned in the program and felt it should be built into the other sessions on a 

regular basis. Another student felt the Saturday sessions would benefit by facilitating debriefing sessions, 

noting that setting a time or a follow-up session for students to discuss their learning would be important 

before they leave for the day. 

Improving Coordination and Organization in BSER. A second theme concerning program improvements 

related to improving the coordination and organization with elementary schools. This aspect consists of the 

volunteer portion of the program through the delivery of the BSER. A majority of those interviewed 

expressed a longing for better connection within the BSER’s program setting in elementary schools. 

Students sensed that the BSER program required more consistent support to ensure that better connections 

would be built with elementary school students. Some students expressed frustration with how long it took 

to begin their placements, up to four months, and felt this component of the program required greater clarity 

and organization. Students added that some in their cohort did not begin their community placement until 

January. They felt this compromised the program since a semester change followed shortly after, which 

meant they had to leave their elementary class prematurely. The recommendation was made to have them 

start the elementary school work in September or October to avoid this in future. This was also seen to 

address what one HSCeP student observed about elementary school students of whom some found it 

confusing and therefore distracting to have a constant change of volunteers in their rooms. 

There were other ways in which students would like to see their classroom experiences enhanced. First, 

several students found that the BSER program pushed them too hard to teach, rather than to first develop 

relationships of trust with the children, with at least one student noting this approach seemed to stand in 

contrast to human service values. In select instances when teaching flowed out of a previously built 

relationship with the children, students found that the children became noticeably more responsive. Second, 

students reported feeling a lack of communication with the elementary school teacher(s); that teachers either 
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expected the students to teach or that teachers did not clearly understand what role HSCeP students had in 

the elementary school classroom. Some interviewees suggested that in order to make this experience richer, 

they would want to be able to meet with classroom teachers ahead of time to brainstorm, collaborate, and 

facilitate a method of communication whereby they could gain tips and in-class support from the teacher 

(as mentor) as they delivered the lessons. Third, concerning the BSER curriculum, some students found the 

material to be too advanced for some of the age groups of children they were teaching. This led to their 

own feelings of discomfort. In addition, one student noted there were challenges in teaching BSER concepts 

through games, suggesting it would be more beneficial for all if small groups could be set up in the 

classrooms first (rather than playing games as an entire class). This large group approach to gaming 

appeared to hinder students’ ability to support certain individuals who they knew were struggling and with 

whom they wanted to provide support as their relationships developed.   

“I felt best when I could be a cool older kid and felt that this is when kids were most 

responsive. I’ve worked a lot with very young children so when it comes to teaching, it 

should flow from having an established relationship.” 

In terms of student schedule planning, one participant recommended encouraging students to take a spare 

block during the volunteer portion of the program since schoolwork and other obligations can pile up and 

contribute to additional stress. One Advanced Placement (AP) student felt the program should have a 

specific class schedule for those taking AP courses to avoid missing volunteer time. This same student 

lamented not being able to build connections with students because of her busy schedule. Further to 

volunteering, suggestions were made to build in time during the planning stage to ensure students are the 

right ‘fit’ for working with elementary school students and to also include volunteer sites outside of the 

elementary school setting. 

Strengthening Mentorship. A third theme to improve the program concerned the mentorship component. 

Most students would have wanted to deepen their connections, communication, and trust with their 

university mentors. Some said that it was only in their third year of the program that they felt they had 

achieved a deeper relationship but that this could have occurred earlier. Noting that this felt like somewhat 

of a lost opportunity, if deeper connections could be built, students felt that their learning potential would 

be enhanced. However, some also found that the mentorship component was weakened through their 

observations that mentors could change over time because of other commitments they had. Nevertheless, 

most interview participants would have liked to spend more time with their mentors to build this 

relationship.  

Various suggestions to strengthen this program component included: providing more opportunities to 

building connections between program participants on each training day; planning specific and engaging 

activities to make it easier for students to approach mentors in a way that will lessen awkwardness and 

shyness; structuring small groups that remain together during the first year consisting of three students and 

one mentor; building in regular time for students to ask questions and ‘hang out’ with mentors on Saturdays; 

and pairing grade 12 students with grade 10 students through small group activities. Concerning the 

program stage when students start working in the community, students recommended: pairing students with 

a mentor for support; structuring time and space prior to a volunteer session that would allow a meeting to 

occur between mentees and mentors (including other relevant program participants). 
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“There is much deeper learning potential if we know our mentors better and see them 

beyond the learning, including mentorship outside of the program.” 

The above recommendations appear to stem from students’ strong desire to have trustworthy adults who 

can offer guidance and support related to program outcomes. Some students would like to see that all 

mentors are well equipped for their perceived roles as helpers, equippers, supporters, and collaborators, 

rather than to see them being placed in supervisory positions. It was the mentors who could interject, offer 

ideas, and work alongside students who were seen by interviewees to be of great value. One example 

provided was in relation to topics such as non-violent communication, where the concepts can be 

misunderstood or miscommunicated, where mentors can become central in helping students to process, 

understand, and apply concepts correctly even though it may be some time after the Saturday session. As a 

verbal processor, this student felt that a mentor could have been helpful if they had been available to discuss 

the concept and certain consequences that followed.  

Better Marketing. A final theme related to program improvement concerns communication about the 

HSCeP program itself. Several students recall not ‘really’ knowing what they were joining when they 

signed up for the HSCeP. For some it was the requirement to attend early morning classes. Other 

communication shortfalls about the program seems to stem from students feeling that the program should 

be advertised well in advance (more than a year ahead) of signing up. To enhance program awareness, 

students would like to see: the development and distribution of a core informational pamphlet; and, to invite 

people to observe the program while it is in session.  

Conclusion and Recommendations 
 

The nature of collaborative program delivery can be challenging to sustain yet potentially powerful. As the 

HSCeP appears to have a strong foundation of committed partners already, it remains important to build on 

this strength to nurture program sustainability and to increase program effectiveness following three years 

of program delivery.  

The quantitative data gathered concerning measures of engagement, social responsibility, emotional 

intelligence, and post-graduation decision-making did not reveal any significant differences between high 

school students enrolled in the HSCeP and those who were not. However, the qualitative analysis suggests 

that the overall value of the program may have more to do with other student outcomes that nevertheless 

bear some relationship to the above noted measures. It appears that the program value currently lies in how 

students who participated in the program learned more about themselves and career choices, developed 

certain life skills, and were able to nurture supportive connections with other students and adults while 

gaining a sense that they can make a difference in their community through the service work experience.   

As the HSCeP refines its enrichment activities and remains committed to evidence-based programming, it 

will continue to offer a unique, value-added, educational opportunity for students. The current program 

goals (to enhance student engagement, promote social responsibility, build emotional intelligence, and 

encourage more informed post-graduation decision-making) are broad in nature suggesting that a narrowing 

or refocusing of the program goals and activities is required. To do so, program planners may wish to 

simplify and refine its goals and operational model by:    
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i) Embedding the program more deeply within the operational structures of the HSCeP’s main 

supporting agencies. It may be worth considering how a shift in the enrichment training program 

could benefit from implementing a more structured service-learning model. This could add 

considerable value for the time already spent by staff, students, and administrators and enable 

students to work with an accredited program. This would require articulating specific learning 

objectives and designing related activities that would lead to a more formal accreditation. A service-

learning model to recognize learning effort spent in community-based learning activities could also 

be considered for the participating university students which may increase retention and 

consistency of mentors, build social capital, and recognize their learning in the process.     

 

ii) Considering what students are saying the program did for them. A group of students from 

Cohort 2 claim that the program promoted self-discovery, learning about new career opportunities, 

the development of life skills, and meaningful connections. These may provide a starting point for 

redefining HSCeP stated program outcomes and the related activities that support this growth. 

 

iii) Delivering more dynamic training sessions. Students are requesting training sessions that place 

a greater emphasis on active or interactive learning,  relationship building and time for reflection, 

and sharpening the focus of the Saturday training content to be more in line with program goals.  

Students asked that some adjustments be made to the coordination and organization of the BSER 

‘service’ component and indicated they would like to be more actively involved in the planning.  

Finally, given that students seem to be attracted to the ‘mentorship’ aspect of the program, 

increasing efforts to manage their expectations are important while also considering how 

interpersonal (mentee/mentor) connections can be strengthened. This could bolster the supportive 

learning and relational program characteristics by incorporating regular debrief sessions, greater 

use of small groups that involve the mentors, and capitalizing on the maturity of grade 12 students 

in supporting first year students with their discovery. Given their general enthusiasm for the 

HSCeP, some students suggested that program graduates could be recruited to raise awareness 

about the program, to speak to younger students, and assist in the creation and dissemination of 

program promotion materials.  

 

iv) Revisiting the idea of an enrollment criteria. Historically, in its first year of operation, a major 

criterion for high school students’ acceptance into the program was a demonstrated aptitude as a 

‘natural helper’ (e.g., showing leadership, good listening skills, helpfulness, compassion), but not 

necessarily having higher than average grades. However, this criterion has not been applied with 

consistency and over time, the program became an option for any student who showed a personal 

interest, who successfully completed the application process that involved parental/guardian 

support, and passed a successful interview with HSCeP affiliated staff. This may have contributed 

to the lack of differences in outcomes observed between the HSCeP group and non-HSCeP group, 

which speaks to the importance of screening for program suitability. Therefore, if it were to 

continue to operate based on self-selection, the reasons for this decision should be understood.  

However, if a more specific criterion is deemed desirable to serve a specific type of student, then 

program planners may wish to try to specify what need this program is designed to address, 
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understand why this is important, and determine how that vision could be most effectively and 

efficiently shared and upheld.  

 

v) Maintaining a commitment to on-going program evaluation. It would be ideal to develop and 

prioritize a consistent process for data collection. For example, if a survey is to continue, it will be 

important to administer the survey both prior to and upon completion of the HSCeP program for 

all HSCeP cohorts. Identifying and administering the survey to an appropriate comparison group 

of students who did not participate in the HSCeP will assist in measuring changes in program 

outcomes over time and to what extent the HSCeP contributes to any observed changes. 

Furthermore, generating additional areas of inquiry would be valuable, such as conducting a long 

term follow up study that examines the vocational pathways and patterns of HSCeP students in 

terms of their educational pursuits, community involvement, and other variables of interest. Finally, 

to support quality assurance and timely feedback to program planners, revising the existing BBBS 

forms will provide feedback on how program adjustments are working. These forms should 

continue to monitor feedback from students, their caregivers, and mentors with some regularity and 

be designed in a way that promotes their completion with relative ease.  

vi) Program planning engagement. That program planners agree to spend some dedicated time to 

engage in a conversation to determine how this current study can be used to inform next steps. It 

may be helpful to: i) have such a session facilitated by a  neutral party so that all program partners 

can participate fully; ii)  identify what has been learned to date and use the available information, 

including the experiences of all those involved to inform this view; and, iii) revisit the original 

intentions of each partner agency’s initial commitment to the development of the HSCeP to assess 

whether these intentions are being met; and, iv)  redefine agency intentions, needs, and program 

goals going forward through the creation of a new memorandum of understanding.   

Finally, one of the areas this study does not pay much attention to is in documenting the specific nature and 

number of outputs and impacts related to the elementary students who received mental health literacy 

training by HSCeP students and mentors. This study also does not consider the ways in which undergraduate 

and post graduate university students may be advancing in various ways to build workplace competencies 

and confidence as a result of their role in the program. While these are important areas to consider, the 

purpose of the current study was to provide a more informed perspective about the nature of the experiences 

that the HSCeP provides for high school students given its purpose for being in operation.   
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Blue: Non HSCeP Students 

Red: HSCeP Students 

Appendix A – Program Logic Model 

 

Human Service Career Enrichment Program (HSCEP) 
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Appendix B – Current HSCeP Saturday Training Schedule  

 

 Learning (Gr. 10) Service Learning (Gr. 11)  Service (Gr. 12) 

Session        Each cohort led by a Doctoral Intern or Candidate 

 1 Peer Counselling Building Social Emotional 

Resiliency 

Professional skills & Presentation 

 2 Peer Counselling   Non violent 

communication Part I  

Post Traumatic Growth and 

Positive Psychology 

 3 Peer Counselling  Sports Psychology or Photo 

Voice  

Motivational interviewing   

Peer Counselling (all grades, blended session) 

  4 Mindfulness & Teaching 

Mindfulness to Children 

Nonviolent Communication 

Part II 

 

Media & Academic Literacy  

  5 Understanding &Teaching 

Social & Emotional Health 

to Children 

Active Health:  or Photo 

Voice - Part 2  

 

  6 Aboriginal Culture & 

History I: Pre-training incl 

Trans Generational Effects 

of Trauma  

Aboriginal Culture & 

History II:  

Aboriginal Culture & History III:  

Road Map to Wellness   

  7 Human Rights I: Intro Human Rights II: Access to 

Justice-disability rights   

Human Rights III: Acting on 

Rights  

 8 Presentation Skills No session No session 
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