
ABSTRACT 

HENDERSON, DAWN X. A Mixed Methods Examination of Resilience and Social 

Connectedness Among Youth in an Alternative to Suspension Program. (Under the direction 

of committee chair Dr. Craig C. Brookins.) 

 

Since 1970 suspension rates for adolescents have more than doubled across the 

nation. Numerous risk factors serve as determinants and are associated with such outcomes. 

However, presented with these alarming statistics advocates have called for an alternative to 

out of school suspension policies and practices. Embedded within this context is an 

alternative to suspension program located in North Carolina that seeks to serve as a 

community resource and promote positive youth development. This study employed a 

transformative mixed methods design to 1) understand the extent to which the alternative to 

suspension program affects youth outcomes (measured by resilience, social connectedness, 

and re-suspension); and 2) understand the extent to which the alternative to suspension 

program affects youth relationships at the parent and teacher level.  

Quantitative data were collected at pre and post level from program participants (n = 

99) and teachers (n = 103) during the spring 2012 term. In addition, suspension data were 

collected 3-months following program participation to further examine program effects on 

re-suspension. Qualitative data were collected using focus groups and interviews with 

program participants and parents to provide a richer and more in-depth understanding of the 

program and its impact. Findings suggest that the program increases resilience, social 

connectedness and positive relationships with teachers and parents. These findings contribute 



to the literature on resilience and alternative to suspension programs and acknowledge the 

importance of contextual factors on youth outcomes. 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

© Copyright 2012 by Dawn X. Henderson 

All Rights Reserved



A Mixed Methods Examination of Resilience and Social Connectedness Among Youth in an 

Alternative to Suspension Program 

 

 

by 

Dawn X. Henderson 

 

 

A dissertation submitted to the Graduate Faculty of 

North Carolina State University 

in partial fulfillment of the  

requirements for the degree of 

Doctor of Philosophy 

 

Psychology 

 

 

Raleigh, North Carolina 

2012 

 

APPROVED BY: 

 

_______________________________  ______________________________ 

Dr. Craig C. Brookins     Dr. Denis Gray 

Committee Chair 

 

________________________________           _______________________________ 

Dr. Jessica DeCuir-Gunby    Dr. Branda Nowell 



 

ii 

DEDICATION 

This is dedicated to all the people, both young and old, who demonstrate resilience in a time 

of adversity and continue to persevere. 



 

iii 

BIOGRAPHY 

Dawn Henderson was born in a small northeast town in New Jersey. She declares Camden, 

New Jersey as her hometown but has lived in Missouri, Kansas and Oklahoma with her 

mother and two siblings. She completed her undergraduate degree in science education from 

Saint Augustine’s College in 1998, a Master’s in Education from North Carolina State 

University in 2003 and her Ph.D. in Psychology in the Public Interest from North Carolina 

State University in 2012.She has worked in a variety of educational contexts to include an 

adolescent pregnancy prevention program and three major universities. It was from these 

experiences she realized the need to understand resilience and factors that promote positive 

youth development.  



 

iv 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

I thank the Creator, God, Jesus, Allah, Jehovah, and all the many other 

interpretations. The writing of this dissertation serves as a tribute to my mother’s continued 

commitment and hard work. She expanded our horizons as children and instilled in us the 

discipline to use education as a tool for personal growth and empowerment. I am a 

representation of your legacy. I want to also thank my father, even though he did not know 

why I was doing what I was doing, he believed that I would become that “Dr” one day and 

that was all I needed to continue to pursue this Ph.D. I would gratefully like to thank the 

guidance, mentorship and support of Dr. Craig C. Brookins during my journey. From the first 

day I met you, you have allowed me to stand on the shoulders of giants, pushing me to find 

an intersection between my desire to change the world and research.  

I would like to thank my committee members, Dr. Branda Nowell for her insight in 

organizational structures and non-profits and providing guidance during the earlier phases of 

thinking through my dissertation study; Dr. Denis Gray for asking the question “why would 

someone care” which challenged me to reexamine the focus of this study and add additional 

outcomes; and Dr. Jessica DeCuir-Gunby for her invaluable support in sending articles on 

mixed methods and for structuring a course that allowed me to develop my initial proposal. 

Thank you for sticking in there with me and believing that I would get to the end. I would 

also like to thank students in the Psychology in the Public Interest Program (you know who 

you are) for offering insight and guidance throughout this journey.  

I would like to thank the Society for Community Research and Action (SCRA) for 

supporting this project through funding from the mini-grant and Student Dissertation Award 



 

v 

and the Department of Psychology at NC State University. The John Cooke dissertation 

award really supported the early meeting phases with Boomerang. I would also like to thank 

the Directors of Boomerang, Tami and Laura, for allowing me to come into the program and 

share my stories, for listening and having a willingness to change. Through your guidance I 

was able to meet some of the most resilient and amazing youth.  

Most importantly, I would like to thank my sister, Badia Henderson and brother, 

Dirul Henderson, and my amazing three children (who really deserve this degree), Atigre, 

Tigye and Dai.  

  



 

vi 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

LIST OF TABLES ................................................................................................................... ix 

LIST OF FIGURES .................................................................................................................. x 

CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION & OVERVIEW ................................................................... 1 

Transformative Paradigm...................................................................................................... 2 

Positive Youth Development ................................................................................................ 2 

Statement of the Problem ...................................................................................................... 4 

Ecology of Risks ................................................................................................................ 7 

Boomerang and Participatory Action Research .................................................................. 10 

CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW ................................................................................ 14 

The Resilience Model ......................................................................................................... 14 

Social Connectedness...................................................................................................... 18 

Positive Relationships with Adults .................................................................................. 19 

Promotive Factors ............................................................................................................... 21 

Alternative to Suspension Programs ............................................................................... 23 

Summary ............................................................................................................................. 29 

Purpose of the Study ........................................................................................................... 30 

CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY .......................................................................................... 35 

Research Design.................................................................................................................. 35 

Description of the Boomerang Program ............................................................................. 37 

Recruitment & Description of Sample ................................................................................ 41 

Program Participants ..................................................................................................... 41 

Teachers .......................................................................................................................... 45 

Focus Group (Parents) ................................................................................................... 48 

Data Collection Procedures ................................................................................................. 49 

Quantitative..................................................................................................................... 49 

Qualitative....................................................................................................................... 58 

Data Analysis Procedures ................................................................................................... 60 

Quantitative Analysis ...................................................................................................... 60 



 

vii 

Qualitative Analysis ........................................................................................................ 63 

 

Mixing the Data .................................................................................................................. 66 

CHAPTER 3. RESULTS ........................................................................................................ 68 

Research Question1 ............................................................................................................ 69 

Research Question 2 ........................................................................................................... 80 

Research Question 3 ........................................................................................................... 81 

Research Question 4 ........................................................................................................... 84 

Research Question 5 ........................................................................................................... 86 

Key Characteristics of Boomerang ................................................................................. 87 

Perceptions of Boomerang Experience ........................................................................... 91 

Perceived Change in Youth ............................................................................................. 91 

Promotive Factors .......................................................................................................... 92 

Research Question 6 ........................................................................................................... 96 

Research Question 7 ......................................................................................................... 103 

Perceptions of Boomerang Experience ......................................................................... 104 

Impact on Parent........................................................................................................... 105 

Impact on Parent-Child Relationship ........................................................................... 106 

Mixing the Data ................................................................................................................ 108 

CHAPTER 4. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION ........................................................... 112 

Effects of Boomerang on Youth Outcomes ...................................................................... 113 

Effects of Boomerang on Student-Teacher Relationship.................................................. 116 

Perceptions of Experience and Impact on Child-Parent Relationship .............................. 118 

Limitations ........................................................................................................................ 118 

Future Research ................................................................................................................ 121 

Implications for Boomerang ............................................................................................. 122 

REFERENCES ..................................................................................................................... 124 

APPENDICES ...................................................................................................................... 142 

Appendix A1: Boomerang Project .................................................................................... 143 



 

viii 

Appendix A2: Boomerang Project .................................................................................... 145 

Appendix B. Measure Protocol ......................................................................................... 147 

Appendix C1: Pre Measure ............................................................................................... 148 

Appendix C2. Post Measure ............................................................................................. 154 

Appendix F1:Teacher Questionnaire (Computer-based) .................................................. 161 

Appendix E: Pre-Questionnaire for Parents ...................................................................... 166 

Appendix F1: Focus Group Protocol (Boomerang Participants) ...................................... 167 

Appendix F2: Focus Group Protocol (Parents) ................................................................. 169 

Appendix G. Spreadsheet of Codes and Emergent Themes ............................................. 172 

 

  



 

ix 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table 1. Demographics of Program Participants .................................................................... 43 
Table 2. Demographics of Teacher Respondents ................................................................... 47 

Table 3. Mixed Methods Frame for Data Collection and Analysis ........................................ 52 
Table 4. Means/Standard Deviations of Participants Pre Scores on the Child Youth 

Resilience Measure (CYRM-28) and Subscales, by Predictor Variables (n = 99) ................. 71 
Table 5. Means/Standard Deviations of Participant Pre Scores on the Social Connectedness 

Scale, by Predictor Variables (n = 99) .................................................................................... 72 

Table 6. CYRM-28 and Social Connectedness Scale Means for Pre and Post Time Points (n 

= 99) ........................................................................................................................................ 74 
Table 7. Bivariate Correlations for Program Participant Demographics, Suspension, Program 

Variables, Resilience (CYRM-28), and Social Connectedness Scale .................................... 78 

Table 8. Bivariate Correlations for Program Participant Demographics, Suspension, Program 

Variables, and Subscales from the Resilience (CYRM-28) Measure ..................................... 79 

Table 9. Repeated Measures ANOVA by Gender and Type of Suspension (n = 99)............. 83 
Table 10. Cross-tabulation of Re-Suspension by Gender and Ethnicity/Race ....................... 85 

Table 11. Logistic Regression Analysis for Time in Intervention Predicting Re-suspension 

for Students Three-Months After Boomerang (n = 99) .......................................................... 86 
Table 12.  Linkage Between Quantitative Measure (CYRM-28) and Qualitative Themes .... 94 

Table 13. Means/Standard Deviations of Teachers' Pre Scores on the Student-Teacher 

Relationship Scale (STRS) and Subscales by Teacher Demographics ................................... 97 

Table 14. Student-Teacher Relationship Scale Means for Pre and Post Time Points (Merged)

................................................................................................................................................. 98 
Table 15. Bivariate Correlations for Program Participant Demographics, Suspension, 

Program Variables, and Student-Teacher Relationship Scale .............................................. 100 

Table 16. Bivariate Correlations for Program Participant Demographics, Suspension, 

Program Variables, and Subscales of the Student-Teacher Relationship Scale ................... 101 
Table 17. Bivariate Correlations of Items from Resilience (CYRM-28), Social 

Connectedness, and Student-Teacher Relationship Scale .................................................... 110 
Table 18. Mixed Methods Matrix Between Quantitative Items and Qualitative Codes ....... 111 

 



 

x 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 1. Steps in participatory action research. ..................................................................... 12 
Figure 2. A theoretical model of resilience. ............................................................................ 16 

Figure 3. Transformative mixed methods design. .................................................................. 37 
Figure 4. The resilience framework guiding the emergent coding and thematic analysis. ..... 64 
Figure 5. Subthemes and code clusters for Key Characteristics of Boomerang theme. ......... 90 
Figure 6. Subthemes and code clusters for Perceptions of Boomerang Experience. ............ 105 
Figure 7. Relationship between code clusters and emergent themes. ................................... 108 

 

file:///F:/Final%20Dissertation%2008032012.docx%23_Toc334105855


 

1 

CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION & OVERVIEW 

Ryerson Espino and Tricket (2008) state: 

 

“The goal of both community research and intervention [is] the creation of 

knowledge of relevance to the local community, the ecological perspective 

draws attention not only to community participation but also how resultant 

knowledge is shared and may exert impact on the local community. Thus, an 

ecological perspective proposes a special kind of research relationship 

between scholar and citizen that is developed through commitment and 

reciprocity” (pg. 61).  

 

The quote above sits at the cornerstone of community psychology and guided the 

goals and direction of this study. This study employed a transformative mixed methods 

convergent design to evaluate the effects of Boomerang among youth participants and across 

other context (i.e., parent and teacher relationship level). This chapter will first define the 

paradigm model and demonstrate how it guides the framework, design and methodology for 

the study. The transformative paradigm is applied as a lens to evaluate out of school 

suspension policies and practices that marginalize and disenfranchise low-income and 

minority youth. These policies and practices serve as risk factors that perpetuate systems of 

inequality and a pipeline from school to prison (Losen & Skiba, 2010; Skiba, 2010). The 

researcher will demonstrate how the transformative paradigm embodies a positive youth 

development framework to convey both risks and promotive factors associated with youth 

development. Consequently, this chapter ends with a description of the participatory action 

research process that occurred between the researcher and Boomerang and subsequent goals 

for this study.  
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Transformative Paradigm 

A transformative paradigm questions the power of tradition, status quo and frames 

research and intervention efforts within a strength-based and empowerment approach (Evans, 

Hanlin, & Prilleltensky, 2007). The transformative paradigm is viewed as an action paradigm 

that asserts the value of promoting community and individual empowerment to support exo 

and meso level change (Ozanne & Saatcioglu, 2008).It emphasizes the need to transform 

structures and institutions that perpetuate the continuous demarcation that exist between the 

haves and have nots. These transformations occur across the individual, organizational, and 

community level and require a learning process between the researcher and community 

members in order to organize actions and challenge systems that promote inequality 

(Creswell & Clark; Perkins et al., 2007).  

Merten (2007) states the transformative paradigm allows researchers to assess the 

assumptions expressed in issues of power and social justice. The transformative paradigm 

specifically examines how power structures that perpetuate social inequity influence 

individuals and communities and how they are able to navigate those social realities (Merten, 

2010). As a result, transformative change modifies the problems experienced by individuals 

to equip them with the ability and belief that they can navigate and acquire the resources 

needed to improve their quality of life (Bandura, 2004). Thus the goal of research within a 

transformative paradigm is to move individuals from the margins and towards social change.  

Positive Youth Development 

Positive youth development is embedded within a transformative paradigm because it 

emphasizes the strengths associated with youth, their families and communities and ways in 
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which they are empowered to change unjust social conditions. Positive youth development 

(PYD) understands youth develop within a dynamic ecological context that contains social 

institutions and structures where youth function as both the influenced and influencer 

(Benson, 2002; Damon, 2004; Durlak et al., 2007). From this perspective youth are perceived 

as having strengths that promote both individual and collective capacity at each level of the 

ecological context. These strengths are associated with the needed assets and resources youth 

need to negotiate and overcome risks throughout the developmental trajectory (Fergus & 

Zimmerman, 2005). 

As a framework PYD asserts two positions, 1) all youth have individual, family and 

community strengths that provide them with the ability to thrive (Damon, 2004; Theokas et 

al., 2005), and 2) youth are embedded within a complex and dynamic system that is 

multilayered, having both direct and indirect effects on their behavior and that of the system 

(Benson, Scales, Hamilton, & Sesma, 2007; Bronfenbrenner, 1977). PYD acknowledge the 

bidirectional process that occurs between youth and their environment and the primacy to 

create conditions that promote positive outcomes (Bogenschneider, 1996).It requires the 

collective work of multiple systems, from organizations to neighborhoods, to cultivate 

developmental strengths that lead to optimal well-being for youth (Benson & Saito, 2000).  

To this degree interventions should be designed to engage multiple settings, such as 

the family and school, and influence outcomes that inform, reform, and transform existing 

systems (Benson & Saito, 2000; Brookins, 1996; Liddle & Hogue, 2000). When 

interventions used a PYD framework they work to create a synergy that includes the multiple 

settings in which youth interact—with the ultimate goals of transitioning adolescents into 
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productive and positively engaged adults (Hamilton, Hamilton, & Pittman, 2004; Masten & 

Powell, 2003). However, just as much as PYD is a strength-based framework, effective 

interventions recognize and are responsive to potential risk factors and their association with 

youth development (Bogenschneider, 1996). Furthermore, evaluating such risk further 

support ways in which interventions are transactional and efficacious (Small & Memmo, 

2004).  

The next section frames the statement of the problem within the context of out of 

school suspension policies and practices. In order to understand the context of Boomerang, 

an intervention designed as an alternative to suspension, it is imperative to understand 

determinates and risks of out of school suspension practices particularly for low-income and 

minority youth. Specific attention is given to who is most affected by out of school 

suspension, the reasons for suspensions, and the effects of suspension.  

Statement of the Problem 

A 2010 report released by the Southern Poverty Law Center (Losen & Skiba, 2010) 

indicated that since 1970, the suspension rate for minorities have more than doubled and 

African Americans are three times more likely than Caucasian students to be suspended. All 

across the nation these trends hold true and yet, very few states and school systems report 

how suspension practices have improved their schools. In fact, they have not. Since the 

adoption of a zero-tolerance policy, school systems have seen a dramatic increase in the 

number of out of school suspensions, many of which result from non-violent acts (Kim, 

2009; Losen, 2011; Losen & Skiba, 2010). A closer examination of suspension data further 

outlines how a majority of students are suspended at two major transitional periods of 



 

5 

adolescence, middle school and 9
th

 grade (Raffaele Mendez & Knoff, 2003). Clearly at a 

period of adolescence that is defined by psychological and physiological transitions and more 

risk-taking behavior (Steinberg, 2007) there exist a need for intervention, yet school systems 

are removing youth from schools at alarming levels for the most arbitrary reasons. 

Out of school suspension (OSS) policies and practices reflect a prison system model 

in that an offender must be punished and society, in this case the school, protected (Empey, 

1967). Furthermore, these practices send a clear message that certain students do not belong 

in school. Research demonstrates that African American and Hispanic males are 

disproportionately represented in suspension data (Brown, 2007; Losen & Skiba, 2010; 

Raffaele Mendez & Knoff, 2002). Additionally, these students are more likely to experience 

school failure and have continued discipline problems that eventually lead to dropping out 

(Nichols, 2004).  

Out of school suspension (OSS) has several deficiencies; for one, there are no clear 

policies that relate the type of behavior to length of suspension (Owen, 2011). Indeed the 

majority of suspensions are given for the most arbitrary reasons. Skiba, Michael, and Nardo 

(2000) conducted a study to specifically examine factors that were related to suspension 

using discipline records from more than 11,000 students in a middle school. The authors 

found that the disproportionate representation of minority students in suspension was related 

to office referrals, in that minority students had significantly more office referrals from 

misbehavior than Caucasian students. Recent research supports the earlier work of Skiba and 

colleagues (2000), citing that the largest racial disparities in suspension exist within offense 

categories that are vague. For example, Losen (2011) cites that African American students 
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are referred to the office more often than Caucasian students for behaviors (e.g., disrespect 

and excessive noise) based on teachers subjective judgment.  

Another deficiency in out of school suspension is reflected in the number of 

suspended youth from low-income families. Low-income youth are majority reflected in 

suspension data across the nation, especially at the middle school level (Losen, 2011; Losen 

& Skiba, 2010; Nichols, 2004). When low-income youth become targets of OSS they are sent 

home and have lesser access to supervision (American Academy of Pediatrics, 2003). Youth 

who are unsupervised and not engaged in other pro-social activities are more likely to 

participate in criminal acts (Kim, 2009) and experiment with the use of alcohol and/or drugs 

(Raffaele Mendez, 2003). Furthermore, suspended students miss out on important academic 

work and concepts. These gaps in learning have further implications on youths’ ability to be 

reconnected back into the school context and more often than not impacts their academic 

performance and achievement. Kriezmien, Leone, and Achilles (2006) cite the relationship 

between suspension and negative consequences across academic performance, such as 

academic failure and eventual drop out. Nichols (2004) further cites correlates between 

suspension and continued grade retention, less participation in extra-curricular activities, 

negative school attitudes, and poorer school attendance. More often than not, low-income 

youth are associated with such negative outcomes. Clearly this indicates that without 

intervention suspension leads to a continuous cycle of disengaged youth (Raffaele Mendez, 

2003). 

Although the primary goals of OSS are to address the misbehavior of students, 

decrease incidents of school violence and criminal activity, and discourage substance abuse 
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(American Academy of Pediatrics, 2003), it, ultimately, proves to be deficient in achieving 

these goals. The findings continue to demonstrate that students who are suspended are more 

likely to engage in additional truant behavior than making modifications to improve behavior 

(Hemphill, 2006; Losen & Skiba, 2010; Nichols, 2004; Raffaele Mendez, 2003).Furthermore, 

OSS includes practices that push youth out of the school context and into the juvenile and 

criminal justice system—a pipeline from one system into another (Cobb, 2009; Kim, 

2009).And, like the criminal justice system, OSS functions as an exclusion and punitive 

strategy for largely the underclass (Skiba, Michael, & Nardo, 2000) and focus efforts at the 

individual level (Raffaele Mendez, Knoff, & Ferron, 2002). 

Ecology of Risks 

There are a number of risk factors in the ecological context that serve as determinants 

of student suspension. For instance, studies show that living in low-income and highly 

impoverished neighborhoods is often associated with lower educational attainment and 

higher levels of violence (Galster et al., 2007). Additionally, parental characteristics found in 

some low-income families are associated with a variety of negative outcomes among youth 

to include negative adjustment and academic difficulty (Waldfogel, Craigie, & Brooks-Gunn, 

2010).These alarming characteristics, such as having abusive parents or dealing with parental 

neglect, have a negative effect on behavior in schools and result in higher suspension and 

discipline acts (Kim, 2009; Skiba, 2000). 

  School practices often promote discrimination, social isolation and frustration among 

low-income and minority youth (Grant & Sleeter, 1994; Kozol, 1991; Nieto, 2000). Skiba 

(2000) argues that both classroom and school characteristics can translate into academic 
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failure and suspension. Within the school, classroom management and quality of instruction 

have also been found to be correlates of youth behavior and suspension (Losen, 2011; Losen 

& Skiba, 2010), and instead of pushing for more professional develop and training of 

teachers, schools systems have adopted a zero-tolerance approach. Teacher attitudes and 

perceptions are usually shaped by beliefs and stereotypes about youth from low-income and 

minority populations (Wong, Eccles, & Sameroff, 2003) and can influence behavior referrals. 

This is further supported by the work of Wu and colleagues (as cited in Skiba, 2000).The 

authors found that school characteristics such as teacher attitudes and teacher perception of 

student achievement were associated with higher suspension rates. 

Irvine (1991) further outlines a number of factors that lead to minority (specifically 

African American) youth’s failure within the school system, to include teacher expectations 

about students, teacher-student interactions, and lack of cultural synchronization. When 

teacher-students interactions are governed by larger macro-level beliefs and attitudes around 

low-income and minority children, then teachers often perceive these youth as potential 

sources for classroom disruptions and misbehavior (Irvine, 1991). As a result, teachers are 

more likely to refer African American students for disciplinary actions than other student 

populations (Losen, 2011).  

The North Carolina Context 

In North Carolina the school suspension law is at the discretion of location education 

agencies, who in turn assign judgments around suspension decisions to individual school 

principals (Owen, 2010). Local school districts develop their own student codes of behavior 

and discipline policies and suspension is based on the discretion of the referring officer 



 

9 

(Garson, 2010). As a result, outside of felonious offenses (e.g., possession of a firearm), the 

amount of time a student receives for a school or behavioral violation is dependent upon 

subjective interpretation. Such practices have led to North Carolina being having the 3
rd

 

highest rate of suspensions behind Delaware and South Carolina (Owen, 2010). 

Comparatively, the trend of higher suspension rates for minority and low-income students 

remains consistent with the nation. 

Iselin (2010) prepared a report to the North Carolina legislature outlining the effects 

of suspension, characteristics of student being suspension, and called for alternatives to 

suspension. The report revealed that African American students were disproportionately 

suspended at higher rates than students from other ethnic or racial groups. More alarming 

was that African American students were suspended at higher rates as a result of subjective 

disciplinary actions and disciplined more severely for minor misconduct. Bonneau and Owen 

(2010) further outlined the reasons for suspensions indicating that of those students who 

receive short-term suspensions in North Carolina, about 70% were suspended from school 

for arbitrary offenses such as dress code violations, vulgar language or truancy. For minority 

and low-income youth living in more affluent communities, results can be even more 

alarming.  

According to the U.S. Census Bureau (2009), Chapel Hill-Carrboro and Orange 

County’s per capita income is more than 25% of the per capita income of North Carolina. 

The Chapel Hill-Carrboro City School System is considered one of the highest performing 

districts in SATs, graduation rates, and academic achievement on end-of-grades tests in 

North Carolina (Chapel Hill-Carrboro City Schools, 2011); however disaggregated, these 
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results display the clear demarcation that exists between low-income, ethnic and racial 

minorities and more affluent Caucasian populations. In 2006, African American and 

Hispanic students comprised about 27% of the total student population in the school district, 

yet they comprised more than 70% of the total students receiving short-term suspensions 

(Action for Children NC, 2007).Recent results reported by the NC Department of Public 

Instruction (2012) demonstrate that suspension rates for the 2009 – 2010 academic year 

remains steady. The trajectories of these suspended youth, often perceived as disconnected 

youth, lead to further truancy, future legal problems, and eventually dropping out. And, 

although students are graduating from Chapel Hill high schools at higher rates, African 

American and Hispanic students comprise about 61% of the total number of students who 

dropped out of Chapel Hill-Carrboro schools during the 2009 – 2010 academic year (NC 

Department of Public Instruction, 2012). 

Boomerang and Participatory Action Research 

Boomerang emerged as a community response to the alarming suspension rates of 

low-income and minority youth. The program serves as an alternative to suspension and 

focuses on promoting resilience among youth. The researcher’s initial contact with 

Boomerang was through an evaluation fellowship with the National Y-USAs Higher 

Education Service Project. Boomerang reflected an ecological program approach (Jakes & 

Brookins, 2004) and was aligned with the researcher’s interest in youth development and 

resilience. After learning about past evaluation efforts, that is earlier evaluation reports 

focused on primarily on re-suspension rates, the researcher used the participatory action 

research method to guide the initial planning of this study. 
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In the discipline of psychology, the use of participatory action research (PAR) can be 

traced back to the early work of Kurt Lewin (1947).Different from a traditional research 

design, action research purposively includes the perspective of the action organization or 

community in which one is working in and develops a course of action that is aligned with 

their specific needs.Tandon, Azelton and Kelly (1998) further defined PAR as the active 

participation and contribution of stakeholders (participants) at all stages of a research project. 

In that stakeholders are involved throughout the research process, to include problem 

identification, design, data collection and analysis, and dissemination of findings (Ozanne & 

Saatcioglu, 2008; Tandon et al., 1998).  

 In PAR, the exchange between the research and stakeholder fosters insight around a 

specific change resulting in findings that promote improvement (program, organizational or 

community level) and utility within the context (Espino & Tricket, 2008).As reflected in 

Figure 1, PAR is a cyclical process beginning with a researcher-community partnership in 

identifying the problem and performing an initial diagnosis of the issue (Chein, Cook, & 

Harding, 1948; Ozanne & Saatcioglu, 2008).It is through this process that stakeholders take 

control throughout the research endeavor and establish themselves as powerful agents for 

social change (Baum, McDougall, & Smith, 2006). 
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Reflection 

• Identify and assess 
the problem 

• Identify goals. 

Diagnosis 

• Idenitfy methods 
and data needed  

Planning Action 
•Collect the needed 

data to address the 
problem identified. 

Data Collection 

•Analyze and assess 
findings.  

Evaluation 
• Plan to use findings 

in meaningful ways.  

Action 

Reflection 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

During the spring and summer of 2011, the researcher participated in additional site 

visits, volunteered, and conducted interviews with Boomerang staff to assess their program, 

needs and identify research goals (diagnosis). This process involved understanding the 

history of Boomerang (why it was developed), its program theory, and overall goals and 

objectives. Additional visits to the site led to a discussion that included the development of a 

timeline, methods and deliverables (planning action). These series of steps allowed the 

researcher to get a broader understanding into Boomerang and its participants; additionally 

work collaboratively with staff to generate reports and publications to disseminate 

information on program outcomes to stakeholders and funding agencies (action).The 

Directors of Boomerang were involved in each step of the study, to include the identification 

and consensus of the measures used among program participants, focus group questions and 

Figure 1. Steps in participatory action research. 
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development of a logic model. As a result, the researcher in collaboration with Boomerang 

identified the following goals for this study: 

1) Examine the effects of Boomerang on youth outcomes;  

2) Examine the effects of Boomerang on the student-teacher relationship;  

3) Examine the Boomerang experience and impact on youth from the perspective of 

program participants;  

4) Examine the Boomerang experience and impact on child-parent relationship. 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

The goals for this study emerged from the participatory action research process with 

Boomerang and reflect their interests. The study examines the extent to which Boomerang 

affects youth outcomes and child-parent and student-teacher relationships. The following 

section will first define a resilience model, the foundation of Boomerang’s mission, and the 

role social structures and institutions play in promoting resilient youth. More specifically the 

first section of the literature review expand the definition of resilience beyond an individual 

characteristic and emphasis the importance of social institutions and relationships in 

promoting resilience among youth.  The next section will discuss promotive factors, as 

defined by Fergus and Zimmerman (2010), associated with the family, school and 

community context, and highlight the role community-based organizations (i.e., the YMCA) 

have in promoting positive outcomes among youth. Specific attention will be given to 

alternative to suspension programs offered within community-based organizations and 

identify correlates with positive youth outcomes.  

The Resilience Model 

It is important to outline the resilience model that is reflected in this study and aligned 

with the mission of Boomerang. Unlike the traditional perspective of resilience being an 

individual characteristic or trait, the resilience model in this study includes both individual 

and environmental characteristics and embodies promotive factors that are essential for all 

youth to thrive and live healthy lives. Resilience is defined in relation to youth interactions 

that occur across varying levels of the ecological context and developmental trajectories 

(Luther, 2003).Luther, Cicchetti, and Becker (2000) further define it as the “dynamic process 
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encompassing positive adaptation within the context of significant adversity” (pg.543).  In 

this definition the emphasis is placed on dynamic, which understands that the emergences of 

individual characteristics and behavior occur from the interaction with one’s ecological 

context (Bronfenbrenner, 1977).  Within this context youth have both individual and 

contextual assets and resources that allow them to overcome challenges and adversity. 

To broaden the concept of resilience, Ungar et al. (2008) describes it as including two 

processes: navigation and negotiation. Navigation is defined as an individual’s ability to 

“navigate [their] way to resources such as positive attachments, experiences that bring self-

esteem, education, and participating in one’s community and family” (pg. 168). Navigation is 

associated with individual characteristics, a locus of control and efficacy that allow youth to 

form stronger connections with themselves and their surroundings. Negotiation is defined as 

how resources within the family and community are accessible and located in order to 

provide the meaningful support required for youth to be successful. Negotiation occurs when 

youth have support networks found within their family or community that reinforce their 

strengths and support the achievement of goals. Collectively, a model of resilience has both 

contextual and relational factors (Luther 2003; Ungar at el., 2008), demonstrates a 

bidirectional process between the individual and environment (Bronfenbrenner & Evans, 

2000), and promotes positive youth development (Figure 2).  

The Resilience Research Centre (2009) outline three domains of resilience: 1) the 

capacity of individuals to navigate their way to resources that sustain well-being; 2) the 

capacity of individuals’ physical and social ecologies to provide those resources; and 3) the 

capacity of individuals, their families, and communities to negotiate culturally meaningful 
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ways for resources to be shared. This is a more comprehensive approach to resilience and 

supports earlier research indicating not just the capacity of individuals but the positive role 

institutional structures and systems play in promoting positive developmental outcomes 

among economically disadvantage children (Clark, 1983; Garmezy, 1985; Werner 1989). 

Furthermore, such systems contain interactions at the peer-peer and adult-child level that 

broaden resilience beyond an individual perspective (Cicchetti, 2003). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. A theoretical model of resilience. 

 

A number of studies have examined factors associated with resilience from childhood 

on into adulthood (Fergusson & Horwood, 2003; Garmezy, 1987). A famous study includes 
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the sample was exposed to childhood poverty, birth complications, parental and familial risk 

factors. Werner’s research indicated that despite these risk factors, many of the individuals 

grew up to have stable lives. Post hoc analyses revealed that environmental attributes such as 

receiving emotional support from a care-giver or adult, mentors, and quality of the child 

rearing environment, attenuated biological, psychological and sociological risks.  

Werner et al. (2004) also examined the role of caring adults in the lives of children of 

alcoholics using interviews with participants over a period of time as well as quantitative 

measures that examined locus on control, temperament, and risk-associated outcomes (i.e., 

pregnancy, alcohol use, etc. Findings suggest that children of alcoholics who formed 

meaningful relationships with extended family members, peers, religious community and/or 

mental health professionals were able to cope with trauma and transition into adulthood 

successfully.  

Ungar et al. (2004) argues how resilience, specifically within a diverse cultural 

context, extends beyond an intra-psychic construct and is inclusive of the systems in which 

youth interact. The authors conducted a mixed methods study across 14 sites in 11 countries 

to examine resilience among a sample of 1,451 youth, with 89 youth chosen for interviews. 

Youth from communities with risk factors associated with poverty, war, genocide, drug and 

alcohol addictions, mental illness of parents, and early pregnancies and “coping well” were 

purposively sampled from sites, including Hong Kong, China, Gaza, Palestine, Moscow, 

Russia, Tampa, Florida, Cape Town, South African and Halifax, Canada. The youth sample 

ranged in age from 12 to 23 and a “toolbox” of techniques was adapted to integrate language 

and cultural differences across settings. Participants were given a series of questions, to 
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include a 58-item questionnaire on resilience. Follow up interviews were conducted with 

youth to understand how resilience was defined and unique outcomes associated with 

resilience. Data was triangulated to obtain convergence and between and within site 

differences among the youth sample. Findings from the study demonstrate that youth who 

perceive themselves as resilient and perceived by the community as resilient have relied on 

relationships they form with themselves, family, community and culture. More conclusively, 

was that youth rely on strengths and resources at the individual, family and community level 

to achieve positive outcomes.  

Social Connectedness 

A repeated theme within the resilience literature includes youth being “connected” 

with adults found within the ecological context. Connectedness is defined as the relationships 

and interactions youth have with resources, peers and adults (Lerner, Fisher, & Weinberg, 

2000). Connectedness has both a relational and autonomy component and indicates the 

“connection or bond that youth experience from socializing agents and the degree to which 

youth feel that their individuality is validated or supported by their socialization agents” 

(Barber & Schluterman, 2008, pg. 211). It situated within the social milieu of youth, 

characterized by those specific relationships that exist across settings and institutions. And, 

as result, positive development emerges from a process of interrelated systems and 

communality between members (Townsend & McWhirter, 2005). Youth who are social 

connected have identified and formed relationships with peers and adults that reinforce 

feelings of belongedness from the family to school, from school to the community.   
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The construct of social connectedness is often interchanged in the literature with other 

constructs such as sense of community (Chavis, Lee & Acosta, 2008), sense of belonging 

(Anderson-Butcher & Conroy, 2002) and social integration (Fredricks, Blumfeld, Friedel, & 

Paris 2003). Nevertheless, these constructs have similar underlying themes and support the 

role of social connectedness in reducing risky behaviors among youth.  For example, 

Markheim et al. (2003) examined the relationship between family connectedness and risky 

sexual behavior among a sample of 976 urban minority high school students who attended an 

alternative school. Findings from the study indicated that students who reported higher levels 

of family connectedness were less likely to report having sex, unprotected sex and involved 

in pregnancy.  

Another important study includes the work of Karcher and Finn (2005) who 

examined connectedness across three levels, family, peers and schools. The authors 

conducted a study among a sample of 303 middle and high school students to examine the 

relationship between connectedness and adolescent initiation of smoking. Findings suggest 

that positive connectedness with family and school decreased the likelihood of youth 

engaging in experimental smoking. Collectively, this research suggest that connectedness at 

the family and school level play a vital role in decreasing negative behaviors and promoting 

positive youth outcomes. More importantly, this serves as viable outcome in understanding 

how efforts by Boomerang can potentially influence other context.  

Positive Relationships with Adults 

The family and school serve as two primary contexts that influence the behavior and 

development of youth, particularly from early childhood to adolescence (Bronfenbrenner, 
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1986; 1977). The interactions between the family and school context is time-dependent, 

whereas, as students transition into adolescence they spend more time away from the family 

and in the school context (Anderson, Sabetelli, & Kosutic, 2007). Therefore, just as much as 

it is important to understand the effects of Boomerang on individual youth outcomes as 

measured by resilience and social connectedness, it is imperative to examine ways in which 

Boomerang translates these changes to the child-parent and student-teacher relationship. 

Masten and Powell (2003) identified positive relationships with adults as essential to 

youth development; such that strong family relationships coupled with a strong school 

relationship indicate transactional interventions. These relationships are correlated with 

positive youth identities such as self-concept and feelings of connectedness to the larger 

society (Brown, 2003). Additionally, studies demonstrate the influence the family, 

specifically parent-child relationship, has on developmental assets and competencies, to 

include a positive ethnic/racial identity, self-esteem, confidence and motivation (Brown, 

2003; Oman, Vesely & Aspy, 2005; Yates, Egeland & Sroufe, 2003). 

Within the social space of schools, the teacher serves as “gate keeper”—the 

individual or group in a position of power that informs decisions on whether an individual 

accesses or not a new social space/region (Lewin, 1947). When thinking about a student’s 

ability to navigate the social context of schools it is important to understand the particular 

relationships they have with the gate keeper, in this case the teacher. Forming a positive 

relationship with a teacher can counter risks found in the ecological context (Roorda, Split, & 

Oort, 2011).Research demonstrates that student relationships with teachers can serve as 

protective factors against risks associated with the family and community context by 
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influencing the development of positive attributes such as motivation, learning and problem 

solving skills (Morrison & Allen, 2007).Additionally, a positive relationship with a teacher 

also translates in higher motivation and engagement within the school context (Roeser, 

Eccles & Sameroff, 2000).  

The student-teacher relationship is also an important predictor of future outcomes for 

youth, to include academic success, adjustment in school, and misconduct (Pianta, La Paro, 

Payne, Cox, & Bradley, 2002; Pianta & Steinberg, 1992; Roeser, Eccles & Sameroff, 2000; 

Sprott, Jenkins, & Doob, 2005). When teachers are able to encourage youth and foster trust 

and closeness among students then they are more likely to feel engaged within the 

educational context (Burchinal et al, 2002; Howes, Hamilton, & Matheson, 1994). Forming a 

positive relationship with a teacher is important for all students, but can be particular relevant 

and essential for minority at-risk youth. For some youth who have to encounter stressful 

family relationships, strong quality relationships within other context such as schools can 

serve as buffers (Howes, Hamilton, & Matheson, 1994). Decker, Dona and Christenson 

(2007) examined the association between the student-teacher relationship and social 

competence and academic outcomes among a sample of 44 African American at-risk youth 

in grades kindergarten through 6
th

 grade. Findings from the study indicate that positive 

student-teacher relationships increased a student’s social competence, engagement and 

decreased number of suspensions.  

Promotive Factors 

Promotive factors are defined as individual assets and external resources that youth 

need to promote positive outcomes and reduce/avoid negative outcomes (Fergus & 
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Zimmerman, 2007).The literature in the previous sections broadened how we define a 

resilience model as it relates to the ecological context and the interrelatedness of social 

connectedness and positive relationships with adults across the family and school level. In 

this section the researcher will review further promotive factors that further contribute to the 

well-being of youth to outline the context of this study and role of alternative to suspension 

programs. 

Research supports the role of community-based organizations (CBOs) in facilitating 

and delivering intervention programs for youth (Boyle, 2002; Jones, 1992).These 

organizations often serve as extensions to and partners for the youth’s family and school, 

providing a myriad of services—from academic support to substance use prevention 

(Edwards, Mumford, & Serra-Rolden, 2007; Lerner et al.2005; St. Pierre, Mark, Kaltreider, 

& Campbell, 2001; Tebes et al., 2007). Organizations such as churches and non-profit 

community centers have facilitated programs that address a wide range of academic, social 

and behavioral competencies among youth (Eccles & Templeton, 2002; Kahne et al., 2001; 

Quinn, 1999; Riggs & Greenberg, 2004).For example, after-school programs found within 

these settings are associated with creating a sense of belonging and acquisition of positive 

behaviors that are relevant to both academic and social success among low-income and 

minority youth (Lee, Borden, Serido & Perkins, 2009).Furthermore, these programs have 

demonstrated a variety of successful outcomes in reducing delinquent behaviors youth 

(Anderson, Sabatelli, & Trachtenberg, 2007; Berg, Coman, & Schensul, 2009; Kahne et al.).  

For decades, CBOs such as the Young Men Christian Association (YMCA) have 

been recognized as viable resources that promote positive outcomes among youth and their 
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communities (Hartmaan, Watson, & Kantorek, 2001). The YMCA historically has been 

perceived as “safe spaces” for youth (McLaughlin & Irby, 1994) and, for over 150-years, 

have implemented programs to address spiritual, social and overall emotional well-being (Y-

USA, 2011).YMCAs across the nation have engaged in initiatives to address childhood 

nutrition (Mozaffarian et al. 2010), pregnancy prevention (Yampolskaya, Brown, & Vargo, 

2007), substance use (Whiteley et al., 2007), and violence prevention (Skybo & Polivka, 

2007).Equally important is the relationship YMCAs have with low-income and minority 

communities, for decades these organizations have maintained a long-standing commitment 

and tradition of working with both minority and low-income youth in reducing problem 

behaviors and promoting positive assets (Johnson, 1940).Programs like Boomerang located 

at the Chapel Hill-Carrboro YMCA have emerged over the years to address community 

issues and continue the YMCAs long-standing commitment to positive youth development.  

Alternative to Suspension Programs 

Alternative to suspension programs, many of which occur in community settings, 

provide safe and supervised places for youth who have been short-term suspended. Two 

models exist in North Carolina to address the needs of students who are suspended, 

alternative learning programs (ALPs) and structured day programs (SDPs).There are 

distinctive differences found in the literature on the two models. Alternative learning 

programs are designed to specifically serve high-risk youth who have not been successful in 

a traditional classroom setting (Yearwood, Adbum-Muhaymin, & Jordan, 2007).Many of 

these programs focus on building skills in youth to ease the transition from school to work 

and attendance, like traditional public schools, is required (Tobin & Sprague, 2000).  
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Structured day programs (SDPs), like Boomerang, are different from ALPs in that 

they are usually not located within the school setting, offer additional support services to 

youth and their family, and operated by private or non-profit organizations. It is important to 

distinguish the two models to understand what guided the literature search on alternative to 

suspension programs. More specifically, the researcher looked for alternative to suspension 

programs that were not housed out of schools and implemented by community-based 

organizations.  

Using PsyInfo, ERIC, and Google Scholar much of the research centers on 

determinants of suspension or identifies alternative to suspension programs within schools 

(i.e. in-school suspension). The literature was relatively scarce for programs that function 

outside of the school system and the majority of them were found in evaluation studies. 

Although there is a paucity of research within this field, studies suggest that alternatives to 

suspension programs are effective in reducing re-suspension rates and promoting positive 

psychosocial outcomes among youth.  

A study conducted by Dupper (1998) examined the relationship of an alternative to 

suspension program, Positive Alternatives to Student Suspension (PASS) Program, on 

internal locus of control among a sample of 105 middle school students. Students who were 

having discipline problems were referred by school officials to the program; students were 

randomly assigned to either the school survival group (intervention) or attention only group 

(comparison).The school survival group specifically designed programs and activities in a 

structured environment that promote the conscious awareness of social cognitions that 

underlie the negative behavior of students. Students identify various strategies to respond to 
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conflict by understanding the power of the choices and consequences. In the attention only 

group students are supervised by group leaders but there are no specific skills and problem 

solving training. A pretest-posttest control group design with a 4-week follow up measure 

was employed; t-test for independent samples and a secondary analysis of ANCOVA was 

employed to examine the differences among groups as it relates to race and gender.  

Findings from the study revealed statistically significant differences between posttest 

mean scores (p = .01) immediately following the intervention and four weeks after (p <.05). 

However, there were no significant differences on posttest scores that could be associated 

with race and gender. The study concluded that students involved in the intervention shifted 

perceptions of having control over what happens to them (locus of control) and tended to be 

more successful in school (determined by a decrease in discipline referrals and re-

suspension).  

A later study conducted by Bruenlin, Cimmarusti, Bryan-Edwards, and Hetherington 

(2002) examined the Alternative to Suspension for Violent Behavior (ASVB) program, which 

sought to reduce re-suspension rates for students who are suspended for violent behavior by 

teaching them social-problem solving and thinking skills. The program worked with the local 

school system to identify referrals and engaged family in training to change their beliefs and 

practices about conflict and violence. The authors developed the ASVB program to integrate 

best-practices on violence prevention. The study employed a pre and posttest design, using a 

control and treatment group (families who volunteered to participate in ASVB). The sample 

was comprised of 165 students who were suspended from school between 1997 – 

1998.Additional archival data was collected from school disciplinary records to determine 
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the reasons for suspension and types of disciplinary acts. Pre and post-intervention data was 

collected on suspension for physical violence and non-physical violence. A repeated 

measures design with a nonequivalent comparison group was employed. Finding revealed 

that there were no statistically significant differences between the two groups; however, 

participants who attended ASVB were four times less likely to be re-suspended than those 

who did not attend ASVB. In addition, students who were suspended for nonphysical violent 

acts had a higher risk of suspensions than students with physically violent acts. 

Another important study conducted by Weismann and colleagues (2005) confirmed 

earlier findings and addressed school outcomes. The authors conducted an evaluation of the 

Center for Community Alternatives’ Strategies for Success Program, a program designed as 

an alternative to suspension intervention program that provided follow up to students in 

schools. The program was designed to offer planning and support services to youth and 

family members to reduce school suspensions and improve pro-social behavior. The 

evaluation specifically investigated post-program suspensions, assignments to alternative 

schools, academic achievement, attendance and pro-social attitudes and behaviors using a 

quasi-experimental design. Students who were referred but did not attend the program were 

used as a comparison group (n = 560), whereas students who were referred and attended the 

program served as the treatment group (n = 227).  

Findings suggest the intervention group had a higher number of minority and low-

income males as compared to the comparison group; thereby, outcomes among the treatment 

group were associated with greater challenges. Results further suggest that students who 

completed the intervention had lower re-suspension rates, higher GPAs, and attendance as 
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compared to students who did not complete the program. In addition, behavior such as 

fighting and anger significantly decreased from the pre to post intervention level (p <.05). 

Most recently, Rizzi (2011) conducted a study to examine the effectiveness of an 

alternative to suspension program (Achievement Character Excellence) on absences, GPA, 

and discipline referrals among a sample of 127 high school students; whereas 52 students 

were in the comparison group and 65 students in the treatment group. The program was 

implemented for both short and long-term suspended students and transportation was 

provided to students. The author also administered a post survey to 127 teachers of program 

participants to assess their perceptions of ACE and its effect on the student’s character. An 

independent t-test revealed that no differences existed between both groups in attendance (p 

= .87), GPA (p = .84), and a significant difference existed between the two groups for 

discipline referrals (p <. 05) such that students who completed the ACE program had fewer 

discipline referrals after leaving. 

Data gathered from teachers indicated that the ACE program needed improvements in 

promoting academic performance and moral character of youth. Additionally, group 

differences (i.e., race and gender) were not examined within the comparison group. Although 

the sample size among the comparison and intervention group was relatively small with 

moderate power (.75), results indicate that the program did have a significant effect on 

reducing re-suspension.  

Other research related to alternative to suspension programs were majority found in 

state evaluation reports. Two reports have been subsequently released by the North Carolina 

Governor’s Crime Commission, a 2002 report, North Carolina’s Alternative Learning 
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Programs: An Evaluation Of Juvenile Structured Day Programs for Suspended and Expelled 

Youth, and 2004 report, Juvenile Structured Day and Alternative Learning Programs: Impact 

and Process Study, evaluated SDPs identified in North Carolina. The original 2002 report 

assessed how well programs were doing (from the perspective of the staff) and what 

improvements, if any, were needed in order to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of 

each program’s services. A 32-item interview protocol was developed and administered 

during site visits and telephone calls with six programs that were representative of the 

various regions throughout North Carolina. Findings from the report were based on responses 

from program staff (Director) rather than data directly collected from program participants. 

Responses indicated that of the total 1,803 suspended or expelled students served, 28.9% had 

no further contact with the juvenile courts, 11.1% had no further truancy incidents, and 

26.5% reported improved school attendance (Yearwood & Abdum-Muhaymin, 2002). 

In the 2004 report, an evaluation of 11 identified SDPs in North Carolina was 

conducted to assess both impact and effectiveness, where four sites were selected for more 

in-depth analyses. Sites were selected in over 14 counties in North Carolina. The evaluation 

used a mixed methods approach to assess program planning and operation, impacts, 

matriculation rates and recidivism rates among youth program participants. The evaluation 

team conducted site visits, semi-structured interviews with staff from program sites, and 

open-ended interviews with program participants. Additional quantitative data was collected 

from the state’s Department of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention and program 

evaluation data. Findings from the study indicated a range of outcomes from 20% to 52% of 

program participants having no additional problems with the court system, 15% to 70% 
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having reduced problems at home, and 13% to 75% had reduced problems at school (Fraser, 

2004).  

The research presented suggests that alternative to suspension programs are effective 

in reducing re-suspension rates among violent and short-term suspended youth; however, 

very little research examines psychosocial outcomes. Furthermore, many of the studies 

examined program effects in relation to school attendance and GPA with varying results. The 

studies have mostly employed quantitative methods; and, although the evaluation reports 

integrated qualitative methods, data was only collected from the perspective of staff versus 

program participants. These findings suggest that more research is needed to understand 

program effects on psychosocial outcomes and in other context youth interact. 

Summary 

Collectively, the literature warrants the need to further understand resilience. 

Reframing the resilience model to include a relational and contextual measure supports the 

integration of social connectedness and positive relationships with adults. A resilience model 

further supports the theory of Boomerang and is central to positive youth development. More 

importantly, promoting resilience among youth assist them in navigating the period of 

adolescence (Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2003) and identifying the assets and resources they have 

within themselves, family, and community (Ungar et al., 2007).  

The literature suggest that alternative to suspension models are effective in reducing 

re-suspension rates (Bruenlin et al., 2002; Dupper, 1998; Rizzi, 2011; Weissman et al., 

2005); however, very few studies have examine effects on psychosocial outcomes and other 

contexts. Furthermore, evaluations that have examined alternative to suspensions programs 
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have primarily addressed formative practices (i.e., focusing on outcomes) or offer descriptive 

accounts from the perspective of program staff. And, although the collection of work 

outlined in this chapter is relevant, very few studies exist that specifically examine the impact 

of these programs participants’ perspectives and, few, if any, have integrated other context 

within the lives of youth.  

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study seeks to employ a transformative mixed-methods design to 

examine the effects of Chapel Hill-Carrboro YMCA’s Boomerang Program. This study will 

specifically address the relationship between Boomerang and youth outcomes as measured 

by resilience, social connectedness, and re-suspension rates; and the effects of the program 

post-intervention at the child-parent and student-teacher relationship level. Accordingly, the 

following goals were developed: 1) to understand the effects of Boomerang on youth 

outcomes; 2) to understand the effects of Boomerang on the student-teacher relationship; 3) 

to understand the Boomerang experience and impact on youth from the perspective of 

program participants; and 4) to understand the Boomerang experience and impact on child-

parent relationship from the perspective of parents. To address these goals the following 

research questions, with corresponding hypotheses, were developed: 

Research Questions 

Research Question 1: To what extent does participation in the Boomerang Program 

affect participant outcomes as measured by resilience (CRYM-28) and social connectedness 

(Social Connectedness Scale)? 
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H1.1: There will be a significant increase in resilience (as measured by the CRYM-

28) from pre-Boomerang to post-Boomerang among student participants. 

H1.2: There will be a significant increase in social connectedness (as measured by the 

Social Connectedness Scale) from pre-Boomerang to post-Boomerang among student 

participants.  

H1.3: Time in Boomerang will result in significant effects across youth outcomes as 

measured by resilience (CRYM-28) and social connectedness (Social Connectedness 

Scale); such that differences across resilience and social connectedness are associated 

with time in intervention. 

H1.4: There will be a significant interaction effect between time in Boomerang and 

pre scores across resilience (CRYM-28) and social connectedness (Social 

Connectedness Scale); in that longer time in Boomerang will result in higher scores 

on resilience and social connectedness after controlling for pre-scores. 

Research Question 2: To what extent does type of suspension (violent or non-violent 

related), age, gender, ethnicity and income explain variation in youth outcomes as measured 

by resilience (CRYM-28) and social connectedness (Social Connectedness Scale) across 

Boomerang participants? 

H2.1. Type of suspension (violent or non-violent related), age, gender, ethnicity, and 

income will be significant predictors of resilience (CRYM-28) above and beyond pre-

intervention; in that higher income, younger, non-minority students will have higher 

post-scores of resilience after controlling for the pre-test. 
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H2.2. Type of suspension (violent or non-violent related), age, gender, ethnicity, and 

income will be significant predictors of social connectedness (Social Connectedness 

Scale) above and beyond pre-intervention; in that higher income, younger, non-

minority students will have higher post-scores of social connectedness after 

controlling for the pre-scores. 

Research Question 3: What group of students profits more from Boomerang? 

H3.1: There will be a significant relationship between gender and post scores on 

resilience (CYRM-28) and social connectedness (Social Connectedness Scale); such 

that female students will demonstrate higher scores at the post level than male 

students after controlling for pre-scores.  

H3.2: There will be a significant relationship between race and post scores on 

resilience (CYRM-28) and social connectedness (Social Connectedness Scale); such 

that African American students will demonstrate higher scores at the post level than 

non-African American students after controlling for pre-scores.  

H3.3: There will be a significant relationship between income and post scores on 

resilience (CYRM-28) and social connectedness (Social Connectedness Scale); such 

that higher income students will demonstrate higher scores at the post level than low 

income students after controlling for pre-scores. 

H3.4: There will be a significant relationship between type of suspension and post 

scores on resilience (CYRM-28) and social connectedness (Social Connectedness 

Scale); such students with non-violent related suspensions will demonstrate higher 
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scores at the post level than students with violent-related suspensions after controlling 

for pre-scores.  

Research Question 4: What is the relationship between participation in the 

Boomerang Program and re-suspension (3-months follow up)? 

H4.1: There is a significant relationship between time in Boomerang and re-

suspension; in that participants with shorter time in Boomerang will less likely to be 

re-suspended three-months following participation in Boomerang. 

H4.2: Type of suspension, age, ethnicity, and income will be significant predictors of 

re-suspension above and beyond time in Boomerang.  

Research Question 5: How do Boomerang participants describe their experiences in 

the program and its impact in their lives? 

Research Question 6: To what extent does participation in the Boomerang Program 

effect the student-teacher relationship? 

H6.1: There will be a significant increase in student-teacher relationship (as measured 

by the modified STRS) from pre to post Boomerang. 

H6.2: The longer time spent Boomerang will result in higher scores on the student 

student-teacher relationship scale after controlling for pre scores. 

H6.3: There will be a significant interaction effect between type of suspension and 

intervention across student-teacher relationship; participants with non-violent related 

suspension will demonstrate higher student-teacher ratings after controlling for pre-

scores. 
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H6.4: The relationship between type of suspension (violent vs. non-violent related) 

and student-teacher relationships is mediated by time in Boomerang); such that 

violent-related suspension results in longer time in intervention and longer time in 

Boomerang, in turn, promotes negative student-teacher relationships.  

H6. 5: Age, ethnicity and income will be significant predictors of student-teacher 

relationships above and beyond time in intervention; such that high-income younger 

non-minority participants will demonstrate higher student-teacher ratings after 

controlling for time in intervention. 

Research Question 7:How do parents of participants describe the impact of 

Boomerang in their lives and on the child-parent relationship? 
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY 

To address the aims of this study, a transformative mixed methods convergent design 

(Creswell & Clark, 2011) was employed to examine program effects of the Chapel Hill-

Carrboro YMCA’s Boomerang Program. Mixed methods is defined as an approach in which 

the researcher combines both qualitative and quantitative methods to address a research 

problem, question, etc. (Johnson, Onwugbuzie, & Turner, 2007). The transformative mixed 

methods approach integrates qualitative and quantitative methods as a means to generate 

findings that are valid for the organization and contribute to social change (Merten, 2011). 

Validity, from a mixed methods approach, is replaced by trustworthiness to indicate the 

researcher’s ability to converge a myriad of sources and methods to produce useful findings 

(Creswell & Miller, 2000; Golafshani, 2003).  

Research Design 

The current study collected both quantitative and qualitative data simultaneous and 

sequentially at three levels, Boomerang participants, parents and teachers.The design is 

outlined in the notation described by Creswell and Clark (2011), QUAL→←QUAN, where 

there is a recursive process of both qualitative and quantitative methods (Figure 3). Nastasi et 

al. (2007) originally develop the notation to outline the relationship between quantitative and 

qualitative methods and evaluation research with interventions. In addition, the QUAN 

→←QUAL notations expands beyond measureable outcomes and sheds light on specific 

processes and characteristics that lead to such outcomes (Shooter, 2010). For the purpose of 

this study, the researcher converted the notation to reflect QUAN→←QUAL, whereas 

quantitative methods were employed to examine associated outcomes with Boomerang and 
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qualitative methods were employed to provide a richer description of outcomes and other 

dynamic relationships. This notation demonstrates that equal value is placed on both 

methodologies so findings complement one another (Greene, Caracelli and Graham, 1989). 

Throughout the academic term, quantitative and qualitative data were collected 

recursively. Each program participant who was given consent to participate in the study was 

administered the pre-measure at the intake and post-measure on the last day of their 

involvement in the program (QUAN).One week following their involvement in the program, 

a follow-up measure was sent to each student’s teachers to evaluate the effect of the program 

on the student-teacher relationship and overall perception of the Boomerang Program 

(QUAN+qual).After students attended Boomerang, participants and parents who completed a 

consent form and displayed characteristics that matched the demographics of the target 

population were identified and participated in focus group sessions (QUAL).  
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Figure 3. Transformative mixed methods design. 
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Description of the Boomerang Program 

More than six years ago and consistent with an ecological programming approach 

(Jakes & Brookins, 2004), the Chapel Hill-Carrboro YMCA’s Executive Director organized 

a steering committee of various stakeholders (representatives from the Juvenile Justice and 

Chapel Hill-Carrboro Public School System, Department of Social Services and parents) to 

design a program that would provide a safe environment for short-term suspended youth. The 

mission statement of Boomerang reads:  

Boomerang seeks to engage disconnected youth and their community by providing a 

supportive alternative environment for out of school time, offering resiliency based 

training for professionals and other adults, and advocating for community change that 

has enduring benefits for all adolescents. (Chapel Hill-Carrboro YMCA, 2011). 

The program has broadened its focus to include community service, after-school 

tutoring, and a “What’s Next?” program designed to engage youth in pursuing post-

secondary opportunities. The alternative to suspension program serves more than 150 short-

term suspended and court-referred youth annually from Chapel Hill-Carrboro City and 

Orange County Schools. About 70% of the program participants have been from low-income 

households (less than $24,000) and 80% are male. Participants have reflected a diverse group 

of youth, including African American (48%), Caucasian (30%), Hispanic/Latino (8%), and 

14% who classify themselves as other or Asian/Pacific Islander (Boomerang, 2009). 

Boomerang includes five core services for students:(1) assessment of strengths and 

substance abuse risks; (2) tutoring and individual academic support for missed classes; (3) 

physical education and recreation; (4) community service hours; (5) intervention and 



 

39 

information about community resources. Boomerang’s length-of-contact with participants is 

based on the number of days they are suspended, which range between 3 and up to 10 days, 

however, some participants may extend their time if they are court-involved youth, or, return 

to Boomerang if they are re-suspended, but only after a mandatory 30-day waiting period. 

The day program operates from 8:45 am to 2:00 pm although some participants continue 

until 5:00 pm to complete community service or receive additional tutorial support. 

A typical day in Boomerang includes introductions (group ice-breaker), academic 

assistance, recreation time (basketball, volleyball, or physical fitness), lunch, and then 

followed by an afternoon group session. Afternoon group sessions are usually facilitated by 

partners (e.g., Dispute Settlement Center of Orange County, Sacrificial Poets Society, and 

Orange County Juvenile Justice Center) on topics such as conflict resolution, youth activism 

and healthy relationships. Depending on the needs of youth, the Directors (two licensed 

clinical social workers) meet with individual participants to discuss more intense issues 

related to substance abuse, fighting, and family situations. Although contact with Boomerang 

is considered short, the program is designed to focus on intensive services that promote 

individual strengths and positive relationships with adults. 

The program has a staff of five, to include two licensed clinical social workers as the 

Directors, a full-time program coordinator and office manager, and part-time academic 

coordinator. The program coordinator serves as the facilitator of the group sessions and 

supervisor during recreational time. The academic coordinator serves as the liaison between 

participants and teachers, by ensuring students get assignments and any work they may miss 

during their suspension. They usually supervise the academic time during the day and 
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coordinate who volunteers pair up with. On occasions the academic or program coordinator 

will administer program assessments to participants and complete the Tree Exercise. The 

program also relies on interns (usually get about 2 -3 a year) from the School of Social Work 

at UNC-Chapel Hill and volunteers from the surrounding community. Volunteers come 

throughout the day to work one-on-one with students during academic time or group 

sessions.  

Two distinctive components of the Boomerang Program include the Tree Exercise 

(mentioned above) completed by participants with one of the Boomerang staff (usually one 

of the Directors, or the Academic/Program Coordinator) and the wrap-up session. The Tree 

Exercise is a resilience strategy used by Boomerang to allow participants to identify 

obstacles in their life, their strengths and what assets they have to assist them in achieving 

personal goals. The exercise is perceived by the staff as being the most successful activity in 

the Boomerang program. 

We initially give Boomerang participants a tree and have them draw it and 

write down their strengths in the roots, hopes and dreams in the branches and 

points of lightning (adversity). We shine a light back on their greatness and 

equip them with seeing [life] differently (Boomerang Staff 1). 

Once the tree is completed, Boomerang shares this during participants’ wrap-up sessions. 

The wrap-up sessions are facilitated by one of the Directors at Boomerang and integrate 

parent(s)/guardians and a school representative or advocate. During these sessions, 

participants share their tree to articulate their strengths as well as a plan of action for 
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changing behavior with attendees. In addition, referral services are provided to both the 

parent and participant, to include mental health counseling, legal services, etc. 

Recruitment & Description of Sample 

Program Participants 

The researcher used G-Power 3.1.3 (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2009) to 

calculate the sample size needed to obtain an α-level of .05 and medium affect size of .15 for 

a linear multiple regression with four predictor variables. The software allows you to perform 

a priori power analysis under specified parameters; results indicated a sample size of 89 

would yield a power estimate of .95.This study aimed for 125 program participants to take 

into consideration possible attrition and non-completion factors. Prior to administration of 

any instruments, IRB approval was obtained from the university and with Orange County and 

Chapel Hill-Carrboro Schools.  

The Directors of the Boomerang Program and staff worked collaboratively with the 

researcher to disseminate information about the project. Program packets that also included 

an enclosed letter about the study and its purpose were delivered to schools and provided at 

the intake session for each participant. During this time, the parent and participant reviewed 

the intake packet and study description with either the research or staff member and could 

opt in or out of the study. The only criteria that would eliminate any participant from the 

study were that they attended Boomerang less than three days. 

All participants were assigned a case ID number, which was later used to merge 

teacher responses and match suspension records. The researcher entered pre and post 

measure data by student ID into an Excel spreadsheet. On the last day of Boomerang, 
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participants were administered the post measure, which also included questions on the 

number of times they participated in group and individual sessions and overall perception of 

program. A total of 162 students were referred to Boomerang during the 2011 – 2012 

academic term. Demographics for the total number of students referred to Boomerang were: 

72% male and 28% female; 44% African American, 36% Caucasian, 15% Hispanic, and 5% 

identified as “Other”. Out of the 162 students, 102 were eligible to participate in the study.  

Demographics for the 60 students who did not participate in the study were: 61% male, 39% 

female; 50% African American, 25% Caucasian, 14% Latino/Hispanic, and 11% classified 

themselves as “Other”. Of the 102 eligible to participate in the study, a total of 99 students 

(97%) had completed the pre and post measure. The demographics of the students who 

completed the pre and post questionnaire are reflected in Table 1. 
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Table 1  

Demographics of Program Participants 

  Gender Total 

  Male Female  

Number of Participants 65 (66%) 34 (34%) 99 (100%) 

Age (n = 98)    

 Mean 4.91 5.12 4.98 

 Standard Deviation 1.96 1.92 1.94 

 N N  

Ethnicity/Race (n = 98)    

 African American 18 (18%) 16 (16%) 34 (35%) 

 Caucasian 27 (27%) 6 (6%) 33 (34%) 

 Hispanic 8 (8%) 4 (4%) 12 (12%) 

 Other 12 (12%) 7 (7%) 19 (19%) 

Family Status (n = 94)    

 Mother and Father 29 (31%) 8 (9%) 37 (39%) 

 Mother Only 23 (24%) 17 (18%) 40 (43%) 

 Father Only 7 (7%) 3 (3%) 10 (11%) 

 Other 5 (5%) 2 (2%) 7 (8%) 

Household Income (n = 84)    

 Less than $25K 30 (36%) 23 (27%) 53 (63%) 

 Between $25,001 and $50,000 12 (14%) 2 (2%) 14 (17%) 

 Between $50,001 and $75,000 6 (7%) 2 (2%) 8 (9%) 

 More than $75,000 3 (4%) 6 (7%) 9 (11%) 

Type of Suspension (n = 95)    

 Violent 31 (33%) 17 (18%) 48 (51%) 

 Non-violent 31 (33%) 16 (17%) 47 (49%) 
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Focus Group 

The researcher used a generated list of participants who had signed consent forms and 

completed the pre and post measure to identify students for the focus group sessions midway 

through the study (February, 2012). Forty-six participants were identified and then contacted 

via phone to obtain their interest to participate in the focus group sessions. Considering the 

time constraints on the data collection period, the researcher contacted two school sites (sites 

that have a strong partnership with Boomerang) to serve as settings for the student focus 

groups, a middle and high school, upon the recommendation of Boomerang staff. The 

researcher pulled a list of students by school site from the Boomerang database who had 

consent forms and agreed to participate in focus groups. The researcher coordinated focus 

group sessions through either the school guidance counselor or principle and followed up 

with participants via phone to confirm their attendance. All participants who attended the 

focus group sessions received lunch to compensate for their time.  

Although the original intentions of the focus group included having at least four 

students per session, due to scheduling and access to students some focus group sessions had 

less than three students or included just an interview. There was a total of 11 students who 

were included in the data collection process, 55% were African American, 27% 

Hispanic/Latino, 9% Caucasian, and 1 student classified as “Other” or Mixed Race. The 

demographics of each focus group were: focus group 1 (high school females), 3 African 

American and 1 Caucasian; focus group 2 (high school males), 1 African American, 1 

Hispanic/Latino, and 1 Mixed Race; focus group 3 (middle school females), 2 
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Hispanic/Latina and 1 African American; and 1 interview conducted with an African 

American middle school male.  

Teachers 

As discussed earlier under student recruitment, the researcher used G-Power 3.1.3 

(Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2009) to calculate the sample size needed to obtain an α-

level of .05 and medium affect size of .15 using a linear multiple regression with four 

predictor variables. Results indicated a sample size of 89 would yield a power estimate of 

.95.This study aimed for 125 individual teachers to be included in the sampling frame in 

order to take into consideration an anticipated low response rate associated with non-

completion of the follow-up questionnaire and those who chose to opt out. The researcher 

worked collaboratively with the Academic Coordinator in Boomerang to identify core 

teachers (i.e., English/Language Arts, Math, Science, and Social Studies/History) to complete 

the follow-up questionnaire. The Academic Coordinator served as the liaison between the 

students in Boomerang and teachers and responsible for getting assignments, projects and 

specific work from teachers. 

The sample of teachers was from the Chapel Hill-Carrboro and Orange County 

School System. The only criteria used to participate in the study were that the teacher taught 

a core subject class and was still teaching a Boomerang participant. The researcher used the 

list of core teachers (n = 316) generated by the Academic Coordinator containing their name 

and email address. Teachers for elective courses such as music and gym, were not included 

in the recruitment sample. Seventy-one percent of the teachers were from Chapel Hill-

Carrboro School System and 29% were from Orange County School System.  
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An online survey was used for this portion of the study because of its ability to gather 

time-sensitive data, assess immediate outcomes of a program, and convenience for sample 

(Ritter & Sue, 2007). An initial pilot test was administered to 103 teachers of participants 

who entered the program between November 2011 and January 2012, to assess time to 

complete the questionnaire and initial response rates. In the pilot the Academic Coordinator 

added a link to all follow-up emails sent to teachers; the email included the amount of work 

the student completed and a link inviting them to complete the questionnaire. Of the 103 who 

were sent a link to the survey, only 38% of the teachers completed the pilot. 

The researcher revised the original format of the survey to include additional 

demographic questions and questions regarding the teacher’s perception of Boomerang 

(Appendix D). By January 2012, the researcher used a list of 213 teachers to create a 

collector list through SurveyMonkey.com, which allows respondents to opt out of the study 

and receiving any additional emails. Additionally, the researcher can keep track of who 

completed, partially completed or did not complete the questionnaire as well as send out 

daily reminders. Reminders were sent out every two days following the initial email; after 

two weeks reminders were ended. Of the 213 individual teachers contacted at the post-level, 

128 (60%) teachers started the questionnaire and 103 completed (48%). Seventy-five percent 

(n = 96) of the teachers were one-time completers and 25% (n = 32) completed the 

questionnaire more than once. The demographics for the teachers who completed the 

retrospective questionnaire (non-merged data) are provided in Table 2.  
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Table 2  

Demographics of Teacher Respondents 

  Gender Total 

  Male Female  

Number of Participants
 
 29 (37%) 50 (63%) 79 (100%) 

Number of Years Teaching (n = 

79) 

   

 Mean 2.68 2.76 2.76 

 Standard Deviation 1.21 1.17 1.17 

 N N  

Ethnicity/Race (n = 79)    

 African American 1 (1%) 3 (4%) 4 (5%) 

 Caucasian 25 (32%) 45 (64%) 70 (89%) 

 Hispanic 2 (3%) 0 (0%) 2 (3%) 

 Other 1 (1%) 2 (3%) 3 (3%) 

School Level (n = 68)    

 Middle School 9 (13%) 21 (30%) 30 (44%) 

 High School 12 (18%) 22 (32%) 34 (52% 

 Alternative 1 (1%) 2 (3%) 3 (4%) 

Subjects Taught (n = 68)    

 Math 5 (7%) 11 (16%) 16 (24%) 

 Science 4 (6%) 8 (12%) 12 (18%) 

 English/Language Arts 3 (4%) 11 (16%) 14 (21%) 

 Social Studies 7 (10%) 3 (4%) 10 (15%) 

County (n = 68)    

 Chapel Hill-Carrboro 16 (24%) 31 (46%) 47 (70%) 

 Orange 6 (9%) 15 (22%) 21 (30%) 
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Focus Group (Parents) 

Upon entry into the program, all Boomerang participants were required to complete a 

program consent form that provided information about the study, the expectations and 

requirements of their participation, and the expectations and responsibilities of Boomerang 

staff and the research team. During the intake process the consent form (Appendix A) 

contained a question, Would you be interested in participating in a focus group session after 

your son/daughter leaves the Boomerang Program?, to ascertain parents’ interest. Fifty-three 

parents were identified and then contacted via phone to obtain their interest to participate in 

the focus group sessions. Of the 53 parents, 19 indicated they were still interested (9 of them 

were placed on a waiting list). The researcher reviewed the confirmed list with demographic 

data of the program and identified parents based on SES and ethnicity/race. A follow up 

phone call was placed to parents the week of the focus group sessions to confirm their 

attendance. Both parent focus group sessions took place in the evening at the Boomerang 

site.  

Parents who attended the focus group sessions received dinner to compensate for their 

time. Unfortunately, one parent had transportation issues the day of one of the focus groups 

and an interview was conducted by phone. All parents who participated in the focus group 

session were given a questionnaire (Appendix E) at the beginning of the session to assess the 

reasons behind their son/daughter’s suspension: 64% (5) of the parents indicated their 

son/daughter was suspended once during the 2011 – 2012
1
 year; 64% (5) of the parents 

indicated their son/daughter had attended Boomerang once during the 2011 – 2012 year; 70% 

                                                 
1
 The 2011 – 2012 academic year only reflects the time between August and February (the month the focus 

group sessions occurred) 

INTERVENTION 
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(7) indicated their son/daughter was suspended for a non-violent related incident; 80% (8) 

indicated their son/daughter was not suspended for a substance use related incident. 

Unfortunately, one parent had transportation issues the day of one of the focus groups and 

their session took place via phone. The demographics of each focus group were: focus group 

1 (all females), 1 Caucasian, 1 Hispanic/Latina, and 2 African American; focus group 2 (all 

females), 2 African American and 1 Hispanic/Latina.  

Data Collection Procedures 

Table 3 provides an outline of the mixed methods data collection and analysis 

procedures. This section first outlines the procedures used during the quantitative phase of 

the study and corresponding measures; followed by the qualitative phase with a brief 

description of the protocol. 

Quantitative 

Program Participants 

Quantitative data were collected at the pre- and post-intervention level. The 

researcher met with program staff to review the measure and data collection process to 

address any concerns or issues. A protocol and script was developed to ensure that 

participants were explained the importance of the measure, its implications, and understood 

the questions (Appendix B). All participants who had completed consent forms were 

administered the pre-measure (Appendix C1) via paper-pencil during their intake process, 

day one of entry, by either the program staff or researcher. The post-measure (Appendix C2) 

was administered via paper-pencil the last day of participation, immediately following the 

wrap-up sessions and included questions regarding # of days in program, individual vs. group 
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contact, and perception of Boomerang. Some students (n = 6) were administered the post 

measure in school due to schedule conflicts after the wrap up session. 

The researcher visited the site every week to volunteer and collect data from pre and 

post measures; this information was then entered into an Excel spreadsheet and later 

uploaded into SPSS. Data on household income and type of suspension was gathered from 

Boomerang’s student referral database. The referral database has nine codes in their 

suspension category, to include fighting, substance use, disrespect, and insubordination; these 

were coded as either “1” for non-violent related suspension or “2” violent related suspension. 

Non-violent related suspension included any suspension that resulted from an incident that 

did not involve any physical or verbal harm to others, such as insubordination, disrespect, 

substance use, theft, skipping or excessive tardiness, and use of obscenities. Violent-related 

suspension included any suspension that resulted from an incident that involved physical and 

verbal harm to others, such as fighting, bullying, assault against a school employee, and 

weapon. Length of time in Boomerang on the pre and post measure included five responses 

(see Appendix C1 or C2). In addition, two questions required participants to indicate the 

number of times they participated in group and individual sessions.  

 Demographic data collected on participants included household income, gender, age, 

and ethnicity/race. Income had five values, 1 = $0 - $25,000, 2 = $25,001 to $50,000, 3 = 

50,001 to $75,000, 4 = $75,001 to $100,000, and 5 = More than $100,000.Gender had two 

values, whereas 1 = males and 2 = females. Age was corresponded with birthdate of 

participants and had nine values, 1 = 11 years old, 2 = 12 years old, 3 = 13 years old, 4 = 14 

years old, 5 = 15 years old, 6 = 16 years old, 7 = 17 years old, 8 = 18 years old, and 9 = 19 
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years old. For the analysis, age was recoded into a dichotomous variable, middle school (11 

to 13 year olds) and high school (14 to 19 year olds); 1 = middle school and 2 = high school. 

Ethnicity/race had 4 values, whereas 1 = Caucasian, 2 = African American, 3 = 

Latino/Hispanic, and 4 = Other. Also, the researcher obtained data on learning disabled 

classification for school referrals for Boomerang participants; whereas 1 = no LD 

classification and 2 = yes, LD classification.  

In order to ensure the accuracy of reported suspension rates, the researcher obtained a 

report from Chapel Hill-Carrboro City and Orange County Schools of all students who were 

suspended and referred to Boomerang during the 2011 – 2012 academic year. Participants 

were organized by date of their suspension and referral; the school staff provided dates and 

cause of suspension from NCWISE (A student information management system that tracks 

all aspects of school and classroom life).The researcher coded suspended three-months 

following program participants attendance in Boomerang as 1 = No and 2 = Yes. 
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Table 3  

Mixed Methods Frame for Data Collection and Analysis 

Method Sample Time  Measure Analysis 

QUAN Program Participants Pre and Post Intervention Pre and Post Questionnaire: 

CYRM-28 and Social 

Connectedness Scale 

 

Dependent t-test 

Repeated Measures 

ANOVA 

Regression  

 Teachers Post Intervention Retrospective Questionnaire: 

Modified Student-Teacher 

Relationship Scale 

Dependent t-test 

Repeated Measures 

ANOVA 

Regression  

QUAL Program Participants Post Intervention Focus Group Protocol Thematic Analysis 

 Teachers Post Intervention Focus Group Protocol Thematic Analysis 
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Measures 

The Child and Youth Resilience Measure (CYRM) – 28. 

The CYRM-28 is designed as a screening tool to explore the resources (individual, 

relationship with caregiver, and context) that may bolster resilience and available to youth 

aged 12 to 23 years old. The measure was designed as part of the International Resilience 

Project (IRP), of the Resilience Research Centre, in collaboration with 14 communities in 11 

countries around the world and administered to 1,451 youth between the ages of 12 and 24 

(Ungar et al., 2008). Cronbach’s α for the original 58-item version of the CYRM were as 

follows: individual (24 items; .84), relationship with care givers (7 items; .66), community 

(15 items; .79), and culture (12 items; .71). Questions were eliminated for the final 28-item 

version of the CYRM and the community and culture subscale were consolidated into a 

context subscale with 10 items. Further factor analysis among a sample of 497 youth in rural 

and urban areas of Canada, revealed adequate psychometric properties of the scale 

(Liebenberg, Ungar, & Van de Vijver, 2011): individual (11 items; .80), relationship with 

care givers (7 items; .83) and context (10 items; .79) indicating a highly reliable measure 

among adolescent populations. In order to obtain scores on the overall resilience measure, a 

composite score is calculated using all 28-items. A higher composite score indicates more 

resources (individual, relationship, and context level) to promote resilience (scores range 

from 0 – 140). 

To confirm the internal consistency of the 28-item measure the researcher performed 

a scale reliability analysis in SPSS using responses from the pre-measure among the sample 

population (n = 94), results revealed a Chronbach’s alpha of .85 on the composite measure: 
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individual (11 items; .72), relationship with caregiver (7 items; .76), and context (10 items; 

.63).The means of the individual items ranged from 3.07 to 4.49, with a mean on the total 

composite scale of 109.3 (SD = 14.3). 

The CYRM uses a 5-point Likert rating scale (1 = Not at all to 5 = A lot).Statements 

in the measure include “I have people I look up to” to “I feel I belong at my school”. Item 28 

required respondents to enter a term, “I am proud to be ______________(nationality)” and 

responses would vary; therefore this item was removed from the analysis (post hoc analysis 

revealed the Chronbach’s alpha of .85 would remain if this item was deleted from the 

measure). Items are summed for each scale to get a total score (individual = range from 0 – 

55; relationship with caregiver = range from 0 – 35; context = range from 0 – 50), such that 

higher scores indicate higher levels of individual, relationships with caregivers, and 

contextual characteristics associated with resilience. The CYRM-28 sums all items to get a 

score that range between 28 and 140, such that higher scores indicate a higher level of 

resilience factors among youth.  

The Social Connectedness Scale (Lee, Draper, & Lee, 2001). 

  The Social Connectedness Scale (SCS) is a 20-item scale that measures a 

psychological sense of belonging, or how individuals cognitively construe interpersonal 

closeness with others in their social world. Statements in the measure include “I am able to 

relate to my peers” to “I feel comfortable in the presence of strangers”. The original scale 

was developed to measure an individual’s connectedness to their social environment using 

only 8-items and then modified into the 20-item scale (Lee, 2005; Lee, Draper, & Lee, 

2001).The 8-item scale was developed over time using responses from a diverse sample of 
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undergraduate students, 66% Caucasian, 19% African American, 5% Asian American, and 

2% Hispanic/Latino and reported an internal consistency of .91 (Lee & Robbins, 1995). 

Follow up test-retest studies using the 20-item measure have revealed Chronbach’s alphas 

ranging from .90 to .93 among older adolescent populations (between 17 and 24 years of 

age), indicating a highly reliable measure.  

To confirm the internal consistency of the 20-item measure the researcher performed 

a scale reliability analysis using responses from the pre-measure among the sample 

population (n = 94), results revealed a Chronbach’s alpha of .84. The means of the individual 

items ranged from 3.46 to 4.52, with a mean on the total scale of 82.7 (SD = 15.6).The SCS 

uses a 6-point Likert rating scale (1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree). Statements in 

the measure range from, I feel close to people to I see myself as a loner. Items number 3, 6, 

7, 9, 11, 13, 15, 17, 18, and 20b are reverse coded and summed to get a total score for social 

connectedness, ranging from 0 – 120. 

Teachers 

Quantitative data were collected at the post-intervention level from teachers. A 

follow-up retrospective questionnaire using SurveyMonkey.com was administered online to 

teachers one week following the last day of each participant’s attendance in the Boomerang 

Program. Follow up data was gathered from a modified version of the Student-Teacher 

Relationship Scale (STRS, Pianta, 1992) that required teachers to assess their relationship 

with the student prior to them attending Boomerang and after attending Boomerang. The 

researcher used the retrospective design as a way to capture time-sensitive data at one time 

using a now and then analysis (Nicholson, Belcastro, & Gold, 1985).Furthermore, early 
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research supports the use of the retrospective design to support internal validity among 

measures and documenting change within observed behaviors (Howard, Ralph, Gulanick, 

Maxwell, Nance & Gerber, 1975). 

The questionnaire was comprised of 26-items, to include an introduction section and 

a response for individuals to provide additional comments or feedback. In designing the 

survey, demographics questions regarding ethnicity, gender and teaching background were 

optional; however, the remaining 17 questions were required. In order to address the 

hypotheses, teacher responses were merged with student data by case ID; as a result 24 

participants had more than one teacher-student relationship measure, indicating multiple 

observations per participant. The questionnaire also included teacher perceptions of 

Boomerang like “Overall, the Boomerang program has improved my relationship with the 

student”.  

Demographic data collected on teachers included level of teaching, number of years 

teaching, subject taught, county, gender, and ethnicity/race. Level of teaching had four 

values, 1 = Middle School, 2 = High School, 3 = Alternative School, and 4 = Other. Number 

of years teaching had four values, 1 = Less than 2 years, 2 = Between 2 and 5 years, 3 = 

Between 5 and 8 years, and 4= More than 8 years. Subject taught had 5 levels, 1 = Math, 2 = 

Science, 3 = English/Language Arts, 4 = Social Studies, 5 = Other. Gender had two values, 

whereas 1 = males and 2 = females. Ethnicity/race had 4 values, whereas 1 = Caucasian, 2 = 

African American, 3 = Latino/Hispanic, and 4 = Other. 
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Measure 

Student-Teacher Relationship Scale (STRS, Pianta, 1992). 

The STRS has been recognized as the only standardized and validated instrument that 

assesses student-teacher relationships from the perspective of teachers (Decker, Dona, & 

Christenson, 2007). Since its initial development, the scale has been used in a variety of 

studies and across a variety of context (Pianta, 2001) and reports a Chronbach’s alpha of .89. 

The measure contains two subscales that examine relationship patterns in terms of closeness 

and conflicts. The two dimension model of the student-teacher relationship scale has been 

supported by research among more than 200 teachers across the U.S (Pianta, n.d.). Given the 

specific context of the intervention (outside the school), questions were modified to 

specifically address the needs of Boomerang. For example, “this child openly shares his/her 

feelings and experiences with me” was modified into “this student has openly shared his/her 

goals and dreams with me”. To confirm the internal consistency of the 14-item measure the 

researcher performed a scale reliability analysis in SPSS using the sample population (n = 

103), results revealed a Chronbach’s alpha of .82: closeness (.74) and conflict (.85). The 

means of the individual items ranged from 2.68 to 3.77. 

This study uses composite scores on the STRS and individual raw scores on the 

subscales. In order to obtain the composite score, the researcher reverse code the items on the 

conflict subscale, such that higher scores on the STRS indicate a more positive student-

teacher relationship. The STRS uses a 5-point Likert rating scale (1 = Definitely does not 

apply to 5 = Definitely applies). Items number 2, 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14 are reverse coded 

and summed to get a total score, ranging from 14 – 70. 
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Qualitative 

Program Participants. 

To address research question 5, “How do Boomerang participants describe their 

experiences in the program and its impact in their lives”, qualitative data were collected at 

post intervention using focus groups among program participants. Krueger (1998) suggest 

that focus groups are useful qualitative strategies because they allow the research to gather 

data a multiple levels, to include observations, conversation and demographics. The focus 

groups in the study were organized into homogenous groups (middle and high school) and 

conducted on school sites during students’ planning session and/or lunch. The researcher 

coordinated focus group sessions through either the school guidance counselor or principle 

and followed up with participants via phone to confirm their attendance.  

A semi-structured focus group protocol was developed to assess how Boomerang 

participants describe their experiences and its impact in their lives (Appendix F1). For 

example, “how would you describe your experience in the Boomerang Program”, was used 

as a leading question for all of the Boomerang focus groups. All sessions were recording via 

digital recorder and additional notes completed by a note-taker (except for one). The note-

taker’s responsibility was to record group dynamics (body language, concurrence and/or 

gestures) and major points. After each session, the researcher engaged in member-checking 

with respondents by reviewing the main points that emerged with participants. Additionally, 

the researcher conducted a debriefing with the note-taker to discuss main points captured and 

their overall feedback on the session. Unfortunately, the middle school male focus group 

turned into an interview with 1 African American male. Notes were also taken by the 
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researcher after each session, discussing the process and used as a reference for the data 

analysis stage. The sounds files were later transcribed verbatim and reviewed for clarity and 

accuracy. 

Boomerang Parents. 

To address research question 7, How do Boomerang parents describe their 

experiences in the program and its impact on child-parent relationships?, qualitative data 

were collected from Boomerang parents post-intervention using focus groups. A semi-

structured focus group protocol was developed to assess the impact of Boomerang and its 

effect on the parent-child relationship (Appendix F2).For example, how would you describe 

your experience in the Boomerang Program, was the lead question. Focus group sessions 

were conducted in the evening (6:00 PM) at Boomerang to provide parents time to get off of 

work and complete any needed tasks. All focus group sessions were facilitated by the 

researcher, recorded with a digital recorder, and additional notes and points were taken by a 

note-taker. The note-taker’s responsibility was to record group dynamics (body language, 

concurrence and/or gestures) and major points. After each session, the researcher engaged in 

member-checking with respondents by reviewing the main points that emerged from the 

session. Additionally, the researcher conducted a debriefing with the note-taker to discuss 

main points captured and their overall feedback on the session.  
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Data Analysis Procedures 

Quantitative Analysis 

Program Participants. 

Several statistical analyses were conducted to include descriptive and inferential 

statistics. Descriptive statistics included: frequencies and analysis of group means. Twenty-

four percent of the population (n = 99) was between the ages of 11 and 13; 76% of the 

population was between the ages of 14 and 19.Although grade level was not included in the 

analysis, the largest age group was 14 and 15 year olds (30%) which is the age most 

associated with 9
th

 grade. This is consistent with data on suspension rates, which indicates 

that 9
th

 graders receive the largest number of short-term suspensions than any other grade-

level (Bonneau & Owen, 2010). Forty-two percent of the population indicated living with 

their mother only, followed by 36% indicating living with mother and father (included 

stepfather and live in boyfriend).Sixty-two percent of the population reported a household 

income less than $25K and 34% were classified with a learning and/or emotional disability.  

To address the research questions, the research employed the following: descriptive 

statistics, dependent t-test, repeated measures ANOVA, and multiple and logistic regression. 

Descriptive statistics allowed the researcher to examine each the skewness and kurtosis of 

each variable to ensure they adhere to assumption of normal distribution. All variables had 

skewness and kurtosis values between -1 and +1, except the subscale of context at the post 

level; however, in small sample sizes Field (2005) argues that criterion for this value can be 

increased to 2.58. Prior to the regressions, bivariate correlations were conducted to explore 

the strength of the relationship between independent and dependent variables and the order in 
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which variables would be entered into the model (further explained in the results section).A 

dependent t-test and independent t-test were used to address research question 1 and 2 and 

determine differences across means in the pre and post measures. This guides the remaining 

portion of the analysis by specifically examining outcome measures at two points among 

related samples. Additionally, the researcher used repeated measures ANOVA to examine 

group differences from the pre to post measure. 

Two regression approaches are used in the study, multiple regression and logistic 

regression. Regression has been identified as a useful statistical approach in non-

experimental research and demonstrating relationships between variables and how one 

variable can distinctively or in combination explain or predict another variable (Keith, 2006). 

In a regression, multiple independent variables can be entered into the equation as well as 

interactive terms to understand the relationship between the dependent variable and how each 

independent variable can explain specified variance. In addition, Baron and Kenny (1986) 

cite using a regression when testing mediation between categorical and continuous variables. 

A logistic regression was used in this study as a statistical strategy to measure the presence or 

likelihood of a future event taken place in a dependent variable, for this study suspension.  

Teachers. 

Several statistical analyses were conducted to include descriptive and inferential 

statistics. Descriptive statistics included: frequencies and analysis of group means. Of those 

who provided demographic information (n =70), 44% percent indicated they taught at the 

middle school level; 51% taught at the high school level; and 4% taught in an alternative 

school setting. Twenty-three percent indicated they taught Math; 17% taught Science; 20% 
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taught English/Language Arts; and 14% taught Social Studies. Seventy percent of the 

respondents were from the Chapel Hill-Carrboro School System and the remaining 30% from 

Orange County. The average range for the number of years teaching for the respondents was 

between 5 and 8 years. Eighty-eight percent of the respondents were Caucasian; 4% African 

American; 2% Hispanic/Latino and 5% Other. The majority of the respondents were female 

(63%) and the remaining were male (37%).  

After merging the teacher data with participant data, 73 participants (73% of total 

participants) were matched with at least one student-teacher relationship scale. Out of the 73, 

23% (n = 17) had more than one retrospective survey completed on them. Of the teachers 

whose retrospective surveys were matched on case IDs, 90% were Caucasian, 4% African 

American, 1% Hispanic/Latino and 5% Other. Sixty-three percent of the respondents were 

female and 38% male. To address the research questions, the research employed the 

following: a dependent t-test and multiple and logistic regression. A dependent t-test was 

used to address research question 1 and 2 to determine differences across means in the pre 

and post measures. This guided the remaining portion of the analysis by specifically 

examining outcome measures at two points among related samples. In addition, a repeated 

measures ANOVA was employed to examine group differences across two time points. Prior 

to the regression, a bivariate correlation was conducted to determine the strength of the 

relationship between independent and dependent variables and the order in which variables 

would be entered into the model (further explained in the results section).  
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Qualitative Analysis 

The focus group and interview data was transcribed and underwent a series of 

procedures during the analysis phase. The text of the transcriptions was assigned identifiers 

such that readers could delineate between respondent and facilitator. To ensure that the 

analysis underwent a systematic process, the researcher sought to develop intercoder 

reliability. Intercoder reliability allows the text segment (reference) to serve as the unit of 

observation and each code generated from that segment as measurement and is represented 

similarly across multiple coders (Hrushka et al., 2004; King 1994). Two procedures can be 

used to: percent agreement and kappa coefficient. In order to ensure intercoder reliability 

(King, 1994), the team of graduate students and the researcher reviewed a set of an initial 

transcripts (1 parent focus group, 1 student interview, and 1 student focus group) to develop 

an initial code list also referred to as open coding (DeCuir-Gunby, Marshall & McCulloch, 

2011; LeCompte, 2000; Scheurich, 1997).  

The researcher developed a guiding framework (Figure 3) that included a description 

of Boomerang and definitions of constructs: resilience, social connectedness, and positive 

relationships with adults. The framework was used to assist the team in identifying text that 

corresponded with concepts and relationships discussed within the constructs. DuCuir-

Gunby, Marshall and McCulloch (2011) describe this as a theory-driven coding process, 

whereas a priori codes are identified within text segments based on a theoretical or 

conceptual framework. The framework was provided to each coder and discussed in detail in 

regards to specific definitions and characteristics related to resilience and social 
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Resilience 

Individual 

Relationship with Caregiver 

Child-Parent Relationship 

Context 

Social Connectedness 

Student-Teacher Relationship 

connectedness. During this phase, any questions or concerns regarding constructs and their 

definitions was discussed.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. The resilience framework guiding the emergent coding and thematic analysis. 

 

Two of the team members used NVivo software to sort through the text and begin 

linking and coding text (Bazeley, 2007) and the remaining two used a basic labeling 

technique in Microsoft Word. At the conclusion of this phase of analysis, 86 codes were 

identified and then reviewed by the team to discuss definitions, common terminology, and 

sources of codes (Golafshani, 2003).The researcher organized all codes into a spreadsheet by 

related codes, then the team met to discuss any differences among codes, specifically codes 

that appeared across all coders and others that were only coded by one or two. Any codes 

with two or less coders or seemed to capture the same text were discussed. For example, one 

coder identified access to technology within the original transcripts. The team discussed the 
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reference (segment) of the code and decided that although it was not captured by the other 

coders it would be included in the final code scheme. After this session a 72 codes were 

developed (indicating that 85% of the codes were agreed upon by all four coders) and used to 

guide a focused coding process of the data (Appendix G).In addition, the codes were 

organized into clusters around specific emergent themes (Scheurich, 1997). The researcher 

used a thematic analysis approach (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Krueger, 1998) to determine 

specific patterns in the codes and align the emergent themes with codes. Questions such as 

where does this theme come from and how does this theme capture this codes were proposed 

and served as a useful strategy in identifying themes (Ryan & Bernard, 2003).The final phase 

of the analysis required the team to review emergent themes, clustered codes, and discuss 

definitions for each theme to ensure they were aligned with the research questions 

(LeCompte, 2000).For example the code, positive staff relationships address how 

respondents perceive their experience in Boomerang.  

After the themes were agreed upon across all four coders, each team member 

calculated frequencies for each code in the transcripts. Frequencies allowed the researcher to 

review each code captured among the team and the number of references associated with the 

code. Using the maximum number of references, the mean was calculated for all the codes (# 

of references by code/maximum # of references) to generate a percent agreement (76%).This 

indicated that the codes captured 76% of the references (text) across all four coders. Then the 

researcher assigned a value across each code, demonstrating level of agreement. For 

example, 1 = complete agreement and 2 = less than 3 agree. Calculated results revealed that, 

on average, 90% of the codes were consistent across all four coders. As a result six themes 
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emerged to include: Key Characteristics of Boomerang, Protective Factors, Risk Factors, 

Impact on Child-Parent Relationship, Effect on Youth, and Other. The “Other” theme 

included any codes and references that discussed issues outside the focus of the study, such 

as the need to solidify funding for Boomerang. The generated themes, subthemes and codes 

with corresponding definitions were used to guide (codebook) the analysis of the remaining 

transcripts.  

Mixing the Data 

Mixing is defined as the integration and combination of quantitative and qualitative 

strands in a study (Creswell & Clark, 2011).When using a mixed methods approach, the 

researcher must decide where the point of interface occurs, which explicitly outlines where 

data integration occurs. Although the integration of both methods is reflected throughout the 

theoretical, research design, collection and interpretation phase, the combination of methods 

occurred in data analysis. From a theoretical perspective, the study uses an ecological 

framework and Ungar et al. (2008) definition of resilience to combine the quantitative and 

qualitative data collected from participants. More specifically, the quantitative data would 

reveal specific relationships between the program and outcomes associated with resilience 

and social connectedness but the qualitative data would allow the researcher to explore those 

relationships more in-depth.  

The resilience measure used in the study had three subscales of resilience, individual, 

relationship with caregiver, and context (which included community, school and culture) and 

the researcher organized codes to reflect both a relational and individual domain of 

resilience. Frequencies were calculated for each code that emerged from qualitative analysis 



 

67 

and entered into a table around these domains (Caracelli & Greene, 1993; Creswell & Clark, 

2011; Mathison, 1988). In addition, using the resilience model as a framework, the researcher 

examined post data mean scores across item that included terms such as relationship or 

connected within the resilience, social connectedness, and student-teacher relationship 

measure. Then the researcher entered the items into a correlation matrix to determine the 

strength of the relationships and how they would be organized into a matrix (further outlined 

in results section). The matrix demonstrates how quantitative items were expressed within 

the qualitative data by participants and how qualitative data was expressed in quantitative 

forms.  
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CHAPTER 3. RESULTS 

The primary aim of this study was to employ a transformative mixed-methods 

convergent design to examine the effect of the Chapel Hill-Carrboro YMCA’s Boomerang 

Program on youth outcomes as measured by resilience, social connectedness, and re-

suspension and the extent to which it affects student-teacher and child-parent relationships. 

This study examined the relationship between Boomerang and youth outcomes using a pre 

and post design, and explored the effects of the program post-intervention at the student-

teacher and child-parent relationship level. Quantitative and qualitative data were collected 

from program participants, parents and teachers during the 2012 academic term. First, 

quantitative results are provided on the program participants and include data from the pre 

and post measure (CYRM-28 and Social Connectedness Scale). This is then followed by 

results from the qualitative phase of the study, which provides an analysis of focus groups 

and interviews from program participants organized into themes.  

Quantitative results, collected at the post level, are provided from teachers from 

Chapel Hill-Carrboro and Orange County Schools. The results reflect the retrospective 

responses on the modified Student-Teacher Relationship Scale. The next section is results 

from the qualitative data collected from focus group sessions with parents. A key focus of 

this section also includes the integration of quantitative and qualitative data, where emergent 

codes were organized by frequencies and corresponding descriptions with quantitative 

measures. Lastly, a matrix is provided demonstrating how qualitative and quantitative data 

were integrated to corroborate findings and address the aims of the study. 
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Research Question1 

Research question 1 aimed to understand the extent of participation in the Boomerang 

Program on participant outcomes as measured by resilience (CRYM-28) and social 

connectedness (Social Connectedness Scale). To obtain a profile of the sample at the pre 

level and post level, mean scores on resilience and social connectedness were compared cross 

participant characteristics (gender, ethnicity/race, age, and income), type of suspension, and 

program dosage (time in Boomerang). Results provided in Table 4 indicate that female 

participants (M = 104.44, SD = 12.86) had higher mean scores than males (M = 98.89, SD = 

13.30) on the composite resilience measure (CYRM-28) at the pre level; this remained 

consistent on all subscales.  

Results from race/ethnicity, age and income varied across the composite resilience 

measure and subscales. African American participants had the highest mean score on the 

composite resilience measure (M = 103.27, SD 13.51), relationship with caregiver (M = 

29.29, SD = 4.67) and context (M = 38.65, SD = 5.56) subscales at the pre level; participants 

who identified as “Other” had the highest mean score on the individual subscale (M = 45.53, 

SD = 5.81). Participants who were from households with both parents had higher mean score 

on the composite resilience measure (M = 102.33, SD = 14.11) than participants from single 

parent households (M = 99.46, SD = 13.83); this remained consistent on all subscales. This 

was also evident in type of suspension, results indicated that participants with a violent-

related suspension had the higher mean score on the composite resilience measure (M = 

103.65, SD = 13.34) than participants with non-violent related suspension (M = 97.49, SD = 

13.57); this remained consistent on all subscales. 
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 Results in Table 5 indicate that female participants (M = 85.48, SD = 13.28) had 

higher mean scores than males (M = 80.12, SD = 14.00) on the social connectedness scale. 

Participants who identified as “Hispanic” had the highest mean scores on the social 

connectedness scale (M = 84.29, SD = 15.31). Although participants whose household 

income was above $100,000 had the highest scores on the social connectedness scale (M = 

92.00, SD = 2.83), the small sample size does not warrant an accurate comparison with the 

other categories. Thus it is important to note that after removing this category from the data, 

participants whose household income range from $50,001 to $75,000 had the highest mean 

scores on the social connectedness scale (M = 85.64, SD = 15.72); participants from two 

parent households (M = 82.26, SD = 12.35) had higher means scores on the social 

connectedness scale than participants from single parent households (M = 81.82, SD = 

15.28). Additionally, participants with non-violent related suspension (M = 82.58, SD = 

13.56) had higher mean scores on the social connectedness scale than participants with 

violent related suspension (M = 81.36, SD = 14.58).  
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Table 4  

Means/Standard Deviations of Participants Pre Scores on the Child Youth Resilience 

Measure (CYRM-28) and Subscales, by Predictor Variables (n = 99) 

  CYRM-28 CYRM_ I CYRM_R CYRM_ C 

  Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) 

Gender     

 Male  98.89 (13.30) 43.47 (5.50) 28.11 (5.15) 36.06 (6.04) 

 Female  104.44 (12.86) 46.24 (5.11) 28.67 (5.11) 38.41 (6.36) 

Race/Ethnicity     

 Caucasian  97.99 (12.62) 44.17 (5.35) 27.36 (4.90) 35.24 (6.62) 

 African American  103.27 (13.51) 44.35 (5.83) 29.29 (4.67) 38.65 (5.56) 

 Hispanic  98.46 (12.96) 43.42 (4.80) 27.50 (6.56) 36.04 (4.88) 

 Other  102.53 (14.38) 45.53 (5.81) 28.63 (5.34) 36.95 (6.92) 

Age     

 Middle School 97.53 (12.15) 41.90 (6.14) 28.14 (4.96) 36.05 (12.15) 

 High School 101.69 (13.61) 45.13 (5.12) 28.34 (5.20) 37.09 (6.43) 

Income     

 < $25K  101.88 (13.31) 44.59 (5.73) 28.78 (4.98) 37.32 (5.94) 

 $25,001 - $50K  97.71 (12.78) 42.86 (4.49) 27.64 (4.45) 36.00 (6.70) 

 $50,001 - $75K  101.56 (14.46) 43.38 (5.55) 28.14 (6.09) 36.69 (6.85) 

 $75,001 - $100K  102.07 (12.45) 46.57 (3.46) 27.14 (6.09) 36.50 (7.57) 

 >$100K  88.50 (2.12) 44.00 (0.00) 25.00 (0.00) 28.50 (2.12) 

Family Status     

 Both Parents  102.33 (13.11) 44.70 (4.93) 29.68 (4.53) 36.90 (6.78) 

 Single Parent  99.46 (13.83) 44.19 (6.00) 27.44 (5.33) 36.57 (6.02) 

Type of Suspension     

 Non-violent  97.49 (13.57) 44.06 (5.65) 26.94 (5.05) 35.15 (6.34) 

 Violent 103.65 (13.34) 44.78 (5.32) 29.51 (4.90) 38.24 (5.77) 

Note: CYRM_I = Individual subscale; CYRM_ R = Relationship with Caregivers Subscale; 

and CYRM_ C = Context Subscale. 
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Table 5  

Means/Standard Deviations of Participant Pre Scores on the Social Connectedness Scale, by 

Predictor Variables (n = 99) 

  Social Connectedness Scale 

  Mean (SD) 

Gender  

 Male (n = 65) 80.12 (14.00) 

 Female (n = 33) 85.48 (13.28) 

Race/Ethnicity  

 Caucasian (n = 33) 82.62 (14.95) 

 African American (n = 34) 79.97 (14.57) 

 Hispanic (n = 12) 84.29 (15.31) 

 Other (n = 19) 82.73 (10.18) 

Age  

 Middle School 83.79 (12.32) 

 High School 81.39 (14.39) 

Income  

 < $25K (n = 56) 82.22 (13.67) 

 $25,001 - $50K (n = 14) 78.69 (11.69) 

 $50,001 - $75K (n = 8) 85.64 (15.72) 

 $75,001 - $100K (n = 7) 76.74 (15.10) 

 >$100K (n = 2) 92.00 (2.83) 

Family Status  

 Both Parents (n = 37) 82.26 (12.35) 

 Single Parent (n = 57) 81.82 (15.28) 

Type of Suspension  

 Non-violent (n = 47) 82.58 (13.56) 

 Violent (n = 49) 81.36(14.58) 

Note: Mean scores for participants with a household income greater than $100K are not 

reported due to the small sample size (n < 5).  
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Upon review of the mean scores at the pre level, several major differences were 

identified. That is mean scores on the composite resilience measure seemed to differ across 

gender, age, family status, and type of suspension at the pre level; mean scores on the social 

connectedness scale seemed to differ across gender and age at the pre level. The researcher 

employed an independent t-test using means on the composite resilience measure, subscales, 

and social connectedness at the pre level to examine these results further. On the mean scores 

of composite resilience measure, results revealed that there was a significant difference 

between males (M = 98.89, SD = 13.30) and females (M = 104.44, SD = 12.86), t (96) = -

1.97, p = .05; a significant difference between students with non-violent related suspensions 

(M = 97.49, SD = 13.57) and violent-related suspensions (M = 103.65, SD = 13.34), t (97) = -

2.08, p < .05. There were no significant differences on the mean scores of the composite 

resilience measure for family status and age at the pre level. Results using mean scores on the 

social connectedness scale revealed no significant differences for any of the predictor 

variables.  

Hypothesis 1.1 stated that there will be a significant increase in resilience (as 

measured by the CRYM-28) from pre-Boomerang to post-Boomerang among participants. 

To assess the hypothesis a dependent t-test employed using the means on the composite 

resilience and social connectedness measure (Table 6). In addition, this analysis also included 

the mean scores on the subscales of the composite resilience measure at the pre and post 

level. The dependent t-test revealed that among program participants, post scores across the 

CYRM-28 measure (M = 103.03, SD = 12.87) were significantly higher than pre scores (M = 

100.76, SD = 13.29), t (98) = -2.00, p <.05, d = -.20. However, the analysis revealed varying 
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results across the three subscales. Participants post scores on the context subscale (M = 

38.55, SD = 5.67) were significantly higher than pre scores (M = 36.86, SD = 6.18), t (98) =  

-3.21, p <.01, d = -.32. Post scores on the individual subscale in resilience (M = 44.96, SD = 

5.29) were not significantly higher than pre scores (M = 43.40, SD = 5.47), t (98) = -1.04, p 

=.30, d = -.10; and, post scores on the relationship with caregiver subscale (M = 28.17, SD = 

3.94) were not significantly higher than pre scores (M = 28.30, SD = 5.10), t (98) = .31, p = 

.76, d = .03.The results indicate that resilience increased among participants from pre to post 

Boomerang, more specifically at the contextual level, and partially supported hypothesis 1.1. 

Hypothesis 1.2 stated that there will be a significant increase in social connectedness 

from pre-Boomerang to post-Boomerang among participants. The same statistical approach 

used to test hypothesis 1.1 was employed (Table 6). Results indicate that post scores across 

social connectedness (M = 87.14, SD = 12.14) were significantly higher than pre scores (M = 

81.99, SD = 13.88), t (98) = -4.23, p <.01, d = -.42.That is, results suggest that social 

connectedness increased among participants from pre to post Boomerang and supported 

hypothesis 1.2. 

In order to continue with the analysis, the researcher assessed the relationship 

between the independent variables (participant demographics, suspension related variables, 

and program related variables) and dependent variables, a bivariate correlation was employed 

using a two-tailed test of significance (Table 7 and 8).Prior to analysis all independent 

variables were recoded using a dummy code, where “0” was the reference group. Results 

indicate that there were no significant relationships, except for age, between the predictor 

variables (student demographics, suspension, and time in Boomerang) and composite scores 
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of resilience and social connectedness at the post level. The results did indicate that type of 

suspension had significantly positive relationship with the composite score of resilience at 

the pre level, r = .23, p<.05.These results suggest that participants with violent related 

suspensions scored higher on the composite measure than participants with non-violent 

related suspensions at the pre level.  

 

Table 6  

CYRM-28 and Social Connectedness Scale Means for Pre and Post Time Points (n = 99) 

 Time   

 Pre Post t df 

 

CYRM-28 

 

100.76 (13.29) 

 

103.3 (12.87) 

 

-.2.00* 

 

98 

CYRM-IND 43.40 (5.47) 44.96 (5.29) -1.04 98 

CYRM-REL 28.30 (5.10) 28.17 (3.94) .31 98 

CYRM-CON 36.88 (6.18) 38.55 (13.29) -.3.21** 98 

Social Connectedness Scale 81.99 (13.88) 87.14 (12.14) -4.23** 98 

Note. CYRM –IND = Individual subscale; CYRM-REL = Relationship with Caregivers 

Subscale; and CYRM-CON = Context Subscale. * = p < .05, ** p < .01. Standard Deviations 

appear in parentheses below.  

 

 Results across the subscales however differed. Age, r = .25, p <.05, and gender, r = 

.24, p <.05, had a significantly positive relationship with mean scores on the individual 



 

76 

subscale at the pre level; however, this did not exist at the post level. These results further 

suggest that participants in high school and females scored higher on the individual subscale 

at the pre level. Family status had a significantly negative relationship with mean scores on 

the relationship with caregiver subscale, r = -.21, p<=.05, at the pre level. That is, 

participants who lived in single parent households scored lower on the relationship with 

caregiver subscale than participants who lived in two parent households at the pre level.  

 Another interesting result was the relationship between type of suspension, 

relationship with caregiver and context subscales. Results indicate that type of suspension 

had a significantly positive relationship with mean scores on the relationship with caregiver, 

r = .25, p <.05, and context, r = .25, p <.05, subscales at the pre level; and a significantly 

positive relationship with mean scores on the context subscale, r = .21, p <.05, at the post 

level. These results suggest that participants with violent related suspensions scored higher 

on the relationship with caregiver subscale than participants with non-violent related 

suspensions at the pre level; and, scored higher on the context subscale than participants with 

non-violent related suspensions at the pre and post level. 

 Hypothesis 1.3 stated that time in Boomerang will result in significant affects across 

youth outcomes as measured by resilience (CRYM-28) and social connectedness (Social 

Connectedness Scale); however, results from the bivariate analysis indicate that there was no 

significant relationship between time in Boomerang and composite scores of the resilience 

and social connectedness measure. Unfortunately, hypothesis 1.3 was not supported.  

 Hypothesis 1.4 stated that there will be a significant interaction effect between time in 

Boomerang and pre scores across resilience (CRYM-28) and social connectedness (Social 
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Connectedness Scale); however, results from the bivariate analysis indicate that there was no 

significant relationship. That is, hypothesis 1.4 was not supported and no additional analysis 

was performed. 
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Table 7  

Bivariate Correlations for Program Participant Demographics, Suspension, Program Variables, Resilience (CYRM-28), and Social 

Connectedness Scale 

 AGE GENDER RACE PRECYRM POSTCYRM PRESCS POSTSCS FSTAT INCM TBOOM TSUSP 

AGE 1           

GENDER .02 1          

RACE -.12 .12 1         

PRECYRM .13 .05 .09 1        

POSTCYRM -.03 .18 .10 .62** 1       

PRESCS -.07 .18 .02 .32** .31** 1      

POSTSCS -.09 .05 .11 .40** .58** .57** 1     

FSTAT -.17 .18 .17 -.10 -.07 -.02 -.01 1    

INCM .12 -.07 -.18 -.09 -.11 -.00 -.09 -.28** 1   

TBOOM .33* .14 -.08 .07 .02 .01 -.02 -.17 .03 1  

TSUSP -.05 .01 .12 .23* .20 -.02 .11 -.06 .01 -.02 1 

Note. CYRM = Child Youth Resilience Measure, SCS = Social Connectedness Scale, FSTAT = Family Status, INCM = Income, 

TBOOM = Time in Boomerang, TSUSP = Type of Suspension; *p = .05, **p < .01 
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Table 8  

Bivariate Correlations for Program Participant Demographics, Suspension, Program Variables, and Subscales from the Resilience 

(CYRM-28) Measure 

 PRECYRM_I POSTCYRM_I PRECYRM_R POSTCYRM_R PRECYRM_C POSTCYRM_C 

AGE .25* .01 .02 -.03 .07 -.07 

GENDER .24* .00 .05 -.10 .18 .09 

RACE .07 .13 .06 .09 .03 .10 

FSTAT -.05 -.08 -.21* -.11 -.03 -.02 

INCM .02 -.10 -.14 -.08 -.11 -.11 

TBOOM .10 .07 .03 -.10 -.11 .11 

TSUSP .07 .15 .25* .16 .25* .21* 

PRECYRM_I 1 .51** .57** .37** .47** .39** 

POSTCYRM_I  1 .47** .73** .37** .79** 

PRECYRM_R   1 .56** .60** .53** 

POSTCYRM_R    1 .39* .70** 

PRECYRM-C     1 .61** 

POSTCYRM_C      1 

Note. CYRM_I = CYRM Individual Subscale, CYRM_R = CYRM Relationship with Caregiver Subscale,  

CYRM_C = CYRM Context Subscale, FSTAT = Family Status, INCM = Income, TBOOM = Time in Boomerang,  

TSUSP = Type of Suspension; *p = .05, **p < .01 
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Research Question 2 

Research question 2 aimed to understand the extent to which type of suspension 

(violent or non-violent related), age, gender, ethnicity and income explained variation in 

youth outcomes, as measured by resilience (CRYM-28) and social connectedness (Social 

Connectedness Scale). Results from the bivariate analysis indicated that none of the predictor 

variables were significantly related to post scores on the composite resilience measure and do 

not support hypothesis 2.1. Hypothesis 2.1, stated that type of suspension (violent or non-

violent related), age, ethnicity, and income would be significant predictors of resilience 

(CRYM-28) above and beyond pre-intervention scores. Although results from the bivariate 

analysis indicated that these predictor variables were not correlated with post scores on the 

composite resilience and social connectedness measure, results did indicate that type of 

suspension was associated with mean post scores on the context subscale. Therefore, the 

researcher explored whether type of suspension predicted scores on the context subscale 

above and beyond pre scores. 

 The researcher employed a hierarchical regression, where pre scores on the context 

subscale served as the predictor variable at level 1and type of suspension at level 2. The 

results indicate beta coefficients for the two predictors were, pre scores on the context 

subscale, β = .60, t (93) = 5.31, p <.01 and type of suspension, β = .05, t (93) = .65, p = .52. 

The best fitting model for predicting post scores on the context subscale was pre scores (R = 

.62, R
2 

= .38, F (1, 94) = 58.01, p <.01). The results indicate that type of suspension did not 

predict post score on the context subscale above and beyond pre scores.  
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Hypothesis 2.2 stated type of suspension (violent or non-violent related), age, 

ethnicity, and income would be significant predictors of social connectedness (Social 

Connectedness Scale) above and beyond pre-intervention. Results from the bivariate analysis 

indicated that none of the predictor variables were significantly related to post scores on the 

social connectedness measure; as a result Hypothesis 2.2 was not supported. 

Research Question 3 

Research question 3 aimed to understand what groups of students profit more from 

Boomerang. The original hypotheses associated with this question focused on the 

relationship between student demographics and suspension and post scores on the composite 

resilience and social connectedness measure. Although results from the bivariate analysis 

indicated that none of the predictor variables were significantly related to post scores on the 

composite resilience and social connectedness measures and did not support hypothesis 3.1 

to 3.3, previous findings from the independent t-test (Research Question 1) suggest that there 

were moderate differences between males and females and significant differences between 

youth who had violent versus non-violent related suspension across the composite resilience 

scale .  

As a result, the researcher explored these differences more specifically by conducting 

a repeated measures ANOVA using gender and type of suspension as the group variables 

(Table 9). Using gender as the group variable, results suggest that there is not a main effect 

of gender [F(1, 96) = 4.79, p =.24]; however, there is a significant interaction effect 

(gender*scores on composite resilience measure) [F(1.00, 96.00) = 4.79, p <.05]. These 

results suggest that there are not significant differences across gender between the pre and 
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post composite score of the resilience measure, but differences do vary between males and 

females. To examine these effects further the researcher conducted the repeated measures 

ANOVA using selected cases (male vs. female) on the composite resilience measure and 

subscales. Results suggest that there were significant differences among males from the pre 

to post level on the composite resilience measure (F = 7.52, p <.01), and individual (F = 

4.53, p <.05) and context subscales (F = 9.79, p <.01).There were no significant differences 

among females from the pre to post level across the composite resilience measure and 

subscales.  

The researcher conducted the same analysis using type of suspension as the group 

variable, results suggest that there was a main effect on scores on the composite resilience 

measure [F(1, 97) = 4.61, p =.05], and no significant interaction effect (type of suspension* 

scores on the composite resilience measure [F(1, 97) = .17, p =.68].That is, there was a 

significant difference in type of suspension and scores on the composite resilience measure 

from the pre to post level. The results suggest that scores on the composite resilience measure 

do not vary as a result of type of suspension. To explore these differences further, the 

researcher conducted a repeated measures ANOVA using only selected cases (violent vs. 

non-violent) and composite measure of resilience and subscales. Although hypotheses 3.1 to 

3.3 were not supported, these results suggest that males may profit more from Boomerang 

than females.  
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Table 9  

Repeated Measures ANOVA by Gender and Type of Suspension (n = 99) 

Effect MS df F Greenhouse-Geisser 

Time 68.94 1 1.13 .29 

Gender x Time 292.18 1 4.79 <.05 

Error 61.04 96   

Time 247.42 1 3.84 .05 

TSUSP x Time 11.22 1 .17 .68 

Error 64.86 97   

Note. TSUSP = Type of Suspension 

 

Hypothesis 3.4 stated there would be a significant relationship between type of 

suspension and post scores on resilience (CYRM-28) and social connectedness (Social 

Connectedness Scale), unfortunately, results from the bivariate analysis required the 

researcher to reject this hypothesis. However, results from the bivariate analysis did indicate 

that there was a significant relationship between type of suspension and context subscale at 

the post level. The researcher conducted a simple regression using type of suspension to 

predict post scores on the context subscale. The results revealed that the model was a good 

fit, F (1, 94) = 4.13, p =.05, R
2 

= .04 with a beta coefficient, β = .21, t (94) = 2.03, p <.05.In 

this model, results suggest that participants with violent-related suspensions scores on the 

context subscale increased by 2.34 points. To examine if there was an interaction effect of 
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type of suspension and pre scores on the context subscale, the researcher created an 

interaction variable. The researcher first centered the means scores on the context subscale by 

subtracting the mean from each raw score. Centering is a useful strategy to decrease 

multicollinearity between variables and when employing a regression model that uses an 

interaction effect (Field, 2005). 

 Results from a bivariate correlation (one-tailed) indicating that there was a 

significantly positive relationship between the interaction term and scores on the context 

subscale at the post level, r = .69, p <.01 and post level, r = .47, p <.01. A hierarchical 

regression using forced entry method was conducted to predict post scores on the context 

subscale from type of suspension, pre scores on context subscale, and the interaction term. 

Tests for multicollinearity indicated that a low level of multicollinearity existed among the 

variables (VIF = 1.07 for type of suspension, VIF = 1.07 for pre scores on the context 

subscale, and VIF = 1.92 for the interaction term). The results revealed that beta coefficients 

for the three predictors were, type of suspension, β = .06, t (94) = .65, p <.52; pre scores on 

the context subscale, β = .55, t (94) = 4.81, p <.01; and interaction term, β = .07, t (94) = .65, 

p = .52.Results suggest that type of suspension did not moderate the relationship between pre 

scores and post scores on the context subscale.  

Research Question 4 

Research question 4 aimed to understand the relationship between participation in the 

Boomerang Program and re-suspension (3-months follow up).Hypothesis 4.1 stated that there 

would be a significant relationship between time in Boomerang and re-suspension. To assess 

the hypothesis a logistic regression was employed. A logistic regression is a useful statistical 
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strategy when an outcome variable is dichotomous because it can assess the probability of an 

individual belonging to a certain category based on a predictor variable (Field, 2005). Prior to 

running the logistic regression, the researcher examined the frequency of re-suspension 

across two groups, gender and ethnicity/race (Table 10).  These results suggest that re-

suspension did not vary across gender but did vary among Caucasian and minority students.  

 

Table 10  

Cross-tabulation of Re-Suspension by Gender and Ethnicity/Race 

  Gender Ethnicity/Race 

  Male Female Caucasian Minority 

Suspended (3-months) 16 (24.6%) 8 (24.2%) 27 (81.8%) 47 (72.3%) 

Not Suspended (3-months) 49 (75.4%) 25 (75.8%) 6 (18.2% 18 (27.7%) 

Note. Observed percentages appear in parentheses. 

 

Results from the logistic regression indicate the model was a good fit and time in 

Boomerang was not a significant predictor of re-suspension for participants 3-months, chi-

square = .57, p = .45 with df = 1 (Table 11). Although odds for not being re-suspended were 

lower for students who spent less time in Boomerang, this was not significant and hypothesis 

4.1 was not supported. Hypothesis 4.2 stated that type of suspension, age, ethnicity, and 

income would be significant predictors of re-suspension above and beyond time in 

Boomerang. Our previous analysis revealed that time in Boomerang did not predict the 
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likelihood of being re-suspended. Therefore, the researcher used phi coefficient to calculate 

the relationship between the dichotomous predictor variables (age, gender, and type of 

suspension) and re-suspension. Results revealed that none of the predictor variables were 

significantly associated with re-suspension. Additionally, a bivariate correlation was 

employed to assess the relationship between ethnicity, income and re-suspension; results 

indicate that neither predictor variable was significantly related to re-suspension. 

Unfortunately these results suggest that hypothesis 4.2 was not supported. 

 

Table 11  

Logistic Regression Analysis for Time in Intervention Predicting Re-suspension for Students 

Three-Months After Boomerang (n = 99) 

 95% CI for exp b 

 β (SE) Lower Exp b Upper 

Constant -1.65 (.56)  .19  

TBOOM .18 (.23) .76 1.19 1.89 

Note: TBOOM = Time in Boomerang; Re-suspension coded as N = 0, and Yes = 2.  

 

Research Question 5 

Research question 5 aimed to understand how Boomerang participants describe their 

experiences in the program and its impact in their lives. To address research question 6, a 

thematic analysis was employed using data gathered from a total of 11 students (3 focus 

groups and 1 interview) during the spring 2012 term. Focus group sessions were guided by a 
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protocol (Appendix F1) and included the following anchoring questions: What does 

Boomerang mean to you? How would you all describe your experience at Boomerang? What 

makes Boomerang? How would you describe the effect Boomerang has had in your life? 

What part of Boomerang do you think has the greatest impact on your life? These questions 

were developed to specifically gather how Boomerang participants describe their experience 

and the impact it has had in their lives. Responses from the questions, as indicated in the 

methods sections, were then coded and clustered around central themes. After the coding 

phase was completed, four themes were identified to address the research question above. 

Key Characteristics of Boomerang 

The theme denotes the major characteristics perceived by the participants that 

distinguish and define the Boomerang Program, to include staff, the environment, and 

program activities. This theme is linked to the research question because it reveals what 

participants perceive as important characteristics of Boomerang; more importantly, the 

aspects of the program that were unique to their experience and time in Boomerang. Four 

subthemes emerged within this larger theme with 11 clustered of codes (Figure 5). A 

nurturing and inclusive environment was depicted quite frequently in the text and depicted 

through perceptions of Boomerang being a safe place, where students felt valued and 

nurtured by caring and supportive staff. Additionally, students valued the relationships that 

were maintained through activities like reunion and “What’s Next?” after their participation 

in the alternative to suspension program. Achievement support, the staff, and recreational 

time appear to support how Boomerang is perceived as a nurturing environment. Although 

academic time was considered the least favorite part of Boomerang, participants recognized 
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the importance of academic time, tutoring, one-on-one assistance, and how time Boomerang 

allowed them to complete work in a supportive environment. Overall participants believed 

that they completed more work during Boomerang and valued the time with adults. This is 

corroborated by responses from two participants:  

 

“Yeah, I can do more work, they help you more [and] yes you have more one-on-one time 

with [staff] and students (Focus Group, March 22, male high school)”  

 

“[What I remember most is] having a personal tutor (concurrence), and getting one-on-one 

time and getting help with my work (Focus Group, March 21, female high school)” 

 

Many of the participants commented on the supportive staff and their role in creating 

a nurturing and supportive environment. Two participants illustrated this code by stating:  

 

“So they made us feel like welcome…like I used to feel that no one actually cared about me 

and when I got there everybody was so kind and they told me they knew and support me and 

cared about me and that’s when I felt like I had people that actually cared about me and 

wanted to do good (Focus Group, March 12, female middle school).”  

 

“Cause it’s like [staff] that you don’t know [but] they make you feel special…like the 

counselors they make you feel special…(Focus Group, March 12, female middle school).” 
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The characteristics of staff centered on being caring, supportive and having the ability 

to recognize strengths within participants. As discussed in a previous section, all Boomerang 

participants are required to complete a tree exercise where they write down their strengths, 

goals and obstacles; sometimes perceived as an arduous task—the activity assisted 

participants in visualizing their strengths. Speaking about how the tree assists them in 

perceiving themselves, one participant stated: 

 

“I like the tree and it’s your goals and strengths [and] you have to grow from the ground all 

the way up [into a] beautiful tree and like it is just to show you how you can grow (Focus 

Group, March 21, female high school).” 

 

Another characteristics of the program included recreational time, an opportunity that 

allowed participants to engage in physical activity with program staff and other students. The 

participants perceived it as being memorable and an enjoyable experience. One participant 

stressed how recreational time is what keeps students involved in Boomerang:  

 

“[the most important part]…if they didn’t have…I guess you can say basketball, I mean 

basketball time, free time [and] I don’t think people would go and I don’t think people would 

participate. Yeah, cause people could just get out what they need to get out (Focus Group, 

March 22, male high school).”  

 



 

90 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5. Subthemes and code clusters for Key Characteristics of Boomerang theme. 

Key Characteristics of 

Boomerang 

Achievement 

Support 

Nurturing Environment 

Staff 
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 Valuable and supportive 

academic time. 

 Access to technology.  

 Safe environment. 

 Inclusive environment. 

 Positive program option for 

suspended students. 

 Maintain contact post 

program.  

 Supportive/Caring. 

 Able to recognize student 

strengths. 

 Ability to reflect positive 

images to youth.  

 Valuable recreational time. 

 Enjoyable. 
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Perceptions of Boomerang Experience 

The theme denotes the overall perception of the Boomerang experience as perceived 

by program participants. This theme was relevant in understanding not just the characteristics 

of Boomerang, but how that experience was defined by participants. Overall, participants 

viewed Boomerang as a fun and positive program option to suspension. For example one 

participant indicated: 

 

“It’s a good place to help you become a better person and I guess it’s not really a 

punishment place but it’s more like a helping you out place (Interview, March 20, male 

middle school).”  

 

Perceived Change in Youth 

The theme denotes changes among youth perceived by participants as a result of their 

participation in Boomerang. This theme emerged as an important outcome associated with 

Boomerang and provided a more in-depth understanding to how Boomerang is perceived as 

affecting change in youth. Participants indicated that Boomerang changed their life in many 

different ways from attitudes about themselves to relationships with their parents. Speaking 

specifically about how the program affected them, the following participants indicated: 

 

“…like I had a really bad attitude towards everybody, I always got angry over some things, 

always wanted to get into a fight. Like if someone started talking junk about me like 

disrespecting me then I would get angry, go confront them and [be] in their face and I would 
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be all up in their space…about to hit them, but that kind of changed.[Boomerang] made me 

realize that trying to take all your anger out on someone well it’s kind of a waste of your 

time, it’s not worth it I kind of left that (Focus Group, March 22, female middle school).” 

 

“[If it wasn’t for Boomerang] I would be like the same person I was before I went to 

Boomerang…A person that like kept getting into fights like making bad decisions (Interview, 

March 20, male middle school). 

 

“If it wasn’t for Boomerang I would have done dropped out of school, on the streets, doing 

lord knows what…I look at life totally different, yeah, I grew up, yeah I basically grew up in 

Boomerang it’s sad, but I did. It has changed my life around though. Like they tell me that I 

can do work and have fun with it at the same time. Like do it different, like in a way that I 

know that’s understood (Focus Group, March 22, male high school).” 

 

Promotive Factors 

The theme denotes the factors identified at the individual, familial and communal 

level that serve as assets and resources for youth and their development. This theme was 

guided by Fergus and Zimmerman’s (2005) definition of promotive factors “assets that reside 

within the individual and resources external to the individual that help youth avoid the 

negative effects of risks (p.399).” Two subthemes were used to describe the larger theme: 

individual, the specific characteristics and traits associated with the individual, and relational, 

the specific attributes and characteristics associated with the relationships youth have within 
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the larger ecological context. Promotive factors (individual and relational) emerged across 

both parent and participant data and addressed concepts such as improved self-esteem to 

connections with positive adults. Code clusters were selected to reflect each subtheme and 

linked with the CYRM-28 measure (Table 12). The table also provides the frequency for 

each code, which indicated the number of times the code was captured in the text. 

Frequencies were calculated to further support how qualitative data corroborate the 

quantitative measure (CYRM-28) and expand our understanding of quantitative findings. The 

quotes provide more in-depth understanding of how that manifested from the perspective of 

participants. 
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Table 12   

Linkage Between Quantitative Measure (CYRM-28) and Qualitative Themes 

Measure Promotive 

Factor  

Qualitative Code Frequency
2
 Quote (s) 

CYRM-28: 

Explore the 

resources 

(individual, 

relational, 

and 

contextual) 

available to 

youth that 

may bolster 

their 

resilience. 

 

Individual Sense/development of 

autonomy. 

6 “Like at Boomerang you get to pick your own 

choices of what you want to do the whole time 

you are there…the subjects you want to work on 

first and then on activity time you get to pick what 

you want to do there too…(Focus Group, March 

21, female high school)” 

Self-awareness 

development. 

2 “Having to make [that] tree…cause you had to 

dig deep inside yourself and just pull out words 

that describe you. [That was a bit of a challenge], 

yeah…it made me feel better about myself. 

(Interview, March 12, male middle school)” 

Goal development/ 

setting. 

7 “[Because of Boomerang] at least I want to stay 

in school and graduate (Focus Group, March 21, 

2012, female high school).”  

Proactive decision-

making 

6 “I mean [Boomerang] made me like a better 

person, helped me with like the decisions that I’ve 

made cause it’s like now I choose my decisions 

more wisely (Interview, March 12, male middle 

school).” 

                                                 
2
 Frequency equates to the maximum number of times the code was found in the text.  
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Table 12-continued 

Linkage Between Quantitative Measure (CYRM-28) and Qualitative Themes 

Quantitative 

Measure 

Promotive 

Factor  

Qualitative Code Frequency
3
 Quote (s) 

CYRM-28: 

Explore the 

resources 

(individual, 

relational, 

and 

contextual) 

available to 

youth that 

may bolster 

their 

resilience. 

 

Relational Sense of 

community/belonging 

6 “Yeah definitely (you belong), you can definitely go 

back and they help you with your problems. Like if 

you’re willing to come out and tell them. You can 

always go back! (Focus Group, March 22, male high 

school)” 

Improved/supplement 

family relationships. 

9 “It affected me, it made me and my family get closer and 

me and my dad…have a better relationship now.(Focus 

Group, March 20, female middle school)”  

Positive connections 

with adults. 

6 “[I had connections] with the staff and extra time after 

school after 2, to stay at Boomerang and don’t get in 

trouble. It really changed my attitude and like being 

respectful. (Focus Group, March 12, female high 

school)” 

Engagement with 

peers in program. 

5 “My connections with my friends…they made me feel 

like I [could] trust anybody so I trust now, my friends 

and they made me have a more positive attitude with my 

friends…like I trust them (Focus Group, March 22, 

female middle school).” 

                                                 
3
 Frequency equates to the maximum number of times the code was found in the text.  
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Research Question 6 

Research question 6 aimed to understand the extent to which participation in the 

Boomerang Program affects the student-teacher relationship. Hypothesis 6.1 stated there 

would be a significant increase in the student-teacher relationship (as measured by the 

student-teacher relationship scale) from pre to post Boomerang. To assess hypothesis 6.1, a 

dependent t-test was employed (Table 14). In addition, a dependent t-test was used for each 

subscale: conflict and closeness. The researcher then merged the data to match teacher 

observations with student case IDs. To obtain a profile from the teachers at the pre level 

(Table 13), mean scores on the student-teacher relationship scale were compared cross 

teacher characteristics (gender, ethnicity/race, years of teaching, subject, and county). Results 

in Table 13 indicate that male teachers had higher mean scores across student-teacher 

relationship at the pre level (M = 48.16, SD = 7.96) than female teachers (M = 47.52, SD = 

10.24). Teachers who identified as “African American
4
” had the highest mean scores on the 

student-teacher relationship scale (M = 55.33, SD = 4.04); teachers who taught more than 8 

years had the highest mean scores on the student-teacher relationship scale (M = 49.63, SD = 

9.85). Teachers who taught in Orange County had higher mean scores (M = 48.44, SD = 

10.06) than teachers in Chapel Hill-Carrboro (M = 47.11, SD = 9.49).  

                                                 
4
 N < 5 
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Table 13  

Means/Standard Deviations of Teachers' Pre Scores on the Student-Teacher Relationship 

Scale (STRS) and Subscales by Teacher Demographics 

  STRS-28 STRS-CLOS STRS-CONF 

  Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) 

Gender (n = 79)    

 Male  48.16 (7.96) 23.74 (5.04) 17.58 (5.81) 

 Female  47.52 (10.23) 23.13 (5.20) 17.60 (7.40) 

Race/Ethnicity (n= 98)    

 Caucasian  47.06 (8.74) 22.65 (4.51) 17.59 (6.56) 

 African American  55.33 (4.04) 27.67 (3.79) 14.33 (4.73) 

 Hispanic  50.00 (6.71) 26.60 (7.60) 18.60 (.89) 

 Other  49.00 (3.04) 23.33 (2.25) 16.33 (1.25) 

County (n = 98)    

 Chapel Hill-Carrboro 47.11 (9.49) 23.34 (5.11) 18.22 (6.95) 

 Orange County 48.44 (10.06) 23.06 (5.77) 16.63 (6.15) 

Years Teaching (n = 98)    

 Less than 2 years 43.93 (10.06) 21.87 (4.91) 19.93 (7.48) 

 Between 2 and 5 years 45.46 (8.57) 22.23 (4.57) 18.79 (7.44) 

 Between 5 and 8 years 48.23 (8.37) 23.08 (4.79) 16.85 (5.30) 

 More than 8 years 49.63 (9.95) 24.50 (5.75) 16.87 (6.70) 

School Level (n = 98)    

 Middle School 43.74 (10.98) 21.51 (4.85) 19.77 (8.07) 

 High School 49.59 (7.32) 23.76 (4.94) 16.18 (5.49) 

 Alternative 54.00 (5.90) 29.50 (3.56) 17.50 (6.77) 

Note: CYRM –IND = Individual Subscale; CYRM-REL = Relationship with Caregivers 

Subscale; and CYRM-CON = Context Subscale. 
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Results from the dependent t-test indicate that mean scores on the closeness subscale 

at the post level (M = 23.24; SD = 5.05) were moderately higher than pre scores (M = 22.67; 

SD = 4.75), t (108) = -1.88, p = .06, d = -.19; and mean scores on the conflict subscale at the 

post level (M = 17.07, SD = 6.13) were significantly lower than pre scores (M = 17.64, SD = 

6.24), t (108) = 2.22, p < .05, d = .21. In order to calculate the mean scores on the composite 

student-teacher relationship scale, items on the conflict subscale were reverse coded. The 

dependent t-test revealed that mean scores on the student-teacher relationship scale at the 

post level (M = 48.01, SD = 8.92) were significantly higher than pre scores (M = 46.86, SD = 

8.81), t (108) = -2.57, p <.05, d = -.24. These results support hypothesis 6.1 and suggest that 

teachers perceived their relationship improving and conflict decreasing with participants 

from pre to post Boomerang.  

 

Table 14  

Student-Teacher Relationship Scale Means for Pre and Post Time Points (Merged) 

 Time   

 Pre Post t df 

 

STRS 

 

47.21 

(8.65) 

 

48.11(8.87) 

 

-.2.02* 

 

108 

STRS-CLOS 22.67 

(4.75) 

23.24 (5.05) -1.88 108 

STRS-CONF 17.64 

(6.24) 

17.07 (6.13) 2.22* 108 

Note. * = p < .05; Standard Deviations appear in parentheses next to means.  
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 In order to continue with the analysis, the researcher assessed the relationship 

between the independent variables (participant demographics, suspension related variables, 

and program related variables) and dependent variables, a bivariate correlation was employed 

using a two-tailed test of significance (Table 15 and 16). Prior to analysis all independent 

variables were recoded using a dummy code, where “0” was the reference group. Results 

indicate that there were no significant relationships, except for time in Boomerang, between 

the predictor variables (student demographics and suspension) and composite score of 

student-teacher relationship scale at the post level; results indicate that time in Boomerang 

had significantly positive relationship with the composite score of the student-teacher 

relationship scale at the post level, r = .31, p =.05. These results suggest more time in 

Boomerang increases the student-teacher relationship. Results across the subscales however 

varied.  

 Results revealed that there was a significantly positive relationship between type of 

suspension and the closeness subscale in student-teacher relationship at the pre-level, r = .23, 

p <.05, suggesting that teachers perceived higher closeness among students who had violent-

related suspensions versus non-violent related suspensions at the pre level. Income had a 

significantly negative relationship with the conflict subscale at the pre level, r = -.44, p <.01, 

and post level, r = -.27, p <.05.These results suggest that teachers perceived higher conflict 

among low-income students versus higher income students at the pre and post level. Results 

also indicate that a significantly negative relationship between time in Boomerang and the 

conflict subscale at the post level, r = -.38, p <.05, which suggest that the more time a student 

spent in Boomerang then teachers perceived lower conflict at the post level.   
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Table 15  

Bivariate Correlations for Program Participant Demographics, Suspension, Program Variables, and Student-Teacher Relationship 

Scale 

 AGE GENDER RACE PRESTRS POSTSTRS INCM TBOOM TSUSP 

AGE 1        

GENDER .03 1       

RACE -.15 .15 1      

PRESTRS .05 .06 .04 1     

POSTSTRS .07 -.07 .01 .86** 1    

INCM .11 -.08 -.18 .30* -.11 1   

TBOOM .33* .17 -.08 .13 .31* .05 1  

TSUSP -.05 .00 .10 .12 .12 .01 -.05 1 

Note. STRS = Student-Teacher Relationship Scale, TSUSP = Type of suspension, TBOOM = Time in Boomerang, and INCM = 

Income.*p = .05 AND ** p <.01 



 

101 

Table 16  

Bivariate Correlations for Program Participant Demographics, Suspension, Program Variables, and Subscales of the Student-

Teacher Relationship Scale 

 PRESTRS_CLOS PSTSTRS_CLOS PRESTRS_CONF PSTSTRS_CONF 

AGE .11 .15 -.02 -.00 

GENDER -.05 .07 .09 -.01 

RACE .14 .10 .02 -.07 

INCM .02 -.08 -.44** -.27* 

TBOOM -.02 .07 -.20 -.38* 

TSUSP .23* .23 -.03 -.03 

PRESTRS_CLOS 1 .79** -.21* -.16 

PSTSTRS_CLOS  1 -.18 .20* 

PRESTRS_CONF   1 .91** 

PSTSTRS_CONF    1 

Note. STRS_CLOS = Closeness Subscale on Student-Teacher Relationship Scale, STRS_CONF = Conflict Subscale on Student-

Teacher Relationship Scale, TSUSP = Type of suspension, TBOOM = Time in Boomerang, and INCM = Income.* = p <.05, ** = p < 

.01  
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 Hypothesis 6.2 stated that longer time spent in Boomerang will result in higher scores 

on the student student-teacher relationship scale after controlling for pre scores. Results from 

the bivariate analysis indicate that time in Boomerang had a significant relationship with the 

student-teacher relationship scale. A simple regression was employed using time in 

Boomerang as the predictor variable and scores on the student-teacher relationship scale as 

the outcome variable. Results revealed that the model was a good fit, F (1, 107) = 4.78, p 

<.05, R
2 

= .04 with a beta coefficient, β = .21, t (107) = 2.19, p <.05. These results support 

hypothesis 6.2 and suggest that scores on the student-teacher relationship scale increased by 

2.21 points as time in Boomerang increased.  

 Hypothesis 6.3 stated that a significant interaction effect would exist between type of 

suspension and intervention across student-teacher relationships. To examine if there was an 

interaction effect of type of suspension and pre scores on the student-teacher relationship 

scale the researcher created an interaction variable. The researcher first centered the mean 

scores on the student-teacher relationship scale by subtracting the mean from each raw score. 

Centering is a useful strategy to decrease multicollinearity between variables and when 

employing a regression model that uses an interaction effect (Field, 2005).Results from a 

bivariate correlation (one-tailed) indicated that there was a significantly positive relationship 

between the interaction term and scores on the student-teacher relationship at the pre level, r 

= .95, p <.01 and post level, r = .83, p <.01. A hierarchical regression using forced entry 

method was conducted to predict post scores on the context subscale from type of 

suspension, pre scores on context subscale, and the interaction term. Tests for 

multicollinearity indicated that a low level of multicollinearity existed for type of suspension 
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(VIF = 1.07); however, a high level of multicollinearity existed for the other predictor 

variables (VIF = 11.12 for pre scores on the student-teacher relationship scale, and VIF = 

11.10 for the interaction term). As a result, hypothesis 6.3 was not supported.  

 Hypothesis 6.4 stated that the relationship between type of suspension (violent vs. 

non-violent related) and student-teacher relationships would be mediated by time in 

Boomerang. Results from the bivariate analysis indicated that type of suspension was not 

correlated with time in intervention and post scores on the student-teacher relationship scale. 

Thus, the Barron and Kenny (1986) method was not employed and hypothesis 6.4 was not 

supported. 

 Hypothesis 6.5 stated that age, ethnicity, gender and income will be significant 

predictors of student-teacher relationships above and beyond time in intervention. Results 

from the bivariate analysis indicated that none of the predictor variables were correlated with 

scores on the student-teacher relationship scale at the post level, indicating hypothesis 6.5 

was not supported.  

Research Question 7 

Research question 7 aimed to understand how parents of participants describe the 

impact of Boomerang in their lives and on the child-parent relationship. To address research 

question 7, a thematic analysis approach was used from data gathered from a total of seven 

parents, two focus groups, participated in sessions during the spring 2012 term. Focus group 

sessions were guided by a protocol and included the following anchoring questions: How 

would you all describe your experience with Boomerang? How would you describe the effect 

Boomerang has had in your life? How would you describe the effect Boomerang has had on 



 

104 

your son/daughter’s life? How did Boomerang help you deal with your son/daughter? These 

questions were developed to specifically gather how parents describe the impact of 

Boomerang on them and the relationship with their child. Responses from the questions, as 

indicated in the methods sections, were then coded and clustered around central themes. 

Codes from parent and participant data were merged for themes (i.e., Key Characteristics of 

Boomerang, Perceptions of Boomerang Experience, Changes in Youth, and Promotive 

Factors); however, there were unique codes associated with parents. For example, the code 

connecting students to non-parents according to child’s individual’s goals were clustered 

under Promotive Factor and did not specifically address the research question. In order to 

address research question 8, three themes were used as a point of analysis. 

Perceptions of Boomerang Experience 

The theme denotes the perception of the Boomerang experience as perceived by 

parents. Codes were clustered around this theme to elaborate on how parents described their 

experience (Figure 7). Overall, parents perceived Boomerang as a positive and supportive 

alternative for suspended youth with highly trained staff. Parents discussed how Boomerang 

integrated them as part of their child’s transition back into the school environment and 

offered referral services to other supporting agencies. This theme was captured in two 

responses provided by parents:  

 

“[Boomerang was] a positive experience and they worked with [my child] a lot with keeping 

him on track with his school work, staying on track with teachers and giving him what he 
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needs…very positive.[Boomerang staff] were very experienced and nurturing and made him 

feel sage and that he wasn’t a bad kid (Focus Group 1, February 22).”  

  

“To me, Boomerang is a great program because they are out for the well-being and the 

welfare of the children and they want the children to be the best they can be, I believe and get 

their education. So that’s what I like about Boomerang and they’re on point, if your child is 

not here, they’ll call, they are very concerned…(Focus Group 1, February 22).” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6. Subthemes and code clusters for Perceptions of Boomerang Experience. 

 

Impact on Parent 

The theme denotes the perceived impact of Boomerang on the parent. This theme is 

included in the analysis due to its relationship with the research question and how parents 

perceived the program affecting them which in turn improved their relationship with their 

son/daughter. The theme included a 7-code cluster and all codes indicated a level of change 

around a specific characteristic. For example, increased parents ability to listen to child 

Perceptions of Boomerang Experience 

 Positive social environment. 

 Supports offered to parents post 

attendance. 

 Integrating parents. 

 Provides referral services to 

parents. 

 Connecting students to non-

parent according to child’s 

individual goals.  
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emerged as a code in the data and accordingly this serves as an important external resource 

for youth (Search Institute, 2009).Overall, parents perceived that Boomerang had an impact 

on them and changed how they viewed themselves and their son/daughter.  

“I felt like…supported as a parent cause it was like, you know, your kid’s suspended and you 

know, you feel like a failure as a parent, you feel like crap, you’re like ‘what the hell am I 

gonna do, I have to go to work,’ and it’s just like a stressful situation and you know I did not 

feel judged…I never felt judged by nobody and [Boomerang] helped me a lot with feeling 

better about myself (Focus Group 1, February 22).” 

 

‘Well it made me feel better and…more confident about being a parent, that even though I’m 

not perfect, when they sat down and we had the meeting it made me feel better about not 

feeling guilty about what my children was doing wrong. You know, it made me feel more 

confident about, okay, now I can be a stronger parent…(Focus Group 1, February 22).  

 

Impact on Parent-Child Relationship 

The theme denotes the perceived impact of Boomerang on the child-parent 

relationship. This theme was developed to answer the main focus of research question 8 and 

the researcher linked this theme with theme 2 (Figure 8). From the data, there exists a 

relationship between the impact Boomerang has had on the parent and parent-child 

relationship. For example, as parent discussed how Boomerang increased their ability to 

listen to their child this also led to understanding their child’s strengths and interests. Overall, 
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parents indicated that Boomerang did impact the child-parent relationship; however, the 

degree of that change was not explicitly discussed. 

“I mean Boomerang basically or at least I hope, you know it showed her that I do care about 

her education…I was getting off at 7 in Chapel Hill, going to Hillsborough, picking her up, 

and having her back here at 8, so I was just showing her ‘imma be with you…imma be here 

no matter what we gotta do…(Focus Group 2, February 23).” 

 

“I think [my child] feels that somebody listened to them here, and I think as parents we learn 

to listen to them too, when we come here (Focus Group 1, February 22).”  

 

“We [didn’t] have like…like a relationship that I have with my oldest daughter, I [didn’t] 

have that with her. But, you know, I think it was worse then, before she came here, than what 

it is now. Now that gap has kind of closed more… it’s not as bad as it was (Focus Group 2, 

February 23).” 
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Figure 7. Relationship between code clusters and emergent themes. 

 

Mixing the Data 

Using the resilience framework identified in the literature review, the researcher 

examined items within the resilience, social connectedness, and closeness subscale in the 

student-teacher relationship measure. Items that reflected the themes from the qualitative data 

were identified. It is important to assert that an assumption was made about the items and 

data reflected in the matrix. The researcher was guided by a resilience model that reflects a 

bidirectional relationship between youth and their ecological context. More importantly, the 

researcher chose items from each scale that appeared to measure similar constructs around 

Impact on Parent 

 Increased parent ability to listen to child. 

 Increased parent awareness of child 

interests. 

 Increased parents focus on food qualities. 

 Increased parent confidence. 

 Increase parent efficacy in supporting 

child.  

 Decreased parent focus on child’s faults. 

Parent-child relationship. 

Impact on Child-Parent Relationship 

Improved/supplement of family relationships. 
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youth perceptions of connectedness and relationships at the adult and peer level. In order to 

examine the relationship between the variables and assist the researcher in drawing the 

connection across items and codes, a bivariate analysis (two-tailed) was employed (Table 

17). It was expected that items within each measure would correlate high; however, the 

results also indicated items 12 and 16 from the social connectedness scale clustered across all 

items identified in the resilience measure.  

The researcher then identified codes from the qualitative data that provided a richer 

explanation of the item. In addition, frequencies were calculated for each code that emerged 

from qualitative analysis to further corroborate quantitative findings (Creswell & Clark, 

2011; Mathison, 1988). Table 16 provides the mixed methods matrix that emerged from 

findings associated with quantitative and qualitative data. The purpose of the matrix was to 

support the “trustworthiness” of findings and broaden resilience beyond individual 

characteristics. 
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Table 17  

Bivariate Correlations of Items from Resilience (CYRM-28), Social Connectedness, and Student-Teacher Relationship Scale 

 PSSTRS1 PSSTRS4 PSSTRS14 PSCYRM1 PSCYRM13 PSCYRM15 PSSCS5 PSSCS12 PSSCS16 

PSSTRS1 1         

PSSTRS4 .68** 1        

PSSTRS14 .49**  1       

PSCYRM1 .30** .24* .15 1      

PSCYRM13 .04 .12 .08 .24* 1     

PSCYRM15 .11 -.01 .26** .29**  1    

PSSCS5 .16 .05 .18 .55** .30** .66** 1   

PSSCS12 .30** .25* .33** .44** .50** .35** .44** 1  

PSCSC16 .41** .28* .26* .56** .28** .25* .44** .64** 1 

Note. * = p <.05, ** = p < .01 
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Table 18  

Mixed Methods Matrix Between Quantitative Items and Qualitative Codes 

Quantitative Measure Qualitative Code Frequency 

CYRM-28 STRS  SCS    

1. I have people I look up 

to (M = 3.78, SD = .80). 

Item 1. I share a warm 

relationship with this 

student (M = 3.88, SD = 

.80).  

5. I feel close to people 

(M = 4.52, SD = 1.04). 

 

 

 

16. I am able to 

connect with other 

people (M = 4.94, SD = 

.86). 

 

 

 

 

12. I am able to relate 

to my peers (M = 4.71, 

SD = .90). 

Sense of 

community/belongedness. 

6 

Inclusive and nurturing 

environment. 

7 

Item 4. This student values 

his/her relationship with 

me (M = 3.41, SD = .92). 

Positive connections with 

adults. 

7 

Engagement with peers in 

program.  

6 

13. I feel supported by my 

friends (M = 3.85, SD = 

.92) 

 Increasing social 

network. 

7 

Engagement with peers in 

program.  

6 

15. I feel I belong at 

school (M = 3.74, SD = 

.94) 

Item 14. This child openly 

shares his/her feelings and 

experiences with me (M = 

3.03, SD = 1.15). 

Increasing social 

network. 

7 

Positive connections with 

adults.  

7 

Engagement with peers in 

program. 

6 
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CHAPTER 4. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

Boomerang is embedded within a context shaped by out of school suspension 

practices that disadvantage low-income and minority youth. The transformative mixed 

methods design framed the deleterious impact of out of school suspension and how 

interventions counter these effects and promote positive youth development. This study 

reflects the researcher’s discovery of an alternative to suspension, Boomerang, and aimed to 

1) understand the extent to which Boomerang affects youth outcomes (measured by 

resilience, social connectedness, and re-suspension); and 2) understand the extent to which 

Boomerang affects youth relationships at the parent and teacher level. Although research on 

alternative to suspension programs indicates their role in reducing re-suspension rates 

(Bruenlin et al., 2004; Dupper, 1998; Rizzi, 2011), very few have address psychosocial 

outcomes.  

The impetus for this study was driven by the needs of Boomerang to examine its 

efficacy and program theory. Findings suggest that youth who are involved in Boomerang 

demonstrate positive effects, specifically as it relates to resilience and social connectedness. 

This study offered insight on the role context and relationship in promoting resilience among 

youth.  Furthermore, it expands the traditional concept of resilience from an individual 

characteristic to encompassing a bidirectional process between the individual and their 

environment. Additionally, findings reinforce the main mission of Boomerang and 

corroborate the relevance of positive relationships with adults as an essential interaction in 

positive youth development (Brown, 2003; Masten & Powell, 2003).  
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Throughout this study, the researcher engaged in the collection and analysis of 

quantitative and qualitative data in order to converge findings on four major goals: 

1) Examine the effects of Boomerang on youth outcomes;  

2) Examine the effects of Boomerang on the student-teacher relationship;  

3) Examine the Boomerang experience and impact on youth from the perspective of 

program participants;  

4) Examine the Boomerang experience and impact on child-parent relationship. 

The mixing of two methods broaden our understanding of Boomerang and further support 

their efforts in advocating for youth, specifically those who are disconnected from the 

educational context. The following discussion seeks to elaborate on the results and connect 

them to the four main goals above. Additionally, the researcher discusses limitations and 

directions for future research and advocacy.  

Effects of Boomerang on Youth Outcomes 

 A major goal of this study was to examine the effects of Boomerang on youth 

outcomes, measured by resilience, social connectedness and re-suspension. The results 

suggest that Boomerang increases resilience and perceptions of social connectedness among 

youth. That is, there was significant increase from the pre to post level among the sample. 

The most revealing aspect of the resilience measure was scores on the context subscale. 

Ungar (2004) states that context represents a mesosystem, interactions of microsystems, and 

encompasses the supportive resources accessible to youth. Among the sample, these results 

would suggest that change from the pre to post level was significant within the context 

subscale. That is, youth involved in Boomerang more specifically perceived contextual 
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factors as contributing to their resilience at the post level. Considering the staff and 

Boomerang exist within the mesolevel of the ecological context, these findings corroborate 

the important role of community-based organizations in youth development (APA, 2008; 

Anderson, Sabatelli, & Kosutic, 2007; Hartmaan, Watson, & Kantorek, 2001). 

 Herrman et al. (2011) suggest that social support is integral to resilience; which 

supports earlier work of Werner et al (2004) and Garmezy (1986). Findings from the 

qualitative data offer additional insight on how this was manifested. Youth perceived 

Boomerang as a nurturing and safe environment that valued their experiences. From this 

perspective, Boomerang is perceived as a resource available to youth than affects their self-

awareness and capacity to achieve positive outcomes at the school and community level 

(Walker, 2006). Although positive connections and relationships were captured 

quantitatively in the student-teacher relationship scale, findings from the qualitative data 

suggest that these positive relationships existed within the context of Boomerang.  

 In trying to understand who profits more from the Boomerang experience, our 

findings suggest that differences did vary across gender and moderately so across type of 

suspension. Additional analysis revealed that males did demonstrate a greater increase in the 

composite resilience measure compared to females and much of this was driven by context. 

A description of this group of youth, indicated that youth who fell in this category were 

majority male, African American, lived with single parent, and low-income. These findings 

do not corroborate a deficit model that is often associated with at-risk youth and, in fact, 

suggest that youth who fell in this category entered Boomerang with a higher sense of 
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resilience. However, the extent of these characteristics was not examined statistically and 

thus warrants further examination.  

 Findings also demonstrate that involvement in Boomerang increases social 

connectedness among youth. That is, youth who are involved in Boomerang increase their 

psychological sense of belonging. The qualitative data indicated that youth perceived their 

relationships and interactions with staff, volunteers and peers positively and was influential 

in how they perceived themselves. More importantly, youth commented on how programs 

such as Reunion and What’s Next? sustain feelings of connectedness and maintain positive 

relationships between youth and adults. These feelings also allowed participants to perceive 

adults in Boomerang as individuals who cared about them and who they could always turn to 

when they had problems. 

 Participant demographics and suspension type were not significant predictors of 

resilience and social connectedness at the post level; however, they varied at the pre level. 

The fact that ethnicity/race did not appear to be a significant predictor of resilience and social 

connectedness at the post level corroborate previous findings from other alternative to 

suspension programs (Bruenlin et al., 2002). These findings may suggest that student 

differences may exist at the pre level, but may disappear at the post level. That is, although 

differences appeared in the mean scores across participant demographics they were neither 

significantly related nor predictive of post scores. The relative small sample size makes it 

difficult to draw any major conclusions; however these findings may suggest that Boomerang 

has a positive effect on all youth despite demographics and suspension characteristics.  
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 Unfortunately, the findings around whether Boomerang predicted re-suspension were 

inconclusive. Time in Boomerang did not serve as significant predictors in whether a student 

was re-suspended or not. Although these findings do not support the earlier work around 

alternative to suspension programs in reducing recidivism (Bruenlin et al., 2002; Rizzi, 

2011), it is possible that 3-months following participation did not adequately capture re-

suspension data. In addition, there may have been other contextual factors outside of 

Boomerang that were associated with the likelihood of predicting re-suspension or not among 

youth. For example, Skiba (2010) suggest that school characteristics are more strongly 

associated with suspension rates than student characteristics (i.e., race, income and gender).  

 Research suggests resilience is associated with a number of psychosocial attributes 

among youth (Luther, 2003; Cicchetti, 2003; Ungar, 2011). The findings that emerged from 

the qualitative data suggest that youth perceived Boomerang as having an impact in their 

lives and developing individual assets. The youth indicated that Boomerang assisted them in 

a variety of areas, from personal growth to improving relationships with family and friends. 

This was also consistent with the promotive factors theme that emerged from the data and 

codes that clustered around perceived change in youth. Findings from the qualitative data 

suggest that youth perceived Boomerang as affecting goal development, self-awareness, and 

improving relationships with parents and peers. 

Effects of Boomerang on Student-Teacher Relationship 

 Another goal of this study was to understand how Boomerang effects translated into 

other context. More specifically, the study wanted to know if teachers perceived changes in 

their relationship with students as a result of Boomerang. The findings suggest that 
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Boomerang does affect the student-teacher relationship. Results suggest that program effects 

are perceived by teachers in regards to their relationships with participants. That is, when 

students return from Boomerang teachers perceived a positive increase in the student-teacher 

relationship. Additionally, there was a significant decrease on the conflict subscale from the 

pre to post level suggesting that not only did teachers perceive their relationship with 

students improving but a decline in conflict as a result of Boomerang.  

 Age, income, and ethnicity were not significant predictors of post scores on the 

student-teacher relationship scale, however an interesting finding was associated with length 

of time in Boomerang. Results from the bivariate correlation indicated that there was a 

positive relationship between length of time in Boomerang and the student-teacher 

relationship at the post level, suggesting that the more time students spent in Boomerang 

teachers perceived their relationship more positively at the post level. This was further 

corroborated with a regression model, indicating that youth who spent more time in 

Boomerang increased scores on the student-teacher relationship scale by a little more than 

two points. Demographics for these students indicate that youth who had the longest time in 

Boomerang (n = 11), suspended 10 days or more were majority male, Caucasian, lived with 

both parents, low-income, and had non-violent related suspension. Although research 

demonstrates that Caucasian students are often perceived by teachers as having less 

disruptive behavior and stronger relationships with teachers than minority students (Irvine, 

1998; Nieto, 2000; Pianta et al., 2002), there was no significant relationship between 

race/ethnicity and scores on the student-teacher relationship scale.  
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Perceptions of Experience and Impact on Child-Parent Relationship 

 Another goal of the study was to examine how Boomerang impacted the child-parent 

relationship. Four themes emerged from the focus groups and interviews: 1) key 

characteristics of Boomerang, 2) impact on parent, and 3) impact on parent-child 

relationship. Although a small number of parents indicated that the period of adolescence 

often attenuates the relationship they have with their son/daughter, a consensus among 

parents suggest that Boomerang had a positive effect on the child-parent relationship. One 

parent in the focus group summed it up best indicating: 

[Boomerang] is very knowledgeable of youths, of teenagers, they perceive things 

that as a parent I have not perceived [and] I have not seen and when I pay attention 

to those things that they tell me [that] they are right there…and so I feel very good 

about that...and it also helped me a lot with feeling better about myself (Parent Focus 

Group, February 22, Latino female).  

These findings were also corroborated with data from the student focus groups. That is, youth 

indicated that Boomerang improved their relationship with their parent, from getting along to 

learning how to talk through problems. Although this data was captured qualitatively, it 

warrants the need to further examine this construct among youth in the program.  

Limitations 

This study has several limitations; however, this does not take away the validity of 

the findings and its value to Boomerang. While the findings from the study highlight ways in 

which Boomerang affects youth and impact the child-parent and student-teacher relationship, 

it is important to understand that results should be interpreted with caution.  Boomerang is an 
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intervention implemented within a very unique setting and among a specific type of youth. 

For one, Boomerang is housed out of the Chapel Hill-Carrboro YMCA, an organization 

associated with positive youth development, and has access to student volunteers and interns 

from the surrounding university and community. And, although the program has historically 

served low-income youth, the program is embedded within an affluent and relatively high 

income community (U.S. Census Bureau).Additionally, its proximity to the local university 

has allowed it to tap in on multiple resources, such as consultants, researchers, and services.  

 There are some additional factors that were not included in this study, such as: 

student demographics on prior suspensions or court-involved activity, other discipline 

referrals, and learning disabled classifications. Of the students who attended Boomerang, 

some (n = 14) came from alternative high schools (high schools designed for students who 

have been suspended from traditional high schools or had other serious behavioral issues). 

Unlike other schools, these high schools did not have any in school suspension services and 

students were often given out of school suspension for arbitrary reasons, such as skipping 

and disrespect. Examining or controlling for preconditions of the school was not taken into 

consideration in the analysis. Also, students who returned to Boomerang, that is if they had 

already been suspended during the 2011 – 2012 term, were coded as being re-suspended and 

follow-up analysis on resilience or social connectedness was not collected. 

 There are some other potential limitations to this study that can influence the ability 

to generalize our findings to other populations and understand effectiveness. For one, this 

study did not use a comparison group in the analysis. Although the researcher attempted to 

compare the re-suspension outcome of Boomerang participants with students who were 



   

 

120 

referred to Boomerang but never attended, the number was relatively low (n = 36) and a post 

hoc g-power analysis revealed a power estimate below .80. For this reason, the researcher 

integrating comparison across type of suspension, gender, and age; however, none of these 

variables contributed to the regression models.  

Another point to consider is the policy around when students are referred to 

Boomerang. Accordingly, all students should be referred to Boomerang if they receive short-

term suspension or are court-involved from Chapel Hill-Carrboro and Orange County 

schools. However, just as much as there does not exist a clear policy on the amount of time a 

student received by infraction, the decision to refer students to Boomerang is at the discretion 

of the referring agent (principle or assistant principle).All referrals to Boomerang are based 

on the judgment of the referral agent and it is possible that some students who may be more 

at-risk may not be referred to Boomerang. Additionally, of the 36 students who were not able 

to participate in Boomerang more than 36% (n = 13) voluntarily chose not to participate in 

the program or decided not to show up; about 19% (n = 7) were not able to attend due to 

transportation issues. This study did not take into consideration these preconditions.  

Another potential limitation centers on response bias from both the focus groups and 

quantitative measures. The parent and participant focus groups, although culturally diverse 

and representative of the program demographics, may have been limited to the particular 

experiences of those attending versus other parents and students associated with the 

Boomerang experience. In addition, all quantitative measures, except for re-suspension, were 

self-report measures and participants and teachers could have inflated responses. Moreover, 

although the researcher worked closely with Boomerang to identify teachers to complete the 
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student-teacher relationship scale, it is clear that those who responded only reflected a small 

percentage of teachers from the total number of participant teachers (n = 316). For the most 

part, the teachers who completed the online questionnaire closely reflected the larger teacher 

population; however, no additional analysis was conducted to compare differences across the 

subsample and the larger teacher population.  

Future Research 

Future research surrounding Boomerang would expand the sample population to 

include a comparison group to evaluate the effectiveness of the program as compared to 

students who do not participate in Boomerang and examining re-suspension across longer 

periods of time (i.e., 6-months and 9-months).In addition, there may be additional ways to 

enhance this study by developing measures that can contribute to further understanding 

program characteristics among youth outcomes. For example, the qualitative data revealed 

interactions with staff as an important characteristic of the Boomerang experience and would 

be an interesting variable to capture and include within the regression and correlate model. 

One way in which this can be explored is through the practice of motivational interviewing, a 

strategy employed by the Directors during one-on-one sessions with youth. Another 

important variable may include whether students participated in conflict resolution, positive 

relationships, and youth activism workshops. Additionally, longitudinal data that includes 

attendance at Reunion, What’s Next, and other regular visits may be important in 

understanding how such activities relate to resilience and social connectedness among youth. 

The study also did not look at how the race and gender of the teachers may have 

moderated the relationship between student characteristics and post scores on the student-



   

 

122 

teacher relationship scale. Earlier work conducted by Nieto (2000) and Irvine (1991) have 

examined the how the ethnicity of teachers can have an impact on student behavior and 

academic achievement; therefore, it is possible that these characteristics would have also 

influenced outcomes associated with the student-teacher relationship scale.  

There were other codes not included in the results section that the researcher would 

like to explore in future studies: value of external relationships outside of Boomerang, need 

for expanding services, need for stronger connections with schools, and community 

integration and broadened support structures. These codes emerged specifically from the 

parent data and seem to further describe the organizational and programmatic characteristics 

associated with the YMCA and Boomerang.  

Implications for Boomerang 

The researcher engaged in a collaborative with Boomerang and designed the study to 

meet the goals outlined above. This study employed a mixed methods approach to broaden 

our understanding of Boomerang and ways in which it affects other context. Findings from 

the study were summarized in an evaluation report to Boomerang and seek to further support 

their programming and advocacy efforts. Boomerang, as a community resource, provides 

youth with meaningful and positive support that promotes their resilience. However, it is 

important that when youth leave Boomerang that these outcomes are sustained and supported 

back at the community, school and family level. Furthermore, the findings may also suggest 

that students who are at-risk due to economic and family conditions benefit from Boomerang 

and its services. Thus, school systems need to ensure that those students who may be most at-
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risk for re-suspension and eventual drop out have the opportunity to be referred and receive 

Boomerang services.  

Although this may be a daunting task, the program can continue to strengthen its 

relationship with parents and teachers within the public school system by integrating them 

more in program implementation and engaging in workshops that support parenting and 

school practices. Consequently, we understand that youth are embedded within a complex 

and dynamic ecological context that presents many associated risks; however youth who can 

access programs like Boomerang can be connected to resources and individuals that provide 

them with the assets to navigate their social experiences (Lerner, Fisher, & Weinberg, 2000; 

Theokas et al., 2005).  
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Appendix A1: Boomerang Project 

Informed Consent Form 

Participant-Parent Consent 

 

 

This study is conducted to understand the effects of the Carrboro-Chapel Hill YMCA’s 

Boomerang Program on youth outcomes and relationships at the parent and teacher level. 

The study will be used to collect data to measure formative and summative outcomes of the 

Boomerang Program.The researcher along with program staff will administer a pre and post 

questionnaire (i.e., resilience and social connectedness) and, for some, conduct focus group 

sessions to obtain their perception of the Boomerang Program. Only participants who have 

parental consent will be able to participate in this portion of the evaluation study. 

 

The information gathered from this study will support the evaluation of the Boomerang 

Program. If you provide consent to your son/daughter to participate in the study, here is some 

information you will need to know: 

 

 Their participation is not mandatory and is totally voluntary. 

 Their name will not be used in any findings and reports generated from this 

study.Although questionnaires will be administered to them individually; however, 

the researcher will not use any names to indicate or identify specific responses.Each 

participant will be assigned a student ID and all responses will be referred 

collectively as “Boomerang Participant.”  

 All information and comments shared will be held confidential.Any information used 

from the focus group sessions will only serve as a means to evaluate their perception 

of the Boomerang Program.Any individual comments and/or information collected 

from will be reported as “Boomerang Participant.” 

 There should be no risk to them from participating.If at any time they feel some 

discomfort completing the questionnaire or responding to questions in the focus 

group session they are free to skip any question that they do not wish to answer or 

remove them from the session. 

 The questionnaire, upon your approval and consent, will be administered during the 

intake process (pre) and after the wrap-up session on the last day (post).All focus 

group sessions will occur face-to-face in a group setting and no identifiers will be 

used.Any individual comments and/or information collected from will be reported as 

“Boomerang Participant.” 

 There is no specific compensation for their time. However, all participants who 

participate in the focus sessions will be provided with lunch/dinner (depending on 

time of session) and entered into a drawing to receive a gift certificate.  

 They have the right to end the questionnaire at any point and request that their 

responses be removed from the study without penalty.They may also refuse to answer 

any question that they find sensitive or do not wish to respond to. 
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 Any questions you, your son or daughter have about the study can be addressed prior 

to administering the questionnaire and focus group session.You will be provided with 

contact information should any additional questions or concerns arise. 

 The questionnaires should take no more than 15-minutes to complete.The focus group 

sessions should last between 1 to 1.5 hours. 

 

If you have any concerns or questions regarding participation in this study either now or at 

any point of time in the future, please contact Dawn Henderson atNorth Carolina State 

University, 640 Poe Hall, P.O. Box 7806, Raleigh, NC 27695, email 

dawn_henderson@ncsu.edu. 

 

If you have any concerns or questions regarding rights as a participant in study either now or 

at any point of time in the future, please contact Deb Paxton, member of the NCSU IRB for 

the Use of Human Subjects in Research Committee, Institutional Review Board, Box 7514, 

NCSU Campus (Administrative Services III) or Mr. Matthew Ronning, Assistant Vice 

Chancellor, Research Administration, Box 7514, NCSU Campus (919/513-2148). 

 

Your participation in this study is voluntary; you may decline to participate without 

penalty.If you decide to participate, you may withdraw from the study at any time without 

penalty and without loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.If you withdraw from 

the evaluation before data collection is completed your data will be returned to you or 

destroyed at your request. 

 

“I have read and understand the above information.I have received a copy of this form.I 

agree to participate in this evaluation with the understanding that I may withdraw at any 

time.” 

 

Participant's Name: _______________________________________  

 

Participant's Signature:_______________________________________ Date: 

_____________ 

 

Parent’s Signature: _________________________________________ Date: 

_____________ 

 

 

Parent: Would you be interested in participating in a focus group session after your 

son/daughter leaves the Boomerang Program (circle one)?  Yes  No  
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Appendix A2: Boomerang Project 

Boomerang Project 

Informed Consent Form 

Parent/Guardian 

 

 

This study is conducted to understand the effects of the Carrboro-Chapel Hill YMCA’s 

Boomerang Program on youth outcomes and relationships at the parent and teacher level. 

The study will be used to collect data to measure formative and summative outcomes of the 

Boomerang Program.The researcher along with a note taker will facilitate a focus group 

session to obtain your perception of the Boomerang Program and how it has affected your 

relationship with your son/daughter. Only parents who have completed the consent form will 

be able to participate in this portion of the evaluation study. 

 

The information gathered from this study will support the evaluation of the Boomerang 

Program. If you provide consent to participate in the study, here is some information you will 

need to know: 

 

 Your participation is not mandatory and is totally voluntary. 

 Your name will not be used in any findings and reports generated from this 

study.Although notes will be taken and the sessions recorded (digital recorder), we 

will not use any names to indicate who made each individual comment.Responses 

will be referred to collectively as “Boomerang Parent.”  

 All information and comments shared will be held confidential.Any information used 

from your comments will provide insight into your perceptions of Boomerang and its 

role in effecting the child-parent relationship. Any individual comments and/or 

information will be reported as “Boomerang Parent.”However, even though we are 

taking measures to protect your confidentiality, due to the small number of parents in 

this study, confidentiality cannot be guaranteed.It is possible that Boomerang staff 

may be able to identify you from any quotes or information presented about your 

son/daughter in reports about the research. 

 There should be no risk to you from participating.However, some of the questions 

require you to discuss particular challenges you face with your son/daughter and may 

evoke emotional experiences and events and you may feel some discomfort 

discussing those issues.You are free to either not respond or leave at any time during 

the focus group session. 

 The session will be audiotaped and notes taken so that the researcher obtains accurate 

responses to each of questions.During the process you can indicate if you want your 

response off the record.  

 There is no specific compensation for your time.However, we are providing you with 

a lunch/dinner (depending on time) and the opportunity to complete an entry form to 

participate in a random drawing for a gift certificate.  
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 You have the right to leave the session at any point in the process and request that 

your responses be removed from the study without penalty. You may also refuse to 

answer any question that you find sensitive or do not wish to respond to. 

 Any questions you have about the study can be addressed prior to the beginning of 

the session.You will be provided with contact information should any additional 

questions or concerns arise. 

 The focus group session will last between 1 to 1.5 hours. 

 

If you have any concerns or questions regarding participation in this study either now or at 

any point of time in the future, please contact Dawn Henderson atNorth Carolina State 

University, 640 Poe Hall, P.O. Box 7806, Raleigh, NC 27695, email 

dawn_henderson@ncsu.edu. 

 

If you have any concerns or questions regarding rights as a participant in study either now or 

at any point of time in the future, please contact Deb Paxton, member of the NCSU IRB for 

the Use of Human Subjects in Research Committee, Institutional Review Board, Box 7514, 

NCSU Campus (Administrative Services III) or Mr. Matthew Ronning, Assistant Vice 

Chancellor, Research Administration, Box 7514, NCSU Campus (919/513-2148). 

 

Your participation in this study is voluntary; you may decline to participate without 

penalty.If you decide to participate, you may withdraw from the study at any time without 

penalty and without loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. 

 

“I have read and understand the above information.I have received a copy of this form.I 

agree to participate in this evaluation with the understanding that I may withdraw at any 

time.” 

 

Parent Name: _______________________________________  

 

Parent Signature:_______________________________________ Date: _____________ 
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Appendix B. Measure Protocol 

Thank you for taking the time to complete the pre/post measure.This will assist Boomerang 

in its evaluation efforts.What does that mean? Well, by completing this you are helping 

Boomerang understand the effect it has on youth.There are two major sections to this 

questionnaire; both ask you some personal questions.Please be as honest as possible and 

know that we will not share your individual responses. You do not have to write your name 

on the questionnaire and if you need help in reading through some of the statements or 

understanding an item, please just let me know. 
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Appendix C1: Pre Measure 

Boomerang Program 

Pre Survey 
Student ID#________________ 

 

Please answer each statement to the best of your ability.Most of these questions ask you 

about how you feel or what you think about something.All answers are strictly confidential, 

that is, the answers you provide will not be used by anyone other than the program staff.All 

answers will only be used to gather information about the effect of Boomerang in addressing 

youth outcomes.You do not have to provide your name on the survey and your responses are 

anonymous.You can ask questions at any time during this questionnaire if you need clarity or 

guidance with any of the statements.Please take your time and be as honest as possible 

about your feelings and responses.  

 

What is your date of birth? ______________________ 

 

What is your gender (circle one)? Male   Female Other 

 

Who do you live with? ________________________________________________ 

 

How long have you lived with these people? ______________________________ 

 

How many times have you moved homes in the past 5 years?_________________ 

 

People are often described as belonging to a particular ethnicity. To which of the following 

groups do you belong? (Mark or check the one that best describe(s) you) 

____ Asian or Asian American  ____ Black or African American 

____ Hispanic or Latino   ____ White or Caucasian 

___ American Indian   ____ Mixed 

____ Other (please write in your response) _________ 
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We are interested in whether the statements below describe YOU RIGHT NOW.To 

what extent do the statements below DESCRIBE YOU NOW? Place an X in one answer 

for each statement. 

 Not at 

All 

A Little Somewhat Quite a 

Bit 

A Lot 

1. I have people I look up to 1 2 3 4 5 

2. I cooperate with people around me 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Getting an education is important to me 1 2 3 4 5 

4. I know how to behave in different social 

situations 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. My parent(s)/caregiver(s) watch me closely 1 2 3 4 5 

6. My parent(s)/caregiver(s) know a lot about 

me 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. If I am hungry, there is enough to eat 1 2 3 4 5 

8. I try to finish what I start 1 2 3 4 5 

9. Spiritual beliefs are a source of strength for 

me 

1 2 3 4 5 

10. I am proud of my ethnic background 1 2 3 4 5 

11. People think that I am fun to be with 1 2 3 4 5 
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 Not at 

All 

A Little Somewhat Quite a 

Bit 

A Lot 

12. I talk to my family/caregiver(s) about how 

I feel 

1 2 3 4 5 

13. I am able to solve problems without 

harming myself 

or others (for example by using drugs and/or 

being violent) 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

14. I feel supported by my friends 1 2 3 4 5 

15. I know where to go in my community to 

get help 

1 2 3 4 5 

16. I feel I belong at my school 1 2 3 4 5 

17. My family stands by me during difficult 

times 

1 2 3 4 5 

18. My friends stand by me during difficult 

times 

1 2 3 4 5 

19. I am treated fairly in my community 1 2 3 4 5 

20. I have opportunities to show others that I 

am becoming an adult and can act responsibly 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

21. I am aware of my own strengths 1 2 3 4 5 
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22. I participate in organized religious 

activities 

1 2 3 4 5 

 Not at 

All 

A Little Somewhat Quite a 

Bit 

Bit 

A Lot 

23. I think it is important to help out in my 

community 

1 2 3 4 5 

24. I feel safe when I am with my 

family/caregiver(s) 

1 2 3 4 5 

25. I have opportunities to develop skills that 

will be 

useful later in life (like job skills and skills to 

care for others) 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

26. I enjoy my family's/caregiver’s cultural and 

family 

Traditions 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

27. I enjoy my community's traditions 1 2 3 4 5 

28. I am proud to be:________________(write 

in your nationality) 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Please continue with the next section of the questionnaire.You are almost done! 
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Directions: Following are a number of statements that reflect various ways in which we view 

ourselves. Rate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each statement using the 

following scale (1 = Strongly Disagree and 6 = Strongly Agree). To what extent do the 

statements below DESCRIBE YOU NOW? Place an X in one answer for each 

statement. 

There is no right or wrong answer. Do not spend too much time with any one statement and 

do not leave any unanswered. 

 

Strongly 

Disagree 

1 

Mildly 

Disagree 

2 

Disagree 

3 

Agree 

4 

Mildly Agree 

5 

Strongly Agree 

6 

 

 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

 Strongly 

Agree 

1. I feel comfortable in the 

presence of strangers 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

2. I am in tune with the world 1 2 3 4 5 6 

*3. Even among my friends, 

there is no sense of 

brother/sisterhood 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

4. I fit in well in new situations 1 2 3 4 5 6 

5. I feel close to people 1 2 3 4 5 6 

*6. I feel disconnected from the 

world around me 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

*7. Even around people I know, 

I don't feel that I really belong 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

8. I see people as friendly and 

approachable. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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 Strongly 

Disagree 

 Strongly 

Agree 

*9. I feel like an outsider 1 2 3 4 5 6 

10. I feel understood by the 

people I know 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

*11. I feel distant from people 1 2 3 4 5 6 

12. I am able to relate to my 

peers 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

*13. I have little sense of 

togetherness with my peers 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

14. I find myself actively 

involved in people’s lives 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

*15. I catch myself losing a 

sense of connectedness with 

society 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

16. I am able to connect with 

other people 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

*17. I see myself as a loner 1 2 3 4 5 6 

*18. I don’t feel related to most 

people 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

19. My friends feel like family 1 2 3 4 5 6 

*20. I don't feel I participate with 

anyone or any group 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

THANK YOU! 
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Appendix C2. Post Measure 

Boomerang Program 

Post Survey 
Student ID#________________ 

 

Please answer each statement to the best of your ability.Most of these questions ask you 

about how you feel or what you think about something.All answers are strictly confidential, 

that is, the answers you provide will not be used by anyone other than the program staff.All 

answers will only be used to gather information about the effect of Boomerang in addressing 

youth outcomes.You do not have to provide your name on the survey and your responses are 

anonymous.You can ask questions at any time during this questionnaire if you need clarity or 

guidance with any of the statements.Please take your time and be as honest as possible 

about your feelings and responses.  

1. Was this your first time in Boomerang (circle one)?  Yes  No 

 

2. How long were you in Boomerang (circle one)?  

Less than 3 days   3 days   Between 4 and 6 days  

Between 7 and 9 days   10 or more days  

 

3. How often did you participate in group sessions (circle one)? 

None     Between 1 and 3  Between 4 and 7  

Between 8 and 11   More than 11 sessions 

 

4. How often did you participate in an individual (one-on-one session with Boomerang 

staff) session (circle one)?  

None     Between 1 and 3  Between 4 and 7  

Between 8 and 11   More than 11 sessions 
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We are interested in whether the statements below describe YOU RIGHT NOW.To 

what extent do the statements below DESCRIBE YOU NOW? Place an X in one answer 

for each statement. 

 Not 

at All 

A Little Somewhat Quite a 

Bit 

A Lot 

1. I have people I look up to 1 2 3 4 5 

2. I cooperate with people around me 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Getting an education is important to me 1 2 3 4 5 

4. I know how to behave in different social 

situations 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. My parent(s)/caregiver(s) watch me closely 1 2 3 4 5 

6. My parent(s)/caregiver(s) know a lot about 

me 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. If I am hungry, there is enough to eat 1 2 3 4 5 

8. I try to finish what I start 1 2 3 4 5 

9. Spiritual beliefs are a source of strength for 

me 

1 2 3 4 5 

10. I am proud of my ethnic background 1 2 3 4 5 

11. People think that I am fun to be with 1 2 3 4 5 
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 Not at 

All 

A Little Somewhat Quite a 

Bit 

A Lot 

12. I talk to my family/caregiver(s) about how 

I feel 

1 2 3 4 5 

13. I am able to solve problems without 

harming myself 

or others (for example by using drugs and/or 

being violent) 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

14. I feel supported by my friends 1 2 3 4 5 

15. I know where to go in my community to 

get help 

1 2 3 4 5 

16. I feel I belong at my school 1 2 3 4 5 

17. My family stands by me during difficult 

times 

1 2 3 4 5 

18. My friends stand by me during difficult 

times 

1 2 3 4 5 

19. I am treated fairly in my community 1 2 3 4 5 

20. I have opportunities to show others that I 

am becoming an adult and can act responsibly 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

21. I am aware of my own strengths 1 2 3 4 5 

22. I participate in organized religious 

activities 

1 2 3 4 5 
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 Not at 

All 

A Little Somewhat Quite a 

Bit 

A Lot 

23. I think it is important to help out in my 

community 

1 2 3 4 5 

24. I feel safe when I am with my 

family/caregiver(s) 

1 2 3 4 5 

25. I have opportunities to develop skills that 

will be 

useful later in life (like job skills and skills to 

care for others) 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

26. I enjoy my family's/caregiver’s cultural and 

family 

traditions 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

27. I enjoy my community's traditions 1 2 3 4 5 

28. I am proud to be:________________(write 

in your nationality) 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Please continue with the next section of the questionnaire. You are almost done! 
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Directions: Following are a number of statements that reflect various ways in which we view 

ourselves. Rate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each statement using the 

following scale (1 = Strongly Disagree and 6 = Strongly Agree). To what extent do the 

statements below DESCRIBE YOU NOW? Place an X in one answer for each 

statement. 

There is no right or wrong answer. Do not spend too much time with any one statement and 

do not leave any unanswered. 

 

Strongly 

Disagree 

1 

Mildly 

Disagree 

2 

Disagree 

3 

Agree 

4 

Mildly 

Agree 

5 

Strongly 

Agree 

6 

 

 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

 Strongly 

Agree 

29. I feel comfortable in the 

presence of strangers 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

30. I am in tune with the 

world 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

*33. Even among my friends, 

there is no sense of 

brother/sisterhood 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

34. I fit in well in new 

situations 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

35. I feel close to people 1 2 3 4 5 6 

*36. I feel disconnected from 

the world around me 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

*37. Even around people I 

know, I don't feel that I really 

belong 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

38. I see people as friendly 

and approachable. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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 Strongly 

Disagree 

 Strongly 

Agree 

*39. I feel like an outsider 1 2 3 4 5 6 

40. I feel understood by the 

people I know 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

*41. I feel distant from people 1 2 3 4 5 6 

42. I am able to relate to my 

peers 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

*43. I have little sense of 

togetherness with my peers 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

44. I find myself actively 

involved in people’s lives 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

*45. I catch myself losing a 

sense of connectedness with 

society 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

46. I am able to connect with 

other people 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

*47. I see myself as a loner 1 2 3 4 5 6 

*48. I don’t feel related to 

most people 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

49. My friends feel like family 1 2 3 4 5 6 

*50. I don't feel I participate 

with anyone or any group 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Just a few more questions. 

 

51. How satisfied were you with the Boomerang Program (circle one)? 

Very Satisfied Somewhat 

Satisfied 

Neither 

Satisfied or 

Dissatisfied 

Somewhat 

Dissatisfied 

Very 

Dissatisfied 

  

52. What did you like best about the Boomerang Program? 

 

 

53. What did you like least about the Boomerang Program? 

 

 

54. What would you change about the Boomerang Program? 

 

 

 

THANK YOU! 
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Appendix F1:Teacher Questionnaire (Computer-based) 

  

 

1. Introduction 

Thank you for taking the time out of your schedule to complete this questionnaire regarding 

your perception of the student-teacher relationship post involvement in the Boomerang 

Program. You will be asked to complete a series of questions regarding the extent to which 

the Boomerang Program has had an effect on the student-teacher relationship. All of your 

responses will be recorded anonymously. Each response is unique and will be encrypted and 

none of your individual answers will be shared or presented in any way that would identify 

you as a source. If you wish to end this questionnaire at any time or any of your responses to 

not be included in the final analysis, please let us know. 

 

Why is this survey important? 

In order to assist Boomerang in their programmatic efforts, this survey will be used to 

evaluate the extent to which their services translate at the student-teacher level. More 

specifically, we are trying to glean whether the program has any effect on the relationships 

students have at the teacher level.  

 

What is the process? 

All surveys will be administered online to the core teachers of students who have participated 

in the Boomerang Program. Once teachers have completed the surveys, they will be entered 

into a bi-monthly drawing to win a $75.00 gift card from Target Stores. Upon completion of 

the survey, the teacher will be directed to another page to submit their name and address 

information to be entered into the drawing. Your name and contact information will not be 

connected to your responses in any way.  

 

Here is some additional information you will need to know: 

 Your participation is not mandatory and is totally voluntary. 

 Your name will not be used in any findings and reports generated from this study. 

 All information and comments shared will be held confidential.Any information 

generated from this questionnaire will provide insight into your perceptions of 

Boomerang and its role in effecting the student-teacher relationship. Any individual 

comments will be reported as “Teacher.” 

 There should be no risk to you from participating and you are free to opt out of 

completing the questionnaire at any time.  

 You have the right to end the questionnaire at any point in the process and request 

that your responses be removed from the study without penalty. You may also refuse 

to answer any question that you find sensitive or do not wish to respond to. 

 Any questions you have about the study can be addressed by contacting Dawn 

Henderson atNorth Carolina State University, 640 Poe Hall, P.O. Box 7806, Raleigh, 

NC 27695, email dawn_henderson@ncsu.edu. 
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If you have any concerns or questions regarding rights as a participant in study either now or 

at any point of time in the future, please contact Deb Paxton, member of the NCSU IRB for 

the Use of Human Subjects in Research Committee, Institutional Review Board, Box 7514, 

NCSU Campus (Administrative Services III) or Mr. Matthew Ronning, Assistant Vice 

Chancellor, Research Administration, Box 7514, NCSU Campus (919/513-2148). 

 

Your participation in this study is voluntary; you may decline to participate without penalty. If 

you decide to participate, you may withdraw from the study at any time without penalty and 

without loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. If you withdraw from the 

evaluation before data collection is completed your data will be destroyed at your request. 

 

By checking the box below, I acknowledge that I have read and understand the above 

information. I agree to participate in this evaluation with the understanding that I may 

withdraw at any time. 

 

I agree 

 

Demographics 

In this section of the survey, we would like to know a little bit more about you, your teaching 

experience, and the number of students you teach who have participated in Boomerang. 

Please take your time to provide the most accurate responses as possible. 

 

*1. Is this the first time that you are completing this survey? 

Yes 

No 

 

*2. At which level do you currently teach? 

Middle School (6 - 8) 

High School (9 - 12) 

Alternative (6 - 12) 

Other (please specify) 

 

*3. What subjects do you currently teach? (please check all that apply) 

English/Language Arts 

Science 

Math 

Social Studies (U.S. History, World Civilization, etc.) 

Other (please specify) 

 

*4. Which county do you currently teach in? 

Orange County Public School System 

Chapel Hill-Carrboro City School System 
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Other (please specify) 

 

*5. How long have you been teaching in this county? 

Less than 2 years 

Between 2 - 5 years 

Between 5 - 8 years 

More than 8 years 

*6. How many of your students have attended Boomerang this year? 

Between 1 - 3 

Between 4 - 6 

More than 6 

 

*7. Of those who attended, how many of them were referred to Boomerang as a result of an 

incident/behavior that was directly related to you? 

None 

Between 1 and 3 

Between 4 and 6 

More than 6 

 

*8. How many of those who attended Boomerang returned to your class? 

None 

Between 1 and 3 

Between 4 and 6 

More than 6 

 

9. What is your ethnicity/race? 

Aboriginal or Native 

South Asian (e.g., East Indian, Pakistani, Punjabi, Sri Lankan) 

South East Asian (e.g., Cambodian, Indonesian, Laotian, Vietnamese) 

West Asian to Middle Eastern (e.g., Armenian, Egyptian, Iranian, Lebanese) 

Asian (e.g., Korean, Chinese, Japanese) 

Black (e.g., African or Caribbean descent) 

White or European 

Filipino 

Latin American (e.g., Mexican, South American, Central American) 

Other (please specify) 
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Modified Student-Teacher Relationship Scale  
Following are a number of statements that reflect your perception of your relationship with the 

student BEFORE Boomerang and AFTER Boomerang. Please indicate the degree in which each of 

these statements relate to your relationship with the student BEFORE Boomerang and AFTER 

Boomerang using the scale below. Indicate the appropriate number for each item. 

 

1 = Definitely does not apply   2 = Not really  3 = Neutral,not sure 

4 = Applies somewhat   5 = Definitely applies 

 

 BEFORE 

Boomerang 

 AFTER Boomerang 

1. I share a warm relationship with this 

student. 

1 2 3 4 5  1 2 3 4 5 

2. This student and I always seem to be 

struggling with each other. 

1 2 3 4 5  1 2 3 4 5 

3. If struggling, this student will seek 

advice from me. 

1 2 3 4 5  1 2 3 4 5 

4. This student values his/her 

relationship with me. 

1 2 3 4 5  1 2 3 4 5 

5. When I praise this student, he/she 

beams with pride. 

1 2 3 4 5  1 2 3 4 5 

6. This student shares information about 

his/her goals and dreams. 

1 2 3 4 5  1 2 3 4 5 

7. This child easily becomes angry with 

me. 

1 2 3 4 5  1 2 3 4 5 

8. It is easy to be in tune with what this 

student is feeling. 

1 2 3 4 5  1 2 3 4 5 

9. This student remains angry or is 

resistant after being disciplined. 

1 2 3 4 5  1 2 3 4 5 

10. Dealing with this student drains my 

energy. 

1 2 3 4 5  1 2 3 4 5 

11. When this student is in a bad mood, I 

know we’re in for a long and difficult 

day. 

1 2 3 4 5  1 2 3 4 5 

12. This student’s feelings toward me 

can be unpredictable or can change 

suddenly. 

1 2 3 4 5  1 2 3 4 5 

13. This child is sneaky or manipulative 

with me. 

1 2 3 4 5  1 2 3 4 5 

14. This child openly shares his/her 

feelings and experiences with me. 

1 2 3 4 5  1 2 3 4 5 

 

  

http://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=jpbp523pna6PUbN9%2fUJO1otE0FOjxe8%2b19WZkiFg7UmVihMW1a5S7qmCwRktxjnK&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
http://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=jpbp523pna6PUbN9%2fUJO1otE0FOjxe8%2b19WZkiFg7UmVihMW1a5S7qmCwRktxjnK&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
http://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=jpbp523pna6PUbN9%2fUJO1otE0FOjxe8%2b19WZkiFg7UmVihMW1a5S7qmCwRktxjnK&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
http://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=jpbp523pna6PUbN9%2fUJO1otE0FOjxe8%2b19WZkiFg7UmVihMW1a5S7qmCwRktxjnK&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
http://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=jpbp523pna6PUbN9%2fUJO1otE0FOjxe8%2b19WZkiFg7UmVihMW1a5S7qmCwRktxjnK&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
http://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=jpbp523pna6PUbN9%2fUJO1otE0FOjxe8%2b19WZkiFg7UmVihMW1a5S7qmCwRktxjnK&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
http://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=jpbp523pna6PUbN9%2fUJO1otE0FOjxe8%2b19WZkiFg7UmVihMW1a5S7qmCwRktxjnK&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
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Following are a number of statements that reflect your perception of Boomerang as it relates 

to the student in your course.Check the response that most closely represents your agreement 

using the following scale (1 = Strongly Disagree and 4 = Strongly Agree). There is no right 

or wrong answer. Do not spend too much time with any one statement and do not leave any 

unanswered. 

 

1 = Strongly Disagree  2 = Disagree 3 =Agree 4 = Strongly Agree 

 

   Strongly 

Disagree 

  Strongly 

Agree 

1. The student completed more 

homework/work during 

Boomerang than in the average 

time in class.  

1 

 

2 3 4 

 

 

 

2. Overall, the Boomerang program 

has improved my relationship 

with this student. 

 

1 

 

2 3 4 

 

 

 

3. Overall, I am satisfied the affect 

Boomerang has had on the 

student.  

 

1 

 

2 3 4 

 

 

 

 

4. Please provide any additional comments. 
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Appendix E: Pre-Questionnaire for Parents 

 

How many times has your son/daughter been suspended from school during the 2011 – 2012 

academic year? 

 

How many times has your son/daughter attended Boomerang’s alternative to suspension 

program during the 2011 – 2012 academic year? 

 

Was their suspension violent or non-violent related? 

 

Was their suspension substance use or non-substance use related?  
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Appendix F1: Focus Group Protocol (Boomerang Participants) 

 

Focus Group Session-Boomerang Participants 

 

Script: Hello, my name is Dawn Henderson, I am doctoral student in the psychology 

program at North Carolina State University, and this is ________________. Thank you for 

taking the time out of your schedule to meet with us for this focus group to discuss your 

experience with the Boomerang Program. During this time, I will be asking you a few 

questions to gain insight into your experiences in Boomerang and the impact it has had on 

your life. 

 

Before we begin, we want to stress the importance of confidentiality.What you say will not 

be used against you in any way.All of your responses will be recorded via note taking and a 

digital recorder and later transcribed for our final analysis.The recordings will be used solely 

for this project and will be destroyed at the end.As a means to ensure your confidentiality, 

only I and the Directors of Boomerang will have access to this data and we will not use your 

name in the final report. I do want to let you know that we will be using direct quotes from 

the sessions we conduct and it is possible that someone may recognize something that you 

might say.However, you will have the opportunity to remove any specific comment, and can 

use the term “off the record” if you do not want us to record or type a specific response. 

 

There are several questions that I would like to ask you all.During this interview, some 

responses may require us to ask additional questions for clarity.The information, opinions, 

and thoughts that you provide will be combined with information from other interviews in 

order for us to document common themes and important parts of the Boomerang 

experience.If you wish to end the interview at any time or do not want any of your responses 

to be included in the final analysis, please let us know. 

 

Does anyone have any questions or concerns before we begin? 

 

RQ 6: How do Boomerang participants describe their experiences in the program and its 

impact in their lives? 

1. What does Boomerang mean to you? 

a. How would you all describe your experience at Boomerang? 

2. What do you remember most about your experience? Why are these most 

memorable? 

3. What were some of the things that stood out in Boomerang?Why do they stand out? 

4. What makes Boomerang? Please explain. 

a. How would you describe the staff here? 

b. How would you describe your experience with other students? 

5. What is the most important part of Boomerang? Why? 

a. What did a typical day look like for you at Boomerang? 
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b. What did you enjoy the most? The least? 

6. How would you describe the effect Boomerang has had in your life? Please explain. 

a. What has affected you the most? Why? 

b. What has affected you the least? Why? 

7. What part of Boomerang do you think has the greatest impact on your life? Why? 

a. How did this change your life? 

b. How has Boomerang changed you? 

8. Before Boomerang, what were some of your challenges? 

a. How did Boomerang help you deal with those? 

9. Upon leaving Boomerang, what has been the greatest challenge for you?  

a. How can Boomerang assist you with this challenge? 

10. What parts of Boomerang helped you in school? With your family? 

a. How do they help you? 

11. If you could finish this sentence, If it wasn’t for Boomerang I would be…how would 

you finish it? 

12. If you could tell the world about Boomerang, what would you say about it? 

 

Thank you we have come to the end of this session and I appreciate your time and 

response.As indicated earlier, all of your information will be coded and used in the final 

analysis of this report.Any specific quotes used in the study will only be used to support the 

data in the report.All quotes will be given a title of “Boomerang Participant” to maintain 

confidentiality. If you wish to enter your name in a drawing to receive a gift certificate, 

please complete the following entry form.  

 

Thank you and have a great day/evening.  
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Appendix F2: Focus Group Protocol (Parents) 

 

Focus Group Session-Parents 

 

Script: Hello, my name is Dawn Henderson, I am doctoral student in the psychology 

program at North Carolina State University, and this is ________________. Thank you for 

taking the time out of your schedule to meet with us for this focus group to discuss your 

experience with the Boomerang Program. During this time, I will be asking you a few 

questions to gain insight into your experiences in Boomerang and the impact it has had on 

your relationship with your son/daughter. 

 

Before we begin, we want to stress the importance of confidentiality.What you say will not 

be used against you in any way.All of your responses will be recorded via note taking and a 

digital recorder and later transcribed for our final analysis.The recordings will be used solely 

for this project and will be destroyed at the end.As a means to ensure your confidentiality, 

only I and the Directors of Boomerang will have access to this data and we will not use your 

name in the final report. I do want to let you know that we will be using direct quotes from 

the sessions we conduct and it is possible that someone may recognize something that you 

might say.However, you will have the opportunity to remove any specific comment, and can 

use the term “off the record” if you do not want us to record or type a specific response. 

 

There are several questions that I would like to ask you all.During this interview, some 

responses may require us to ask additional questions for clarity.The information, opinions, 

and thoughts that you provide will be combined with information from other interviews in 

order for us to document common themes and important parts of the Boomerang 

experience.If you wish to end the interview at any time or do not want any of your responses 

to be included in the final analysis, please let us know. 

 

Does anyone have any questions or concerns before we begin? 

 

RQ8:How do parents of participants describe the impact of Boomerang in their lives and on 

the child-parent relationship? 

1. How would you all describe your experience with Boomerang? 

2. What makes Boomerang? Please explain. 

a. How would you describe the staff here? 

b. How would you describe your experience as a parent? 

3. What is the most important part of Boomerang? Why? 

4. How would you describe the effect Boomerang has had in your life? Please explain. 

a. What has affected you the most? Why? 

b. What has affected you the least? Why? 

5. How would you describe the effect Boomerang has had on your son/daughter’s life? 
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6. What part of Boomerang do you think has the greatest impact on their life? Why? 

a. How has this changed your life? 

b. How has Boomerang changed you? 

7. Before Boomerang, what were some of your challenges with your son/daughter? 

a. What was your relationship like with your son/daughter? 

i. How did, if any, that change after Boomerang? 

b. How did Boomerang help you deal with your son/daughter? 

8. Upon leaving Boomerang, what has been the greatest challenge for your 

son/daughter?  

a. How would you describe your current relationship with your son/daughter? 

b. How can Boomerang assist you with this challenge? 

9. What parts of Boomerang helped you with your son/daughter?  

a. How do they help you? 

10. If you could finish this sentence, If it wasn’t for Boomerang my son/daughter would 

be…how would you finish it? 

11. What do you think is the most important part of Boomerang as it relates to you and 

your son/daughter? 

 

Thank you we have come to the end of this session and I appreciate your time and 

response.As indicated earlier, all of your information will be coded and used in the final 

analysis of this report.Any specific quotes used in the study will only be used to support the 

data in the report.All quotes will be given a title of “Boomerang Parent” to maintain 

confidentiality. If you wish to enter your name in a drawing to receive a gift certificate, 

please complete the following entry form.  

 

Thank you and have a great day/evening.  
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Appendix G. Spreadsheet of Codes and Emergent Themes 

Emerging Theme Definition Code Cluster Number of 

coder(s) 

Key 

Characteristics of 

Boomerang 

Program 

Denotes the major characteristics that 

define the Boomerang Program as 

perceived by parents and participants. 

  4 

Achievement 

Support 

Denotes the perceived academic support 

provided by the program that results in a 

changed attitude about school, graduation, 

and improvement in academic work. 

    

  Valuable and supportive academic time 5 

  Impact on school and academic success  

  Access to technology 1 
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Emerging Theme Definition Code Cluster Number of 

coder(s) 

Nurturing 

Environment 

Denotes the perceived environment as being one 

in which youth feel safe, included and valued, 

and nurtured by caring and supportive staff. 

    

  Safe environment (comfortable 

and healing environment; 

therapeutic environment) 

4 

  Inclusive and nurturing 

environment (non-judgemental 

environment) 

4 

  Perception positive social 

environment 

1 

 Facility of community integration  1 

  Positive program option for 

suspended students 

3 

  Support offered to parents post-

attendance 

1 

  Parents' sense of support from 

staff 

1 

  Integrating support structures 1 
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Emerging Theme Definition Code Cluster Number of 

coder(s) 

Staff 

Characteristics 

Denotes the characteristics of the staff as 

perceived by parents and students. 

    

  Supportive staff 1 

  Staff able to recognize youth 

strengths (and associated risks) 

3 

  Ability to reflect positive 

images of youth 

2 

  Enjoyable/positive staff (caring 

staff) 

3 

    
    
  Trained staff/Perceived as 

experts... 

2 

  Parent sense of support from 

staff 

1 

Recreational Time Denotes the recreational time provided to 

participants, to include basketball and other 

sports. 

    

  Recreational activities/support 3 

  Physical activity enjoyable  
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Emerging Theme Definition Code Cluster Number of 

coder(s) 

  Valuable recreation time  

Other       

  Integrating parents 1 

  Community and volunteer 

support 

1 

 Community integration and broaden support 

structures 

Provide referral services to 

parents 

2 

  



 

175 

Emerging Theme Definition Code Cluster Number of 

coder(s) 

Protective Factors Denotes the factors identified at the individual, 

familial and communal level that serve as assets 

and resources for adolescents and their 

development. 

  4 

Individual Denotes specific characteristics and traits 

associated with the individual. 

    

  Sense/development of 

autonomy 

3 

  Self-awareness development 2 

  Goal development/setting 4 

  Program supports proactive 

decision making 

1 

 Strengthening talents and interests (impact on 

youth) 

  

  Attributions of responsibility 1 
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Emerging Theme Definition Code Cluster Number of 

coder(s) 

Relational Denotes specific attributes and characteristics 

associated with the relationships youth have 

within the larger ecological structure. 

    

  Sense of community/belonging 1 

 Impact at the relational level Improved/supplement family 

relationships 

1 

  Positive connections with adults 5 

  Connecting students to non-

parents according to child's 

individual goals 

 

  Engagement with peers in 

program 

1 

 Peers and adults distinctively Connecting students to non-

parents according to child's 

individual goals 

1 
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Emerging Theme Definition Code Cluster Number of 

coder(s) 

Risk Factors Denotes the factors identified at the individual, 

familial, and communal level that serve as 

barriers and threats to adolescents and their 

development. 

  4 

Individual       

  Youth unable to handle social 

challenges pre-program 

1 

  Struggles with self-

identification 

1 

  Risk factors 2 

  Disrespect towards adults 1 

  Youth challenged behaviorally 1 

  Youth challenged cognitively 1 

  Challenges youth face 1 

  Youth challenged emotionally 1 
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Emerging Theme Definition Code Cluster Number of 

coder(s) 

    
Relational       

 Walking on egg shells, inability to manage youth Parental lack of efficacy in 

handling child's unstable 

emotions 

1 

  Unstable parent-child 

relationship pre-program 

1 

  Negative feedback regarding 

child from schools 

1 

Impact on child-

parent relationship 

Denotes the perceived impact of Boomerang on 

the child-parent relationship. 
  4 

  Decreased parent focus on 

child's faults  

1 

  Increased parent ability to listen 

to child 

1 

  Increased parent awareness of 

child interests  

1 

  Increased parent focus on good 

qualities 

1 

  Change in 

perspective/orientation 

1 

  Parent-child relationship  

  Increases in parent confidence 1 
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Emerging Theme Definition Code Cluster Number of 

coder(s) 

  Increase parent efficacy in 

supporting child 

1 

Perceptions of 

Boomerang 

Experience 

Denotes the overall perceptions of the 

Boomerang experience. 
  4 

  Positive experience with 

Boomerang 

5 

  Break from everyday trouble 1 

  Positive program option for 

suspended students 

4 

  Encouragement of parental 

involvement 

2 

  High parent satisfaction with 

program 

1 
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Emerging Theme Definition Code Cluster Number of 

coder(s) 

Change in Youth     4 

  Improve/focus decision making 4 

  Changing adolescent attitudes 4 

  Increase in individual 

responsibility/accountability 

2 

    
  Increasing in social networking 1 

  Perception that child is more 

aware of impacts of actions and 

words 

1 

  Prevention of delinquent 

behavior 

2 

  Youth change perceptions of 

themselves 

3 

  Improved attitudes towards 

school 

1 

  Improvement in grades 1 

  Improvement in work ethic 1 

  Desire to graduate/stay in 

school 

2 
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Emerging Theme Definition Code Cluster Number of 

coder(s) 

Other       

  Desire to develop new 

connections between students 

and authority figures(non-

programmatic) post-attendance 

2 

  Need for stronger connections 

with schools 

2 

  Program involvement from 

other outside groups 

2 

  Program is free and efficient 1 

  Need for financial support 2 

 


