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Abstract: This study investigated students’ evaluations 
of a positive youth development program entitled Project 
P.A.T.H.S. (Positive Adolescent Training through Holistic 
Social program) in Hong Kong. The participants were 19,790 
Secondary 1, 2 and 3 students who joined this program at 
the extension phase of the project. They were required to 
complete a subjective outcome evaluation form to indicate 
their perceptions of the program content, instructors, and 
effectiveness. Results showed that the students evaluated 
this program positively. Amongst the students in the three 
grades, Secondary 1 students evaluated the program most 
favorably whereas Secondary 3 students had the relatively 
least favorable evaluation. In addition, the program con-
tent and instructors accounted for approximately 35% of 
the variance in program effectiveness. The findings gener-
ally imply the successful implementation of this program 
in the community-based phase.

Keywords: client satisfaction approach; positive youth devel-
opment; Project P.A.T.H.S.; subjective outcome evaluation.

Introduction
The attention given to youth problems such as substance 
use and violence on or off campus is growing (1) and 

numerous studies have been done to understand such 
adolescent development issues (2, 3). In response to the 
growing adolescent problems, many prevention and inter-
vention programs have been designed and implemented, 
with some of them proven to be effective (1, 4).

Shek (2) investigated and reviewed adolescent devel-
opmental problems in Hong Kong, including substance 
abuse, adolescent crime especially shoplifting and steal-
ing, adolescent mental health problems such as psycho-
sis and anxiety, unhealthy life styles such as smoking 
and early sexual behaviors, family problems, and the 
growing number of those living in poverty or unem-
ployed. To address adolescent problems and to promote 
holistic development among adolescents in Hong Kong, a 
program entitled P.A.T.H.S. (Positive Adolescent Training 
through Holistic Social program) initiated and sponsored 
by The Hong Kong Jockey Club Charities Trust was tailored 
for junior secondary school students. The program was 
initially launched in the 2005/2006 school year and lasted 
for 3 years. Because of its demonstrated effectiveness, the 
program was funded again for another 3 years commenc-
ing in the 2009/2010 school year. In 2013, a community-
based project was launched.

Unlike many other youth programs that are based on 
prevention of adolescent problems and focus on adoles-
cent pathologies, Project P.A.T.H.S. is based on the per-
spective of positive youth development that highlights 
youth’s talents, strength, interests, and future potentials 
(5–7). Fifteen positive youth development constructs con-
stitute the content of Project P.A.T.H.S., including personal 
qualities such as resilience and self-determination as well 
as numerous capacities such as cognitive and emotional 
competences (8). These 15 constructs, derived from 25 
successful youth development programs, were identified 
by Catalano et  al. (9) through reviewing 77 youth devel-
opment programs in North America. The project is com-
posed of the Tier 1 and Tier 2 programs. While the Tier 1 
program is designed to promote the holistic development 
of Secondary 1 to 3 students in Hong Kong, the Tier  2 
program is tailored for around one-fifth of the secondary 
students who have greater psychosocial needs (10). Before 
implementation of the program, the program instructors, 
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who were mainly secondary school teachers and school 
social workers, were provided with a training program 
aiming at facilitating instructors’ understanding of ado-
lescent development and the project as well as helping 
them acquire the relevant attitude, knowledge, and skills 
and establishing supporting network among them. The 
effectiveness of the training program was reported by the 
instructors (11).

It has been shown that better positive youth devel-
opment is associated with fewer problem behaviors and 
higher life satisfaction (12–14). Hence, promoting positive 
youth development is likely to reduce adolescent develop-
mental problems. The effectiveness of Project P.A.T.H.S. 
has been evaluated in different ways, including objec-
tive evaluation of adolescents’ improvement in positive 
youth development attributes after joining this program, 
students’ and implementers’ subjective evaluation of 
the program involving both quantitative and qualitative 
methods, process evaluation, interim evaluation, and 
student products such as students’ weekly diaries and 
drawings (15). All these evaluation strategies provided 
support for the effectiveness of Project P.A.T.H.S. (7).

As Project P.A.T.H.S. has been found to be success-
ful in promoting adolescent development (6, 7), another 
phase involving community-based programs was 
launched in 2013. For the community-based program, a 
number of children and youth centers supported by non-
government organizations also provided the program of 
Project P.A.T.H.S. along with a number of schools. Stu-
dents whose schools did not implement Project P.A.T.H.S. 
could register by themselves to participate in the program 
at these centers. To replicate the previous findings and 
to investigate whether the community-based program 
was effective among the program participants, we used 
the subjective outcome evaluation approach (also known 
as client satisfaction approach) to examine students’ 
perceptions of the program content, instructors, and 
effectiveness.

The client satisfaction approach is used extensively 
in human service settings such as education, coun-
seling, and medicine (16–18). For example, Dominici and 
Palumbo (19) developed a survey to explore students’ 
subjective satisfaction with an e-learning course and used 
this survey to identify the important attributes of e-learn-
ing systems that may be related to students’ satisfaction. 
Through the client satisfaction approach, Bolliger and 
Halupa (16) found that students were strongly satisfied 
with an online health education doctoral program and 
identified the satisfying aspects of the online courses. 
Using the Genetic Counseling Satisfaction scale, DeMarco 
et al. (17) found that women patients were satisfied with 

a cancer genetic counseling and testing program and the 
satisfaction did not vary as a function of socio-demo-
graphic variables.

The client satisfaction approach helps to effectively 
capture clients’ views toward a program, based on 
which the quality or effectiveness of the program may be 
inferred. While some scholars questioned this approach 
as clients’ subjective opinions or satisfaction may not 
truly reflect the effectiveness of the programs (20–22), a 
few studies connected subjective evaluation with objec-
tive outcome evaluation and found that these two types 
of evaluation findings are highly related especially in the 
field of education: the degree of clients’ satisfaction with 
a program was associated with the degree of positive 
changes brought by the program (18, 23, 24). During the 
initial phase of Project P.A.T.H.S., Shek (23) investigated 
both students’ subjective evaluations and objective out-
comes and found that students’ improvement of youth 
development qualities after joining the program (objec-
tive outcomes) was closely related to their subjective sat-
isfaction with the program.

Based on the existing literature, we held the assump-
tion that students’ subjective evaluations of a social 
program can potentially reflect the effectiveness of this 
program to some extent. As such, the client satisfaction 
approach was used again in this study to examine the 
quality of the Tier 1 Program of Project P.A.T.H.S. This 
study addressed the following specific research questions:

 – Were the students satisfied with the community-based 
Tier 1 Program of Project P.A.T.H.S.?

 – Were there any grade differences in students’ subjec-
tive evaluations of the program? In accordance with 
the previous findings (15, 25), we posited that sec-
ondary students in higher grade level would be less 
satisfied with the program than did their younger 
counterparts (Hypothesis 1).

 – Did program content and instructors contribute to 
program effectiveness? According to the previous 
findings (15, 25), we predicted that program content 
and instructor predicted the effectiveness of the pro-
gram (Hypothesis 2 and Hypothesis 3, respectively).

Methods
The participants in the program were 19,790 secondary students. 
Among them, 13,595 students were in Secondary 1, 2984 students 
were in Secondary 2, and 2837 students were in Secondary 3. There 
were totally 42 projects in the community-based project. To deliver 
the Tier 1 program, 400 social workers and 280 teachers were 
involved.
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Before program implementation, a briefing was conducted for 
the program implementers. After the Tier 1 Program was completed, 
the students were invited to complete the subjective outcome evalu-
ation form (Form A). In the administration, confidentiality and 
anonymity were emphasized and consent was obtained from these 
participants. A total of 17,589 questionnaires were returned to the 
research team (12,411 from Secondary 1 level, 2461 from Secondary 
2 level, and 2717 from Secondary 3 level), with an overall response 
rate of 88.88%.

Instruments

Form A was used to assess students’ subjective evaluation of the 
program and it has four parts. Part 1 assesses the evaluation of the 
program content (10 items) and instructors qualities (10 items). 
Participants scored on a 6-point Likert scale on this part, with 1 
indicating strongly disagree and 6 indicating strongly agree with 
the items. Part 2 examines the evaluation of program effectiveness 
(16 items). A 5-point Likert scale is used for scoring on this part; 
1 indicates the program is unhelpful and 6 indicates the program 
is very helpful. Part 3 is composed of three items which assess 
students’ willingness to recommend this course to others, willing-
ness to participate in similar courses, and satisfaction with this 
course. Students scored from 1 to 4 on the first two items, with a 
higher score indicating stronger willingness to recommend/par-
ticipate in the similar course. Students scored from 1 to 6 on the 
last item, with a higher score indicating higher satisfaction. Part 4 
consists of four open-ended questions on students’ comments on 
this course, but this part was not used for analysis in the current 
study.

Data analyses

Descriptive statistics based on percentage data were carried out 
to gage the perceptions of the program participants. For the inter-
relationships among the different domains of the assessment tool, 
Pearson correlations were conducted. Regarding the grade differ-
ences (i.e. Hypothesis 1), several one-way ANOVAs were conducted 
to examine the differences in the evaluations of program content, 
instructors, and effectiveness among students in different secondary 
grade levels. Finally, multiple regression analyses were conducted to 
explore the prediction of program effectiveness by program content 
and instructors (i.e. Hypothesis 2 and Hypothesis 3). SPSS 22.0 (SPSS 
for Windows, Chicago, IL, USA) were used for statistical analysis.

Results

The descriptive statistical findings and internal con-
sistency reliability of Form A are presented in Table 1. 
Specifically, the Cronbach’s α coefficients were 0.96 for 
evaluations of program content, 0.97 for evaluations of 
program instructors, and 0.97 for evaluations of program 
effectiveness. The overall α value for evaluations of 
program content, instructors, and effectiveness altogether 
was 0.98. The Cronbach’s α coefficients obtained in this 
study indicate that Part 1 and Part 2 of Form A have good 
internal consistency reliability. These results are compa-
rable with those reported in the previous studies (15, 25).

Tables 2–5 show the descriptive statistics based on the 
percentages of participants who evaluated the program 
positively. As indicated in Table 2, all items were scored 4 
or above, which indicate positive evaluations by over 80% 
of the participants; 83.4% of the participants reported that 
they liked this program very much (item 10). The item on 
“clear objectives of the curriculum” got the highest posi-
tive rating of 87.4%. “Carefully planned activities” came 
second (86.4% positive rating), and “much peer interac-
tion” and “well-designed curriculum” both came third 
(around 85.5% positive rating).

Regarding the evaluation of the program instructors 
(see Table 3), about 91% of the participants indicated that 
they had very positive evaluation of the instructor (item 
10). The items that got the highest percentage of positive 
ratings were “the instructors were very involved” (90.9%), 
“the instructors were ready to offer help to students in 
need” (90.5%), “the instructors prepared the lessons well” 
(90.4%), and “the instructors encouraged students to par-
ticipate in the activities” (90.4%).

As for the evaluation of the program effectiveness 
(see Table 4), 88.8% of the participants indicated that the 
program contributed to their overall development. With 
regard to the specific competencies that students improved 
most through the program, 89.0% participants indicated 
that they increased the competence in making sensible 
and wise choices, 88.9% participants strengthened the 

Table 1: Mean, standard deviations, Cronbach’s α, and mean of inter-item correlations.

 
 

S1  
 

S2  
 

S3  
 

Overall

M (SD)   α (meana) M (SD)   α (meana) M (SD)   α (meana) M (SD)   α (meana)

Program content (10 items)   4.47 (0.94)   0.96 (0.69)   4.45 (0.95)   0.96 (0.71)   4.36 (0.92)   0.96 (0.69)   4.45 (0.94)   0.96 (0.69)
Program implementers (10 items)   4.73 (0.93)   0.97 (0.75)   4.70 (0.95)   0.97 (0.78)   4.62 (0.90)   0.97 (0.76)   4.71 (0.93)   0.97 (0.76)
Program effectiveness (16 items)   3.60 (0.84)   0.97 (0.69)   3.51 (0.85)   0.98 (0.72)   3.47 (0.84)   0.97 (0.70)   3.57 (0.85)   0.97 (0.70)
Total effectiveness (36 items)   4.16 (0.78)   0.98 (0.54)   4.10 (0.73)   0.97 (0.47)   4.03 (0.74)   0.97 (0.51)   4.13 (0.77)   0.98 (0.53)

S1, Secondary 1 level; S2, Secondary 2 level; S3, Secondary 3 level. aMean inter-item correlations.
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Table 2: Descriptive statistics of the participants’ evaluations on the program content.

 
 
 

Respondents with positive responses (options 4–6)

S1  
 

S2  
 

S3  
 

Overall

n   % n   % n   % n   %

1. The objectives of the curriculum are very clear   10774   87.3   2160   88.3   2361   87.5   15295   87.4
2. The design of the curriculum is very good   10523   85.2   2124   86.7   2293   85.1   14940   85.4
3. The activities were carefully planned   10657   86.4   2142   87.6   2302   85.3   15101   86.4
4. The classroom atmosphere was very pleasant   10324   83.7   2091   85.6   2279   84.7   14694   84.1
5. There was much peer interaction amongst the students   10537   85. 6   2075   85.1   2295   85.3   14907   85.5
6.  I participated actively during lessons (including discussions, 

sharing, games, etc.)
  10423   84.5   2036   83.3   2231   82.8   14690   84.1

7. I was encouraged to do my best   10316   83.6   1991   81.6   2195   81.5   14502   83.0
8.  The learning experience I encountered enhanced my interest 

towards the lessons
  10233   83.1   2009   82.4   2190   81.3   14432   82.7

9. Overall speaking, I have very positive evaluation of the program  10325   83.7   2063   84.3   2231   82.8   14619   83.6
10. On the whole, I like this curriculum very much   10296   83.6   2042   83.6   2214   82.2   14552   83.4

All items are on a 6-point Likert scale with 1, strongly disagree; 2, disagree; 3, slightly disagree; 4, slightly agree; 5, agree; 6, strongly 
agree. Only respondents with positive responses (options 4–6) are shown in the Table. S1, Secondary 1 level; S2, Secondary 2 level; S3, 
Secondary 3 level.

Table 3: Descriptive statistics of the participants’ evaluations on the program instructors.

 
 
 

Respondents with positive responses (options 4–6)

S1  
 

S2  
 

S3  
 

Overall

n   % n   % n   % n   %

1. The instructor(s) had a good mastery of the curriculum   11030   89.4   2186   89.4   2415   89.5   15631   89.4
2. The instructor(s) was well prepared for the lessons   11182   90.6   2197   89.8   2424   90.0   15803   90.4
3. The instructor(s)’ teaching skills were good   11057   89.7   2196   89.7   2390   88.6   15643   89.5
4. The instructor(s) showed good professional attitudes   11137   90.3   2200   89.9   2422   89.9   15759   90.2
5. The instructor(s) was very involved   11205   90.9   2226   91.0   2446   91.8   15877   90.9
6. The instructor(s) encouraged students to participate in the activities  11163   90.5   2207   90.2   2425   89.9   15795   90.4
7. The instructor(s) cared for the students   11049   89.6   2184   89.3   2354   87.4   15587   89.2
8. The instructor(s) was ready to offer help to students when needed   11179   90.7   2202   90.2   2423   90.0   15804   90.5
9. The instructor(s) had much interaction with the students   10947   88.7   2161   88.3   2351   87.3   15459   88.4
10. Overall speaking, I have very positive evaluation of the instructors   11248   91.1   2206   90.3   2436   90.4   15890   90.9

All items are on a 6-point Likert scale with 1, strongly disagree; 2, disagree; 3, slightly disagree; 4, slightly agree; 5, agree; 6, strongly 
agree. Only respondents with positive responses (options 4–6) are shown in the Table. S1, Secondary 1 level; S2, Secondary 2 level; S3, 
Secondary 3 level.

ability to distinguish between good and bad, and 88.4% 
participants raised the ability to resist harmful influences.

Table 5 shows the participants’ positive views toward 
the program. Specifically, 82.8% of the participants indi-
cated that they would recommend this program to their 
peers, 71.6% participants showed their willingness to join 
the similar program again, and 88.1% participants indi-
cated their overall satisfaction with this program.

Bivariate correlation analyses were conducted to 
investigate the relationships among the evaluations of 
program content, instructors, and effectiveness. As can 

been seen in Table 6, the evaluations of the three sub-
scales were strongly correlated with one another (r = 0.73, 
0.57, and 0.52, respectively, between program content and 
instructors, content and effectiveness, and instructors 
and effectiveness).

One-way ANOVAs were conducted with the evalua-
tion on program content, instructors, and effectiveness 
as dependent variables and grades as the independent 
variable. Results revealed that students in different grade 
levels evaluated the program content, instructors, and 
effectiveness differently. Post hoc comparison using t-tests 
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Table 4: Descriptive statistics of the participants’ evaluations on the program effectiveness.

The extent to which the course (i.e. the program that all students have 
joined) has helped you

 
 
 

Respondents with positive responses (options 3–5)

S1  
 

S2  
 

S3  
 

Overall

n   % n   % n   % n   %

1. It has strengthened my bonding with teachers, classmates and my family   10461   84.9   2042   83.9   2212   82.6   14715   84.4
2. It has strengthened my resilience in adverse conditions   10721   86.9   2081   85.6   2252   84.2   15054   86.3
3. It has enhanced my social competence   10914   88.6   2098   86.3   2293   86.0   15305   87.9
4. It has improved my ability in handling and expressing my emotions   10765   87.5   2093   86.2   2264   84.9   15122   86.9
5. It has enhanced my cognitive competence   10811   87.7   2094   86.1   2294   86.1   15199   87.3
6. My ability to resist harmful influences has been improved   10948   88.9   2132   87.8   2296   86.5   15376   88.4
7. It has strengthened my ability to distinguish between the good and the bad  11012   89.4   2134   87.8   2325   87.5   15471   88.9
8. It has increased my competence in making sensible and wise choices   11025   89.5   2145   88.2   2321   87.3   15491   89.0
9. It has helped me to have life reflections   10742   87.2   2085   85.7   2272   85.4   15099   86.7
10. It has reinforced my self-confidence   10622   86.3   2059   84.6   2276   85.2   14957   85.9
11. It has increased my self- awareness   10778   87.5   2089   86.1   2303   86.6   15170   87.2
12. It has helped me to face the future with a positive attitude   10882   88.4   2106   86.6   2297   86.4   15285   87.8
13. It has helped me to cultivate compassion and care about others   10867   88.2   2110   86.8   2286   85.8   15263   87.7
14. It has encouraged me to care about the community   10689   86.9   2066   85.0   2272   85.3   15036   86.4
15. It has promoted my sense of responsibility in serving the society   10795   87.6   2085   85.9   2295   86.1   15175   87.1
16. It has enriched my overall development   10999   89.3   2155   88.9   2304   86.6   15458   88.8

All items are on a 5-point Likert scale with 1, unhelpful; 2, not very helpful; 3, slightly helpful; 4, helpful; 5, very helpful. Only respondents 
with positive responses (options 3–5) are shown in the Table. S1, Secondary 1 level; S2, Secondary 2 level; S3, Secondary 3 level.

with a Bonferroni correction indicated that evaluation of 
total effectiveness (including the three factors regarding 
program content, instructors, and effectiveness) of Sec-
ondary 1 students was the highest, whereas that of Sec-
ondary 3 students was lowest. Specifically, Secondary 1 
and 2 students did not evaluate the program content and 
instructors differently, but they evaluated these aspects 
higher than did Secondary 3 students. Although no differ-
ence was found in the program effectiveness evaluated by 
Secondary 2 and 3 students, Secondary 1 students evalu-
ated the program effectiveness higher than did Secondary 
2 and 3 students. The findings are presented in Table  7. 
Generally speaking, Hypothesis 1 was supported.

Multiple regression analyses were performed with 
perceived program effectiveness scores as the dependent 
variable and program content and instructor scores as 
the independent variables. As shown in Table 8, among 
the students in all the three grade levels, program effec-
tiveness scores were contributed positively by program 
content scores (Secondary 1: β = 0.45, p < 0.001; Secondary 
2: β = 0.28, p < 0.001; Secondary 3: β = 0.33, p < 0.001; all: 
β = 0.37, p < 0.001) and program instructor scores (Second-
ary 1: β = 0.22, p < 0.001; Secondary 2: β = 0.14, p < 0.001; Sec-
ondary 3: β = 0.25, p < 0.001; all: β = 0.20, p < 0.001). Program 
content and instructors accounted for around 35% of the 
variance in program effectiveness scores in all students, 
and they accounted for approximately 40%, 18%, and 

32% of the variance in program effectiveness scores in 
Secondary 1, 2, and 3 students, respectively.

Discussion
Using the client satisfaction approach, this study explored 
students’ evaluation of the Tier 1 Program of Project 
P.A.T.H.S. in its extension phase. The findings indicate 
that students were highly satisfied with this program: 
the satisfaction rates on every dimension of the program 
content, instructors, and effectiveness were over 80%. 
This suggests that the program content was well designed 
and clearly delivered to students, the instructor imple-
mented the program well, and the program was poten-
tially effective in promoting the positive development 
qualities among the students. The satisfaction findings 
also suggest that the majority of participants would like to 
recommend this course to their friends and attend similar 
courses again in the near future. These findings are gen-
erally consistent with those reported in the school-based 
programs in the initial phase and extension phase of the 
project (15, 25).

In addition, among the three subscales of program 
content, instructors, and effectiveness, participants indi-
cated their highest satisfaction with the program instruc-
tor. As can be seen, the percentage of the participants who 
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Table 5: Other aspects of subjective outcome evaluation based on 
the participants’ perception.

If your friends have needs and conditions similar to yours, will you 
suggest him/her to join this course?

Respondents with positive responses (options 3–4)

S1  
 

S2  
 

S3  
 

Overall

n   % n   % n   % n   %

10228  83.4  2009   82.9   2127   79.9   14364   82.8

The item is on a 4-point Likert scale with 1, definitely will not 
suggest; 2, will not suggest; 3, will suggest; 4, definitely will 
suggest. Only respondents with positive responses (options 3–4) 
are shown in the Table. S1, Secondary 1 level; S2, Secondary 2 level; 
S3, Secondary 3 level.

Will you participate in similar courses again in the future?

Respondents with positive responses (options 3–4)

S1  
 

S2  
 

S3  
 

Overall

n   % n   % n   % n   %

8915  72.6  1716   70.7   1819   68.2   12450   71.6

The item is on a 4-point Likert scale with 1, definitely will not par-
ticipate; 2, will not participate; 3, will participate; 4, definitely will 
participate. Only respondents with positive responses (options 3–4) 
are shown in the Table. S1, Secondary 1 level; S2, Secondary 2 level; 
S3, Secondary 3 level.

On the whole, are you satisfied with this course?

Respondents with positive responses (options 4–6)

S1  
 

S2  
 

S3  
 

Overall

n   % n   % n   % n   %

10851  88.7  2141   88.3   2244   84.8   15236   88.1

All items are on a 6-point Likert scale with 1, very dissatisfied; 2, 
moderately dissatisfied; 3, slightly dissatisfied; 4, satisfied; 5, 
moderately satisfied; 6, very satisfied. Only respondents with posi-
tive responses (options 4–6) are shown in the Table. S1, Secondary 
1 level; S2, Secondary 2 level; S3, Secondary 3 level.

Table 6: Pearson correlations among program content, instructors, 
and effectiveness.

Variable   1   2   3

1. Program content (10 items)   –    
2. Program instructors (10 items)   0.73a   –  
3. Program effectiveness (16 items)  0.57a   0.52a   –

ap < 0.001.

Table 7: One-way ANOVA comparing the evaluations on the 
program of participants in different grade levels.

  Sum of 
squares

  df   Mean 
square

  F

Program content
 Between groups  26.52   2   13.42   15.20a

 Within groups   15173.96   17191   0.88  
 Total   15200.49   17193    
Program instructors
 Between groups  27.86   2   13.93   16.09a

 Within groups   14961.15   17283   0.87  
 Total   14989.01   17285    
Program effectiveness
 Between groups  45.52   2   22.76   31.85a

 Within groups   12158.35   17013   0.72  
 Total   12203.87   17015    
Total effectiveness
 Between groups  34.23   2   17.11   29.16a

 Within groups   9683.79   16500   0.59  
 Total   9718.02   16502    

ap < 0.001.

Post hoc tests (multiple comparisons)

Dependent 
variable

  (I) Grade  (J) Grade  Mean difference 
(I–J)

  Std. error

Program 
content

  S1   S2   0.01   0.02
    S3   0.11b   0.02
  S2   S3   0.10b   0.03

Program 
instructors

  S1   S2   0.03   0.02
    S3   0.11b   0.02
  S2   S3   0.08a   0.03

Program 
effectiveness

  S1   S2   0.09b   0.02
    S3   0.13b   0.02
  S2   S3   0.04   0.02

Total 
effectiveness

  S1   S2   0.05a   0.02
    S3   0.13b   0.02
  S2   S3   0.07a   0.02

S1, Secondary 1 level; S2, Secondary 2 level; S3, Secondary 3 level. 
ap < 0.001. bp < 0.01.

were satisfied with the instructors reached 90%, and each 
dimension on the instructor scale reached above 88% sat-
isfaction rate; the figures were higher than those on the 
program content and effectiveness scales, further imply-
ing that the training for the program instructors was suc-
cessful. As has explained earlier, the training program 
aimed at advancing instructors’ comprehension of ado-
lescent developmental issues and Project P.A.T.H.S. as 
well as helping instructors learn the pertinent attitude, 
knowledge, and skills so that they would better deliver 
the program to adolescents. After the training program, 

the instructors provided their evaluations, which showed 
that the training program achieved the purposes and the 
instructors also showed increase in their self-reflection, 
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confidence and self-efficacy in implementing the program 
(11). The findings of this study somewhat echo the effec-
tiveness of the training program and the authenticity of 
instructors’ evaluation. A few researchers contended 
that a preparatory training program is significant to the 
success of an adolescent development program, as it may 
improve instructors’ integrity, confidence, and ability in 
implementing the program for their students (26, 27). It 
is even argued that the effectiveness and positive evalua-
tion of Project P.A.T.H.S. is partially attributed to the train-
ing program for instructors, which largely improving the 
instructors’ capability of implementing Project P.A.T.H.S. 
(11). Given the effectiveness and importance of the train-
ing program, we suggest that similar training programs 
for instructors should be provided for adolescent develop-
ment projects.

Consistent with the previous findings, the present 
study also showed that there were grade differences in 
the subjective outcome evaluation findings. The ANOVA 
results showed that Secondary 1 students evaluated the 
program most positively, whereas Secondary 3 students’ 
evaluations were least positive, hence giving support to 
Hypothesis 1. Specifically, Secondary 1 and 2 students 
evaluated the program content and instructors more 
positively than did their Secondary 3 counterparts; Sec-
ondary 1 students also evaluated the program effective-
ness more positively than Secondary 2 and 3 students. 
Shek and Law (25) proposed three possible explanations 
for this observation. First, the program for the Second-
ary 1 students provides comparatively more opportunities 
for experiential learning which results in the relatively 
more favorable perception among the Secondary 1 stu-
dents. Second, as the program is helpful for Secondary 
1 and 2 students to adapt to their early secondary school 
life, this may contribute to the observed grade effect. 
Third, the higher grade students were typically at their 
rebellious age and they were more critical and skeptical 

Table 8: Multiple regression analyses predicting program 
 effectiveness by program content and instructors.

 
 
 

Predictors  
 

Model

Program 
content

 
 

Program 
instructors

R   R2

ßa ßa

S1   0.45b   0.22b   0.63   0.40
S2   0.28b   0.14b   0.43   0.18
S3   0.33b   0.25b   0.57   0.32
Overall   0.37b   0.20b   0.59   0.35

aStandardized coefficients. bp < 0.001.

about the youth development constructs delivered in the 
program. In addition, we also point out that the program 
content might be more novel to Secondary 1 students and 
they were therefore more likely to regard the program 
as important. As older Secondary 2 and 3 students had 
more life experiences, it was more likely that they had 
already heard about these youth development constructs. 
However, it is noteworthy that although there were grade 
differences, all the students generally evaluated the 
program positively.

Regarding the inter-relationships amongst the dif-
ferent domains of the scale, the findings indicate that 
the program content and instructors were associated 
with program effectiveness. The correlation coefficients 
showed that program effectiveness were highly related to 
both program content and instructors. These findings are 
generally consistent with the findings in previous studies 
(15, 25).

Concerning the prediction of perceived program 
effectiveness by program content and instructors, multi-
ple regression analyses showed that these two predictors 
significantly predicted perceived program effectiveness. 
These findings give support to Hypothesis 2 and Hypoth-
esis 3. In addition, results also indicated that the predic-
tive power of program content and instructors for program 
effectiveness was highest among Secondary 1 students 
but lowest among Secondary 2 students. However, such 
a tendency was not shown in two earlier studies that sug-
gested comparable predictions among all the three grade 
levels of students (15, 25). Also, the prediction of program 
effectiveness by program content and instructors was 
moderate in this study, whereas that in the two previous 
studies were substantial (above 65%) (15, 25). Therefore, 
follow-up studies are necessary to explore whether other 
factors may contribute to program effectiveness. Qualita-
tive studies can also help to explain the reasons for grade 
differences in the degree to which program effectiveness 
was predicted by program content and instructors found 
in this study.

In conclusion, this study shows that students were 
satisfied with the program in all the three aspects of 
program content, instructors, and effectiveness. This 
study indicates that the Tier 1 program was implemented 
successfully, and the course content, design, and imple-
mentation of this program can be adopted for different 
adolescent populations. Besides, secondary students in 
lower grade level tended to be more satisfied with the 
program than did their older counterparts in higher grade 
level (Hypothesis 1), although the levels of satisfaction 
were high in all three grades. Furthermore, both program 
content and instructors were identified as predictors of 
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perceived benefits of the program. These findings are con-
sistent with earlier findings on student subjective evalu-
ation of the Tier 1 program of Project P.A.T.H.S. (15, 25). 
Practically speaking, the present findings suggest that 
the Tier 1 Program conducted in the community-based 
program context was equally successful as compared to 
the school-based program context. Although schools were 
still engaged in the community-based program, school 
involvement was more flexible and other students could 
join the programs in the integrated children and youth 
centers.

However, this study also has several limitations. 
First, it only assessed students’ subjective  evaluations 
of the program. Although this approach is commonly 
used, it is possible that students’ perceptions may 
not precisely reflect the real situation. To address this 
 limitation, future studies using objective outcome 
evaluation are needed to show the real life effective-
ness of this program and also to indicate the validity 
of students’ subjective evaluations shown in this study. 
Second, this study only explored the program content 
and instructors as predictors of program effectiveness. 
Although they are demonstrated to be strong predic-
tors, more than half of the variance in program effec-
tiveness could not be accounted for by these two factors. 
Especially among Secondary 2 students, the two factors 
only contributed to program effectiveness to a moder-
ate extent. Therefore, future studies are necessary to 
explore the other factors that affect the effectiveness 
of this program. Third, while this study showed grade 
differences in the evaluation of this program and the 
prediction of program effectiveness by the program 
content and instructors, it did not provide explanations 
for grade differences. Therefore, future studies should 
include qualitative data to elicit rich and in-depth data 
that can cogently explain grade differences in the evalu-
ation found in this study. Fourth, this study did not indi-
cate the long-term effectiveness of this program. Hence, 
future studies are needed to investigate students’ posi-
tive changes some time later after the completion of the 
program. Finally, although previous studies have dem-
onstrated the psychometric properties of the Form  A 
(28), further analyses should be carried out to investi-
gate the dimensionality of Form A. This would be excit-
ing in view of the large sample size of the study.
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