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expression activities at least once a week, and receive aca-
demic assistance daily.

Over the summer, program activities include mainte-
nance meetings to reinforce young people’s sexuality ed-
ucation and academic skills; during the summer cycle, par-
ticipants also receive job assistance and participate in social
events, recreational activities and cultural trips.

Each site is staffed by part-time employees, who run the
various components, and by a full-time coordinator. In ad-
dition, a full-time community organizer handles day-to-day
logistics at each site and maintains continuous contact with
young people and their parents. The community organiz-
er is a community member selected because of good rap-
port with residents; this staff person follows up promptly
if a young person fails to attend the program.

In this article, we report the results of an evaluation of
the CAS–Carrera program that gathered data from six sites
in New York City. These sites were chosen (from 42 in the
New York City area that applied to participate) for the
experimental evaluation design because they were judged
most likely to faithfully implement the program, given their
reputation and history, site capacity and staff. All six are
youth agencies that serve disadvantaged, inner-city popu-
lations. Staff for the academic assistance, sexuality educa-
tion and Job Club components were hired by the Children’s
Aid Society to work at all six sites. Dr. Carrera and his staff
trained all program staff and visited each site regularly to
ensure high-quality program implementation.

DATA AND METHODS

Recruitment and Random Assignment
Adolescents were eligible to participate if they were not en-
rolled in an ongoing, structured after-school program; if
they would be aged 13–15 on July 1, 1997; and, because
the Carrera model is a primary prevention program, if they
were not currently pregnant and were not parents. The agen-
cies used a variety of recruitment strategies, including con-
ducting outreach in schools, distributing flyers, contacting
families on their mailing lists and recruiting adolescents
who were already involved in their recreational activities.

Each site recruited 100 students. Baseline data were col-
lected from February through April 1997. After the evalu-
ation team conducted the baseline interview, students were
asked to draw envelopes to determine whether they would
be assigned to the Carrera program or to an alternative (con-
trol) program. At most sites, the alternative was the agency’s
regular youth program (which might include recreational
activities, homework help, arts and crafts, or only drop-in
privileges at the agency); none of the agencies had health
care services on-site.

Prior to the baseline data collection, parents were given
an extensive orientation about the evaluation design and
the individual programs. Both parents and adolescents
signed consent forms for participation in the program and
its evaluation, including the random-assignment procedure.
Complaints about program assignments were minimal, and
some young people preferred the shorter time commitment
required by the control programs.

Data Collection
The three-year program evaluation drew on linked data from
three sources: annual surveys of teenagers’ characteristics
and program outcomes; annual tests of knowledge of sex-
ual topics administered by the evaluation team at the same
time as the annual surveys; and monthly attendance records
provided by program staff.

To facilitate tracking, both program and control students
were contacted several times a year, staff sent them birth-
day cards, and participants received cash and other in-
centives whenever data were collected. Home visits, tele-
phone calls and visits to the program sites were used to
locate and survey young people who did not participate in
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TABLE 1. Percentage distribution of participants in an evaluation of the CAS–Carrera
pregnancy prevention program, by selected baseline characteristics, according to
gender and group assignment, New York City, February–April 1997

Characteristic All Female Male

Program Control Program Control Program Control
(N=242) (N=242) (N=130) (N=138) (N=112) (N=104)

Age
13 39 32 36 27 43 38
14 37 38 35 41 39 34
15 24 30 29 32 18 28

Race/ethnicity
Black 60 52 60 53 59 52
Hispanic 39 45 39 46 39 44
Other 1 3 1 1 2 4

Socioeconomic indicators
Lives with employed adult and

receives no entitlements 39 35 39 40 39 29
Lives with unemployed adult

or receives entitlements 40 41 40 37 40 45
Lives with unemployed adult 

and receives entitlements 21 24 21 23 21 26

Living arrangement
Both parents 35 33 31 35 43 31
Single parent 52 58 57 58 45 59
Neither parent 13 9 12 7 13 10

No. of parental risk factors†
0 53 50 53 47 52 52
1 28 33 28 33 28 34
≥2 19 17 19 20 20 14

Previous participation in site’s activities
Yes 43 46 35 41 51 53
No 57 54 65 59 49 47

Has paid job
Yes 32 35 28 31 37 39
No 68 65 72 69 63 61

Had health checkup in last year
Yes 85 86 83 86 88 85
No 15 14 17 14 12 15

Ever had sex
Yes 26 25 15 20 38 33
No 74 75 85 80 62 67

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100

†These factors, reported by the adolescents, included substance abuse, domestic violence, unemployment, ill-
ness, incarceration and depression.


