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Abstract

Purpose—Sexual violence (SV) and adolescent relationship abuse (ARA) are common in the 

U. S. and have strong associations with negative health and wellbeing outcomes. Manhood 2.0 

is the first U.S. program designed for community settings to build bystander skills while also 

challenging harmful gender norms. A cluster-randomized trial comparing Manhood 2.0 to Job 

Skills, a job readiness training control condition, demonstrated that it is a promising strategy to 

prevent sexual violence and adolescent relationship abuse. Such community-based interventions 

may be particularly relevant in lower resource urban settings, and the costs of such prevention 

programs have not been considered previously.

Methods—The aim of the present study is to perform systematic and standardized cost 

calculations associated with implementing Manhood 2.0 among adolescent males. In addition, this 
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study provides detailed cost information of the community-based intervention program, as well as 

costs associated with implementing the Job Skills control program. Program implementation data 

were recorded throughout the study period (2015–2019) by the Manhood 2.0 study team.

Results—The cost of implementing Manhood 2.0 is $4,771 per complete round of program 

delivery and $451 per participant, which is approximately the same cost as the control Job Skills 

program ($4,432 and $453 per participant). The marginal cost per additional round of Manhood 

2.0 program is $3,682.

Conclusion—Implementation of a community-based program requires substantial resources and 

collaborations with community partners especially in economically disadvantaged neighborhoods. 

This study provides a snapshot of the cost information of a community-based intervention 

program from the implementing agency’s perspective, which is essential in helping decision-

makers understand the costs they will incur by implementing prevention programs and ensuring 

program feasibility and sustainability.
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Mounting evidence demonstrates that sexual violence (SV) and adolescent relationship 

abuse (ARA) are common in the United States and have strong associations with negative 

health and wellbeing outcomes (Basile et al., 2020; Exner-Cortens et al., 2013; Smith, 

2018; World Health Organization, 2013). As such, prevention strategies that can address 

both SV and ARA are a growing public health priority (Center for Disease Control 

and Prevention, 2016). Promising strategies for preventing sexual and partner violence 

perpetration include challenging harmful gender norms that condone violence against 

women and building bystander behaviors skills (i.e., increasing likelihood of interrupting 

peers’ harmful behaviors towards females) (Basile, 2016; Niolon, 2017). Effective bystander 

prorams that build bystander skills while also challenging harmful gender norms have been 

effective at reducing SV/ARA, but have been primarily developed for school-based settings 

(Coker et al., 2017; Miller et al., 2012). To our knowledge, Manhood 2.0 is among the 

first gender transformative programs in the U.S. designed specifically for community-based 

settings, which allowed for lengthier and more in-depth conversations about sexuality and 

violence over the course of several weeks. Such practices are known to increase interactions, 

questions, and personal reflections among youth (Nation et al., 2003). In addition, youth 

who are at risk of perpetrating SV/ARA may be at risk of being suspended or expelled from 

educational settings (Hemphill et al., 2006) and may be more likely to be reached through 

community-based programs (Center for the Study and Prevention of Violence, 2011).

Manhood 2.0 was adapted from a promising program (Program H) to prevent SV/ARA 

among adolescent males living in under-resourced neighborhoods in the U.S. Program 

H is a gender-transformative curriculum developed for Brazilian young men that has 

been adapted in global settings (https://promundoglobal.org/programs/program-h/) (Abebe 

et al., 2018). Evaluation studies have found promising reductions in attitudes that support 

gender-based violence, and in some settings, have led to reductions in young and adult 
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men’s reported use of violence (Kato-Wallace et al., 2019; Miller et al., 2020; Pulerwitz 

& Barker, 2008). Key adaptations were undertaken to ensure that Manhood 2.0 would 

be successful at building bystander skills and disrupting harmful norms and behaviors to 

prevent SV/ARA perpetration among adolescent males in U.S., community-based settings. 

These adaptations have been described in detail elsewhere (Kato-Wallace et al., 2019). 

Key adaptations included additional discussions of social media use, internet pornography, 

deeper explorations of intersectionality (how racism and sexism identities interact) using 

visual art, comprehensive sexual health education including female-controlled contraception, 

and practicing bystander intervention skills (Abebe et al., 2018; Miller et al., 2020; Ricardo, 

2010). In a cluster-randomized controlled trial, the effectiveness of Manhood 2.0 to reduce 

SV/ARA and related behaviors was compared to a control group who received Job Skills, a 

job skills readiness training program (https://www.youthworksinc.org/) (Abebe et al., 2018; 

Miller et al., 2020). The Job Skills sessions mimicked the structure of Manhood 2.0 and 

covered topics from career options and goal setting to interviewing skills and workplace 

expectations. This program was selected to encourage comparable recruitment and retention 

across study arms.

The study population was male youth aged 13–19 living in socially disadvantaged, 

racially segregated neighborhoods of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. Program implementation 

relied on existing infrastructure in neighborhoods, including community-based networks 

and youth serving organizations that could connect with harder-to-reach adolescent males. 

Findings from the cluster-randomized controlled trial revealed that both Manhood 2.0 

and the Job Skills training participants reported less SV/ARA at 9-month follow-up 

compared to baseline, but were not significantly different from each other (AOR 1.32 

[95% CI: 0.86–2.01] (Miller et al., 2020)). At baseline, 64% of intervention participants 

reported perpetrating SV/ARA, compared to 52% 9 months after the program (p = 0.022). 

Additionally, 53% of control participants reported perpetrating SV/ARA at baseline, while 

41% reported at 9 months follow-up (p = 0.0002) (Miller et al., 2020). Manhood 2.0 

participants reported greater intentions to intervene when witnessing harmful behaviors 

compared to controls, and post-hoc analyses adjusting for the amount of intervention 

programming delivered found significantly greater increases in recognition of abusive 

behaviors among Manhood 2.0 participants compared to controls (Miller et al., 2020).

The demonstrated impacts of Manhood 2.0 and the Job Skills training on violence and other 

health outcomes are promising; however, less is known about the cost to implement these 

programs in community settings. The aim of the present study is to perform systematic 

and standardized cost calculations and provide detailed cost information associated with 

implementing a community-based, gender-specific violence prevention program among 

adolescent males. Manhood 2.0, as well as costs associated with implementing the Job 

Skills control program. These estimates are essential in helping decision-makers understand 

costs they may incur by implementing prevention programs (especially those situated in 

community settings) and ensuring program feasibility and sustainability. Therefore, the cost 

analysis was conducted from the implementing agency’s perspective.
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Program Design

Costs were documented during a two-arm cluster randomized controlled trial to determine 

the effectiveness of Manhood 2.0 on reductions in SV/ARA perpetration compared to a 

Job Skills control program. Both programs (18 h each) were typically delivered over 3 

to 6 weeks. Two community facilitators (CF) delivered the Manhood 2.0 program with 

assistance from an implementer and a medical expert. Similarly, two CFs delivered the Job 

Skills program with an implementer but without a medical expert. Twenty neighborhoods 

represented by 21 clusters were randomly allocated to the experimental arm (11 clusters) 

and the control arm (10 clusters) from 2015 to 2017.

Methods

Data Collections

Cost data included start-up, program delivery, and administration costs recorded throughout 

the study period by the study team and compiled after the completion of the study.

Study Population

The study population comprised adolescent males aged 13 to 19, who were recruited from 

economically-disadvantaged neighborhoods. Enrolled neighborhoods struggled with poverty 

and high rates of violence (Abebe et al., 2018). Detailed characteristics of neighborhoods 

are reported elsewhere (Abebe et al., 2018). Most participants (70%) identified as Black or 

African American; 88% were US-born. At baseline, 19% were in middle school, 62% were 

in high school, 5% graduated high school or earned a GED, and 5% did not complete high 

school (with 10% missing information on education). To enroll in the study, participants 

had to be within the age range, self-identify as male, and be willing to participate in the 

programming offered in their neighborhood (intervention or control). Youth were recruited 

through connections with youth-serving agencies, school-based prevention specialists, 

school districts offering alternatives to suspension, and a Community Intensive Supervision 

Program for youth involved in the juvenile justice system. Participants could also provide 

referrals to peers using a respondent driven sampling approach.

Cost Activities

The costs are presented for Manhood 2.0 and the Job Skills program across the following 

categories of activities: start-up, program delivery, and administration. The cost activities 

documented in this study only include the interventions cost and cost of activities to 

implement the interventions. Research cost was excluded. Unless otherwise noted, cost 

activities were the same for Manhood 2.0 and the Job Skills program.

Start-Up Activities

Before Manhood 2.0 and the Job Skills program were implemented, asset mapping (Abebe 

et al., 2018) was conducted to identify resources within the neighborhoods, including 

identifying community partners that could help secure appropriate locations to hold the 

program and identify CF.
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Asset mapping/recruiting neighborhood and CF.—To identify neighborhoods with 

community partners such as the YMCA, Urban League and other youth-serving partners 

that could host the programs, asset mapping was conducted. A web-search of potential 

community resources in the area was conducted first. Potential community partners were 

contacted through email, phone and in person to determine if they were interested in hosting 

the programs or to identify other possible community partners to assist with hosting or 

facilitating the programs. Contracts were completed with community partners before the 

programs were implemented. The cost for asset mapping includes staff salary and travel 

expenses.

Initial training of CFs.—The CFs of Manhood 2.0 received a 3-day initial training to 

understand the program’s methodology and activities (this was noted elsewhere (Abebe et 

al., 2018)). The cost includes salary and fringe benefits paid to trainers, their travel expenses, 

salary and fringe benefits paid to CFs, and food and drink expenses during the 3-day 

training. There is no initial training for the facilitator of the control group as the Job Skills 

program is an established program (i.e., not a new program though it has not been delivered 

to the community yet; see: https://www.youthworksinc.org/).

Program Delivery Activities

Before implementing each round of both programs, the program participants were recruited 

through the network of community partners identified in the asset mapping. In addition, 

respondent driven sampling (RDS) was used to recruit participants. Participants who 

successfully recruited a friend or neighbor received a referral coupon.

In each round of both programs, two CFs and one implementer lead the sessions. 

Implementers observed every session to ensure fidelity to the program (this was noted 

elsewhere (Abebe et al., 2018)) and the implementers were responsible for preparing for 

the class, contacting youth, and collecting feedback for facilitators. In Manhood 2.0, one 

medical expert (consisting primarily of a medical resident or fellow training in pediatrics 

who volunteered their time) also facilitated 3 h of programmatic content regarding sexual 

health, contraception, and sexually transmitted infection (STI) prevention. The minimum 

number of participants set for a round not moving forward was less than 3 participants. The 

maximum was 20 participants. The cost includes four parts: personnel, rent, supplies and 

travel.

Personnel.—Staff was paid salary for recruiting participants during each round. Stipend 

paid to CFs and salary of implementers were based on how many hours they worked. The 

CFs also received on-the-job training while an experienced facilitator led the program and 

the facilitators shadowed. The cost is a portion of the salary paid to CFs. For Manhood 2.0, 

though medical experts volunteered their time, we still considered their time as a part of 

personnel cost based on the hourly wage rate ($52) of a Pittsburgh-based medical expert. 

There is no medical expert in the Job Skills program.
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Rent.—A fixed use of facilities fee was paid to each hosting community partner which 

covered utilities, staff time to open the door, clean up, and other costs related to using the 

space.

Supplies.—Supplies were purchased to help deliver the program including teaching and 

learning equipment such as props, models, laptops, and projectors, office supplies, food and 

drinks, and computers. Since the Manhood 2.0 program is available online, the cost for the 

curriculum is free of charge. For the Job Skills program, the cost of the curriculum is the 

printing cost of the booklet. Participants who successfully recruited a friend or neighbor 

received a $5 referral coupon, up to $25 (5 friends) overall in both programs. Participants in 

both programs were paid $ 10/session for sessions 1 through 4 and session 6 to encourage 

attendance ($50 per participant per round). At each session, youth submitted their name on a 

ticket; at the 5th session, one ticket was drawn randomly from all the submitted tickets for a 

$25 gift card (i.e., youth who attended more frequently had greater odds of their name being 

selected).

Travel.—As implementers in both programs needed to travel to the site to deliver the 

program, they were reimbursed for their travel expenses based on mileage from the 

implementation office.

Administration Activities

One coordinator was responsible for hiring and onboarding CF and implementer for both 

programs. The cost is a portion of the salary paid to the coordinator and was shared by both 

programs.

Data Analysis

The cost estimate is based on rounds implemented during a one-year period. Since different 

rounds of the programs were implemented in different years, the costs were adjusted for 

inflation and presented as 2018 dollars (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2020) and were 

discounted at a rate of 3% (Haddix et al., 2002). The start-up cost was treated as an 

investment and was annualized over 3 years using a 3% discount rate (Ferrari et al., 

2022; Leight et al., 2021). Total costs for both Manhood 2.0 and the Job Skills program 

were calculated to reflect the total implementation cost. Cost per unit was calculated by 

dividing the total costs by rounds and participants to determine cost per round, participant. 

Marginal cost of the Manhood 2.0 program or the Job Skills program was defined as the 

cost associated with adding one additional round to the program at a given community site 

assuming the neighborhood had already been recruited and asset mapped.

Results

Sample Description

There were 866 participants in total with 465 participants in the experimental arm (Manhood 

2.0) and 401 participants in the control arm (Job Skills). Each full 18-hour program 

implemented was counted as a “round”; 44 rounds of Manhood 2.0 and 41 rounds of the 

Job Skills program were implemented in three years (see Table 1) across 21 clusters. The 
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number of participants varies by round with 10 participants per round on average for both 

programs (see Table 2).

Total Costs

Table 3 presents the total cost of the Manhood 2.0 ($209,904) program and the Job Skills 

($181,728) program. The total cost consists of three major parts: start-up cost ($19,929 

Manhood 2.0 vs. $10,144 Job Skills), program delivery cost ($161,999 vs. $143,607), and 

administration cost ($27,977 vs. $27,977).

For Manhood 2.0 program, the asset mapping/recruiting neighborhoods and CFs accounts 

for most of the start-up costs ($11,153), followed by initial CF training ($8,776). The 

primary cost of the program delivery is the personnel cost: the salary paid to staff (recruiting 

participants), CFs, medical expert, and implementer is $86,353. For the Job Skills program, 

the asset mapping/recruiting neighborhoods and CFs accounts for most of the start-up costs 

($10,144). There is no initial CF training cost incurred for the Job Skills program (Abebe 

et al., 2018). Personnel cost ($74,306) is also the primary cost of the program delivery for 

the Job Skills program. The administration cost was evenly split into two because the two 

programs had similar structure.

Costs per Unit

A standard round of Manhood 2.0 program and the Job Skills program was delivered 

by two CFs and one implementer for 6 educational sessions, and with a medical expert 

(only for Manhood 2.0) in one of the sessions. The average cost per round can inform 

other communities of needed resources prior to implementation. A round of Manhood 2.0 

program and the Job Skills program costs on average $4,771 and $4,432, respectively. We 

also calculated the cost per participant to consider the difference of number of participants in 

different rounds. We found that the Manhood 2.0 program costs $451 per participant, which 

is approximately the same as the Job Skills program which costs $453 per participant.

Marginal Costs

Both Manhood 2.0 and Job Skills are community-based prevention programs and successful 

implementation of these programs rely on asset mapping to identify potential community 

partners to host the programs. Once community partners are identified after the asset 

mapping, adding additional rounds of intervention programs within that community is 

limited to the variable cost. The start-up cost is fixed and would not vary as additional 

rounds are added; therefore, the cost of adding an additional round (full course) to an 

established site is equal to the cost of program delivery per round including the cost of 

personnel, rent, supplies, and travel. This marginal cost is $3,682 for the Manhood 2.0 

program and $3,503 for the Job Skills program.

Sensitivity Analysis

As cost varies by the size of each round, a sensitivity analysis was conducted by including 

low and high estimates of the program costs to ensure accuracy (see Table 4). These 

estimates were calculated based on the lower bound and upper bound of the amount of the 

cost. The high estimate for the total cost and cost per round is based on the cost estimate for 
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a round with maximum number of participants (18 for Manhood 2.0 and 19 for Job Skills 

program), while the high estimate for the cost per participant is based on the cost estimate 

for a round with minimum number of participants (3 for both Manhood 2.0 and Job Skills 

program). The low estimate for the total cost and cost per round is based on the cost estimate 

for a round with minimum number of participants (3 for both Manhood 2.0 and Job Skills 

program), while the low estimate for the cost per participant is based on the cost estimate for 

a round with maximum number of participants (18 for Manhood 2.0 and 19 for Job Skills 

program).The cost per participant of Manhood 2.0 ranges from $283 to $1,508; the cost per 

participant of the Job Skills program ranges from $250 to $1,395. The cost per round of 

Manhood 2.0 ranges from $4,525 to $5,094; the cost per round of the Job Skills program 

ranges from $4,184 to $4,759. The range of the cost per participant estimate is wider than 

those of total cost and cost per round because the size of each round has a significant impact 

on the cost per participant. The cohort size may need to be taken into account when a similar 

program is implemented in the future. Estimates of the cost data vary in personnel time used, 

pay rate, and cost of supplies.

Discussion

The total cost of implementing Manhood 2.0 and the Job Skills programs from 2015 to 

2017 is $209,904 across 465 participants and $181,728 across 401 participants, respectively. 

The cost of implementing Manhood 2.0 and Job Skills per round is $4,771 across 44 

rounds and $4,432 across 41 rounds, respectively (with each round averaging about 10 

participants). Manhood 2.0 incurred approximately the same cost per participant as the Job 

Skills program ($451 vs. $453). Major contributors to the cost of Manhood 2.0 program 

and the Job Skills program are personnel costs ($ 186/participant vs. $ 185/participant) 

and supplies ($142/ participant vs. $151/participant) for training participants. To a location 

already delivering Manhood 2.0 or the Job Skills program, adding one additional round 

costs $3,682 vs. $3,503, respectively. There are not many community-based sexual violence 

prevention programs targeting adolescents and the cost data for those programs are not 

well documented. Dating Matters, a teen dating violence prevention program, cost $145 per 

student on average (Luo et al., 2022). Although it is less expensive than Manhood 2.0 and 

Job Skills programs to implement, it is school-based and requires different resources and is, 

therefore, not directly comparable.

Implementation of a community-based program requires substantial resources and 

collaborations with community partners especially in neighborhoods where residents may be 

less willing to engage in sponsored programming from outside, majority white organizations 

due to lack of trust stemming from experiences of systemic racism (Alang et al., 2020; 

Boynton-Jarrett et al., 2021). While activities such as asset mapping contributed to high 

start-up costs, these activities built relationships between the implementation team and 

community members and were integral to successful program participation, retention, and 

community buy-in (Eugene et al., 2017). In any one-year period, in smaller neighborhoods, 

there may be a smaller pool of youth from which to draw participants. Support from local 

magisterial judges and school administrators can increase participation in this prevention 

programming as an alternative to suspension or as community service hours for youth 
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who are on probation. Additionally, creating excitement for participation among younger 

adolescents creates a pipeline into the programs as they become age eligible.

In several of the neighborhoods, these programs were treated as alternatives to suspension. 

Further research is needed to estimate and compare the costs of suspensions due to violent 

behavior and the potential cost-savings with community-based prevention programming that 

may prevent future perpetration. Notably, the Manhood 2.0 and the Job Skills readiness 

training programs have been adopted by the county’s Department of Human Services and 

continue to be implemented by CFs and implementers in many of these neighborhoods with 

continued support. The cost data collected from this study helped inform the Department of 

Human Services’ decision to continue to support these prevention programs.

This study is subject to several limitations. First, while the activities were tracked during 

data collection, the actual cost data were collected retrospectively. Recall bias may lead to 

inaccuracies in cost estimates. To reduce recall bias, a sensitivity analysis was conducted 

and cost estimates with different ranges were provided. Also, the overall cost of living 

in Pittsburgh is significantly lower than many urban settings in the U.S., thus these 

cost estimates may underestimate the actual costs in more expensive cities. Nevertheless, 

the present cost analysis provided detailed cost information about two community-based 

intervention programs, which is important in helping decision-makers understand the costs 

associated with implementing prevention programs and ensuring program feasibility and 

sustainability. Second, as Job Skills is an established program in the communities where the 

trials were conducted, initial training of the facilitator was not needed and these associated 

costs were not accounted for in these estimates. Therefore, the cost of the Job Skills program 

in communities where the program is not already in place may incur greater costs than 

reported.

Conclusion

Implementation of a community-based program in economically-disadvantaged 

neighborhoods requires substantial resources and collaborations with community partners. 

This study provides a snapshot of the cost information of two community-based programs 

from the implementing agency’s perspective. The costs reported in this paper can help 

decision-makers understand the costs they will incur when implementing prevention 

programs and ensuring program feasibility and sustainability. Both Manhood 2.0 and 

job skills training appear to be effective in violence reduction and address salient risk 

and protective factors associated with sexual violence and adolescent relationship abuse. 

Therefore, these cost data can also inform future cost-effectiveness analyses of behavioral, 

group-based interventions (i.e., potential cost savings with reducing violence perpetration). 

Future research on the cost-effectiveness of these two community-based programs is 

warranted. Greater attention to reporting costs of programming in the violence prevention 

field will allow for more robust comparisons across programs as well as guide advocacy 

and policy making regarding return on investments associated with implementing such 

prevention programs.
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