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Abstract 

In New Zealand and internationally there is a growing interest in the applications of 

Positive Youth Development (PYD) theory as a guide for youth programme 

development and evaluation. In light of this, the present study sought to develop and 

pilot-test two PYD measures that would facilitate theory-guided evaluation practices 

for youth work and youth development programmes. To accomplish this, I completed 

two extensive literature reviews covering the programme components that contribute 

to effective youth development programmes and the youth outcomes, or indicators, 

which are most indicative of PYD. These integrated frameworks of programme 

components and youth outcomes were then each applied to a Q-sort measure and 

tested with 18 key stakeholders from a national youth work organisation across six 

schools. The results showed some inconsistencies across participants in perceptions of 

what programme components were promoted the most by 24-7 Youth Work. 

However, there was more agreement on what outcomes were seen in students as a 

result of 24-7 youth work. The two major differing viewpoints that each cluster of 

participants had for the programme components, included that 24-7 is more focused 

on a young person as an individual, and that 24-7 is more focused on helping youth to 

be part of a collective. The viewpoints of the two cluster groups for the PYD indicator 

q-sort were not as clear, yet there was more agreement on the outcomes that are likely 

to be seen in youth. This includes that youth feel they belong, have a positive identity, 

and have confidence in their own personal abilities. The results from both Q-sorts 

show that 24-7 Youth Work is very focused on building positive relationships. These 

two integrated PYD frameworks and subsequent Q-sort measures provide other 

organisations with a means of evaluating their work, and the outcomes of their work 

with youth. For further validation, future research should test how these frameworks 
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and measures can be used alongside more traditional methods and measures in PYD 

assessment and evaluation. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Young people in Aotearoa New Zealand face many of the same opportunities and 

challenges as young people from other Western countries. Some of these opportunities 

include expanding pathways for education, training, and employment, access to information, 

resources, social networks, and opportunities through digital devices and increasingly easy 

access to the internet, and improvements in health services. However, these opportunities are 

juxtaposed by concerning challenges for young people that include increasing exposure to 

family instability and psychosocial problems, educational disengagement, and mental health 

difficulties. Fortunately, the young people in Aotearoa New Zealand also have a large 

number of youth groups, youth organisations, and services in both the public and private 

sector that seek to promote positive developmental outcomes as well as address these 

concerning issues. Through the arts, sports, civil service, religion, and cultural groups, there 

are a wide range of youth based programmes in Aotearoa New Zealand.  

Farruggia et al (2011), reviewed 26 studies that examined the effectiveness of youth 

mentoring programmes in New Zealand and showed that most of them focused on “at-risk” 

youth, particularly those who were Pasifika or Maori, youth with incarcerated parents, low 

self-efficacy, male youth with no male parental figure, youth with disabilities, with a 

common goal of increasing school engagement.   In the state sector, the Ministry of Youth 

Development is a small branch within the Ministry of Social Development (one of Aotearoa 

New Zealand’s largest government departments) that partners with national and local youth 

organisations. According to the Ministry of Youth Development website, their purpose and 

scope is described as follows: 

“[to] encourage and support the use of a positive youth development approach to help 

support all young people, aged between 12 and 24 years old, to increase their overall 
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wellbeing so that they are better able to succeed in, contribute to and enjoy life. The 

Ministry of Youth Development (MYD) spends around $8.253 million a year on a wide 

range of youth development and youth enterprise initiatives. We fund organisations that 

employ a youth development approach which supports the wellbeing of young people 

(aged 12 to 24 years) in Aotearoa New Zealand”  

(Ministry of Youth Development n.d. http://www.myd.govt.nz/about-myd/).  

Thus, much time, money and effort is invested into youth programmes, yet there is 

uncertainty on how effective these programmes actually are, and how youth are benefiting in 

terms of it affecting their development. This thesis attempts to address this need for greater 

attention on the evaluation of youth development programmes by reviewing the literature on 

programmes components of best practice that help to facilitate positive youth development, 

as well as identifying those outcomes in youth that are associated with positive youth 

development. Finally, from these literature reviews, I developed, and pilot tested two Q-sort 

measures that could assist youth development organisations in their evaluation efforts.  

In New Zealand, a growing number of youth organisations are taking a positive youth 

development approach to their work, as exemplified in the quote above from the Ministry of 

Youth Development. According to Lerner et al (2005b), Positive Youth Development has 

been a growing area of research for over three decades, and has proven to be an effective 

theoretical approach for youth programmes, as will be discussed in the sections of this 

chapter below. As this thesis is focused on developing and pilot testing two measures that 

address Positive Youth Development (PYD) based programme components and associated 

youth outcomes, this chapter will give an overview of the theory of Positive Youth 

Development and the targeted outcomes that PYD programmes are working towards.  

 

http://www.myd.govt.nz/about-myd/
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1.1. Positive Youth Development: Overview 

Positive Youth Development is an umbrella term which can be included in a multitude of 

fields and streams of research, from developmental psychology and health, to social work and 

education (Benson et al, 2006). Positive youth development focuses on what youth have the 

ability to do (strengths), as well as their potential, and how to further help youth to become 

better agents in their own development (Benson et al, 2006). 

1.1.1. Positive Youth Development theory 

Positive Youth Development (PYD) theory and research became influential in the 1990’s, 

stemming from the models of relational developmental systems theory, interests in resilience, 

and the plasticity of human development (Lerner et al, 2011). PYD can be understood as a 

tripartite perspective that encompasses the developmental processes associated with 

adolescence, a philosophical approach, and a way for youth programmes to focus on 

promoting positive and healthy development among youth (Lerner at el, 2012). In this theory, 

development is viewed from the lens of relational developmental systems in which there is a 

bidirectional relationship between the individual and the many levels of his/her changing 

ecological context (e.g., school, family, community). These relations are thought to regulate 

the direction, pace and outcomes of development, and can be considered adaptive when they 

involve individual-context relations that benefit both the person and their environment 

(Lerner et al, 2011). When these ‘adaptive developmental regulations’ occur, the chances that 

youth will demonstrate positive developmental outcomes increases (Lerner et al, 2012). It is 

through this lens of relational developmental systems theory that youth can be seen as 

resources that can be developed, rather than problems to be fixed (Benson et al, 2006; Lerner 

et al, 2012). 
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Through his work at the Search Institute, Benson identified 40 ‘developmental assets’ 

(Benson et al, 2011), consisting of 20 internal or individual strengths and 20 external 

environmental supports. Internal assets make up the skills, values, and competencies of a 

person that are organized into four broad categories; commitment to learning, positive values, 

social competencies, and positive identity (Benson et al, 2011). External assets are health-

promoting features of the environment including contextual and relational features (Lerner et 

al, 2012), which are also organised into four broad categories, including support, 

empowerment, boundaries and expectations, and constructive use of time (Benson et al, 

2011). Thriving in adolescence is hypothesised to occur when the internal assets align with 

the external or ecological assets (Lerner et al, 2012).  

Another influential theoretical model of PYD is Lerner and colleagues’ Five C’s 

model (Lerner et al, 2012). The ‘C’s’ are broad categories of developmental outcomes that 

include Competence, Character, Confidence, Connection, and Caring. The positive 

development that occurs from youth’s individual strengths aligning with positive 

environmental supports manifests as one or more of these Five C’s in young people’s lives. 

Over time, as the Five C’s are present is a young person’s life they are more likely to be on a 

trajectory consisting of mutually beneficial individual-context relations that not only 

contribute to benefit the self but also benefit family, community and society (Bowers et al, 

2010).  In this way Contribution makes up the sixth ‘C’. This also reduces the chance of 

initiating developmental trajectories associated with increased maladjustment, manifesting as 

internalising and externalising disorders (Bowers et al, 2010). 

1.1.2. Positive Youth Development research 

Positive Youth Development theory has been applied to diverse research projects from a 

variety of cultures exploring youth programming for at risk youth. The 4-H study of PYD 
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was conducted to examine a relational systems model in terms of how youths’ strengths and 

contextual resources, such as parents, mentors and out of school programs, were associated 

with markers of positive or problematic behaviours in adolescence over time (Lerner et al, 

2005; Arbeit et al, 2014). Lerner et al (2005) examined whether the amount of participation 

in youth development programs was linked to positive youth development and youth 

contribution in pre-teens (children 10-11 years old) as part of the first wave of the 4-H study. 

The youth programs that were involved in this study were of particular interest as they 

emphasized the application of a PYD perspective (Lerner et al, 2005). The results from the 

first wave of this study showed that both positive youth development and participation in 

youth development programs were significantly associated with youth contribution, and there 

was no evidence that positive youth development moderated the association between 

participation and contribution. Contrary to expectations, youth participation in development 

programs was not significantly associated with positive youth development (Lerner et al, 

2005).  

In addition, Mueller et al (2011) examined findings from the 4-H study of Positive 

Youth Development to demonstrate how out of school activity participation can be seen as an 

asset that aligns ecological resources with individual strengths in youth. Out of school 

activities include PYD programmes such as YMCA, Big Brothers/Big sisters, 4-H, Boys and 

Girls Clubs, religious clubs and service organizations, among many other youth development 

programs (Lerner et al, 2012). Findings showed that higher levels of participation in out-of-

school activities were linked with better time management, setting goals, and development of 

agency which gave youth a greater capacity to take the lead in their own development 

(Mueller et al, 2011). Although these findings could be contrasted with the Lerner et al., 

(2005) study, the findings from the 4-H study that Mueller examined, looks at a different set 

of participants no younger than age 14. This may indicate that program participation or out of 
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school activity participation is more likely to be related to positive youth development in 

older youth, closer to teenage years.  

Simpkins et al (2010) have also shown that activity participation has been associated 

with self-concept of ability which then leads to greater participation of similar activities in the 

future. It is also worth noting that activity participation promotes agency and initiative in 

youth which is an important component in several PYD models (Lerner et al, 2012). Agans, 

Champine, DeSouza, Mueller., et al (2014) also used data from the 4-H study to assess the 

relationship between levels of participation in out of school activities and positive youth 

development. Results showed that compared to youth with low participation, those who 

reported more frequent participation had higher scores in positive youth development, 

contribution, competence and lower scores in depressive symptoms and risk behaviours 

(Agans et al, 2014). Furthermore, results also revealed that youth with consistent but lower 

levels of participation showed fewer risk behaviours than youth with inconsistent 

participation; indicating that even a small amount of consistent participation can contribute to 

a positive change. 

PYD theory emphasises the increased agency and plasticity of adolescent 

development; the ability to change and adapt, which means that there is not only the 

possibility to prevent less desirable behaviours or outcomes but also the possibility to re-

direct development from a maladaptive towards a more positive trajectory (Lerner et al, 

2005b). Taylor et al (2005) investigated results from the Overcoming the Odds longitudinal 

study, focusing on a sample of African-American adolescents that were involved in Detroit 

gangs or youth living in the same area involved in community-based youth development 

programs. Findings showed that compared to youth involved in the community-based 

programs, gang affiliated youth showed lower levels of strengths/assets and lower levels of 

thriving (Taylor et al, 2005). Thriving was conceptually and operationally defined as positive 
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development, which is promoted by the presence of ecological and individual 

strengths/assets. In both groups, asset levels remained stable over the three-year period. It is 

important to note that although gang youth showed lower levels of developmental assets, 

evidence showed that the assets present in gang youth showed a strong relationship with 

increased thriving.  

Another interesting finding among gang youth was the relationship between thriving 

and developmental assets was stronger than that of community-based program youth (Taylor 

et al, 2005). This means that although youth that have been involved in community-based 

programs have a higher level of developmental assets that are present, thriving was shown to 

be more strongly connected with the presence of developmental assets in gang affiliated 

youth. This stronger relationship may suggest that if developmental assets in gang youth were 

to be promoted, overall positive functioning and development could be increased in gang 

youth. This also points to how PYD theory could be applied toward re-directing maladaptive 

behaviours to a positive pathway.  

Lewis et al (2016) conducted a study examining the effectiveness of a school-based 

youth program, the ‘Positive Action’ program, in terms of positive youth development 

indicators in low-income and ethnic minority youth. Findings showed a range of results 

including significant relationships between participation in the PA program and self-control, 

altruism, respect for parents and teachers, pro-social interactions, positive and negative peer 

affiliations (Lewis et al, 2016). Results also showed marginal effects for self-development, 

self-concept, and empathy. However, it is important to note that both self-measures and 

empathy declined over time for all participants; but, this decline was significantly less for the 

Positive Action participants than that of the control group. Results also showed less of an 

increase in deviant peer affiliation, aggressive problem solving, and negative morality over 

time for those in the Positive Action program groups compared to those in the control group. 
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These findings show that although there was a reduced increase of risk behaviours and a 

reduced decline in positive ‘PYD’ measures over time, there were no particularly positive 

outcomes brought about by this program. Further research is needed to address how well 

youth programs incorporate the principles of PYD and how well the associated factors are 

being targeted and are capable of being adequately measured. This issue is specifically 

addressed in the present study. 

Sanders et al (2015) reported findings from a New Zealand sample investigating the 

role of youth service programs that have adopted positive youth development practices in 

enhancing well-being and resilience in at risk youth. This study consisted of a sample of 605 

at-risk youth that were clients of juvenile justice, child welfare, education and mental health 

services around New Zealand. All participants (between the ages of 12 and 18) were youth 

that had been involved in more than one of these services 6 months before taking part in the 

study, from both urban and rural settings. Measures used in this study included demographic 

variables, resilience, individual risk, contextual risk, service use history and experience as 

well as wellbeing outcomes. Data from these measures were obtained through self-report 

questionnaires that were administered by research staff. In order to reduce response bias, the 

questions were read out to youth. Maori youth showed higher levels of individual risk 

compared to Pakeha youth, although, Pakeha youth reported lower levels of wellbeing and 

resilience compared to both Maori and Pacific Island youth. Results also showed that 

vulnerable youth exposed to family violence and neglect that had received empowering PYD 

based youth services reported increased resilience and better well-being as a result. Based on 

these results it was suggested that PYD based youth services of high quality that encourage 

personal agency and involve positive adult-youth relationships do appear to be linked with 

increased levels of resilience for at risk youth.  
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These findings are consistent with an earlier New Zealand study conducted by 

Sanders and Munford (2014) which investigated the impact of PYD based youth services on 

vulnerable youth over a 3-year period. Youth were divided into three sub-groups; consistent 

positive service quality experiences (youth who reported at least 2 positive service 

experiences such as increase in personal agency, being respected by staff, having their voice 

heard, accessibility and overall service satisfaction) inconsistent service quality experiences 

and consistent negative service quality experiences. Results showed that by the third year, the 

consistent positive group had the highest levels of wellbeing and resilience and significantly 

lower levels of risk compared to the other two groups. These findings point to the need of 

providing youth with the highest quality of youth development services that empower youth, 

encourage agency and help to set adolescents on a trajectory of positive youth development 

(Sanders & Munford, 2014; Sanders et al, 2015). Further research to assess whether youth 

programmes are providing this quality of service and enabling positive youth development in 

adolescents, particularly in New Zealand, is necessary to ensure youth have the opportunity 

to capitalize on their strengths and thrive as adults.  

1.2. Positive Youth Development in Youth Work 

A growing trend in New Zealand for promoting youth development is for local community 

organisations to employ youth workers to specifically focus on relationship building, 

mentoring, and programme development with local youth cohorts. Although there is no clear 

definition of youth work, the ways in which youth workers impact the lives of youth is 

summed into the following; providing services and meeting needs, building relationships and 

building connection to and participation in communities (Martin &National Youth Worker 

Network, 2006; Fouche, Elliot, & Mundy-mcpherson, 2010). Davies (2005) defines youth 

work as a practice that is relationship and value based, relying on the engagement of youth 

themselves. 
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 In terms of the scope of youth work in New Zealand, there are many youth work 

organisations in Canterbury, and nationally. This includes the Youth Workers Collective, 

Canterbury Youth Services, and Ara Taiohi. The Canterbury Youth Workers Collective is 

made up of youth workers and youth services in Canterbury, New Zealand and has a 

charitable trust status (Canterbury Youth Workers Collective, n.d.). It seeks to support youth 

workers by providing training, opportunities to network, and share information and resources. 

“Canterbury Youth Services is a Christian based, strengths focused organisation that has been 

set up to train and resource leaders in youth work and youth ministry in and around the 

Canterbury region” (Canterbury Youth Services, 2016). Ara Taiohi are a membership based 

national youth development organisation that support its members in being effective in 

working with youth and seek to help young people to flourish (Ara Taiohi, 2019).  

Youth work is not carried out using any activities in particular but can involve youth 

workers or youth work programmes running activities, providing services, or just being 

present in the lives of youth (Martin &National Youth Worker Network, 2006). Martin and 

the National (New Zealand) Youth Workers Network (2006) suggests that what separates 

youth work from other similar professions is the strong emphasis on building healthy 

relationships between youth and adults that promotes positive development in youth. The 

goal of youth work is to not only build relationships but also to work together with youth and 

their communities, helping them become more connected and develop skills that will 

facilitate youth becoming contributing members in their communities (Bruce, Harrington & 

Williams, 2009; Martin &National Youth Worker Network, 2006). These aspects of youth 

work are directly linked with some of the key factors of PYD approaches for youth programs 

(healthy relationships, community involvement and contribution; Bowers et al, 2010; 

Farruggia & Bullen, 2010). 
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1.2.1 Effectiveness of youth work 

 There is a considerable lack of research evidence, especially in New Zealand, reporting on 

the impact and effectiveness of youth work. Fouche et al (2010) conducted a systematic 

review examining research and local case studies within New Zealand for evidence of the 

impact of youth work on young people in the New Zealand context. Results of this review 

showed that there was no empirical evidence for the impact of youth work on young people 

in New Zealand (Fouche et al, 2010). Fouche et al (2010) excluded any studies from their 

review that involved youth interventions aimed at reducing risky behaviours such as 

substance abuse, smoking and youth offending, meaning the exclusion of studies that may 

have been helpful in terms of analysing the effectiveness or value of youth work. Mundy-

McPherson et al (2012) also conducted a similar review finding very few thorough 

evaluations on the impact of youth work in New Zealand, even though youth work is funded 

by government programs and private trusts and claims to have a positive influence on the 

lives of youth. This lack of credible findings may be due to the poorly defined nature of youth 

work itself and the lack of consensus for what evidence should be considered as 

demonstrating effectiveness, which further complicates building sufficient evidence over time 

(Fouche et al, 2010; Mundy-McPherson et al, 2012). Although both of these reviews 

presented undesirable results, their findings are important as it points to major gaps in 

research and sheds light on the need for more evaluations of youth work programmes and the 

impact of youth work in New Zealand.  

Even with the apparent lack of findings on the effectiveness of youth work in New 

Zealand, youth work has been shown to be effective in positively influencing the 

development and lives of youth in Europe and the UK (Merton, 2004; Morciano, 2012; 

Deuchar & Ellis, 2013). Merton (2004) evaluated the impact of youth work services in 

England through a multi-method approach that included a survey of 630 youth, 30 case 
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studies, a review of 50 youth work programmes, a review of 15 youth services, and analysis 

of data from local youth programmes. Results showed that two thirds of the surveyed youth 

reported that involvement in youth work programmes made a considerable impact on their 

lives including increased confidence and self-efficacy, more peer relationships, acquisition of 

new skills, increased agency and asking for help when needed, along with a greater 

perception of the consequences of their actions. These results also coincided with case study 

evidence. Results from the survey also indicated that youth had an increased understanding of 

those different from themselves, as well as a greater hope for the future in and finding a job. 

Case study reports also indicated that youth engagement was associated with increased school 

engagement or getting involved in college courses and reducing drug use. Youth reports also 

showed that youth appreciated feeling respected and trusted youth workers, especially when 

positive relationships with other adults were lacking in their lives.  

Deuchar and Ellis (2013) investigated the impact of youth work on Scottish youth 

engaged in risky behaviour and gang culture. Participants included 35 youth aged 11 to 12 

from local schools in Glasgow. Interactions between youth workers and students were 

observed, along with semi-structured interviews conducted with. Youth reported their 

relationships with youth workers to be very encouraging and positive, expressing their 

experiences of increased empathy, respect, promotion of equality and understanding of 

others. Youth also expressed greater self-control in terms of dealing with frustrations in 

school and confrontational situations. Youth participants held that it was through their 

relationships with youth workers that they felt more supported and less socially pressured. 

Morciano (2012) assessed the effects of youth work programmes on young people’s agency 

in southern Italy. This included 159 participants involved in 10 youth work centres that were 

given self-administering questionnaires at the start of the youth programme, at the end and 6 

months after. Results showed that 51% of youth participants showed a significant 
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improvement in personal agency, and that older youth who had been at school longer showed 

a higher agency improvement rate.  

Although caution should be taken when generalising these findings from studies done 

in Europe and the UK, they do provide evidence of the ways in which youth work has 

positively influenced the lives of youth, along with results showing links to indicators of 

positive youth development. In the evaluation carried out by Merton (2004), youth outcomes 

included increased confidence, self-efficacy, peer relations, school engagement, exploration 

of future education and job opportunities, and greater understanding of those different to 

them. These outcomes can be linked to both the Five C’s of PYD; Competence, Confidence, 

Connection, Character, and Caring, and the individual assets/strengths identified by the 

Search Institute; Social Competencies, Positive Identity, and Commitment to learning 

(Bowers et al, 2010; Benson et al, 2011). Findings of increased personal agency in young 

people involved in youth programmes in southern Italy highlights increased social 

competencies and positive identity, which are also constructs of PYD’s internal assets 

(Benson et al, 2011; Morciano, 2012). Overall these findings indicate that youth work can 

result in outcomes resembling positive youth development.  

1.3. Evaluating Youth Programmes and Youth Work from a Positive Youth 

Development Perspective  

The majority of studies that have evaluated positive youth development programmes 

consisted of quasi-experimental or experimental designs with random-assignment to a 

programme or intervention and control comparison groups (Lewis et al, 2016; Sanders et al, 

2015; Bleck and DeBate, 2016). For example Lewis et al (2016) evaluated the effects of the 

Positive Action youth development programme using a matched-pair, cluster randomised 

control design in a public school setting. Sanders, Munford, Thimasarn-Anwar, Liebenberg 
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and Ungar (2015) went beyond a simple two group comparison and included multiple 

comparison groups with younger youth, older youth, Maori, Pasifika and Pakeha youth.  

After employing a between-group design, the majority of studies assess PYD 

indicators in young people’s lives, comparing those who participated in the programme with 

those who did not participate. Researchers have used a variety of self-report and some parent-

report rating scales of the various outcomes. For example, Bleck and DeBate (2016), 

investigated the long term association between health behaviours and developmental assets. 

In this longitudinal study, the Developmental Assets Scale, based on the Search Institute’s 

developmental assets framework, was adapted. This scale assessed only 10 developmental 

assets, out of the original 40, and were divided equally into external factors (family, parent 

involvement in school, caring neighbourhood, family encouragement, high expectations) and 

internal factors (self-esteem, positive view of personal future, sense of purpose, interpersonal 

competence, and bonding to school), with three items assessing each factor.   

 When evaluating the Positive Action program, Lewis et al (2016) measured some 

constructs which were said to be associated with PYD indicators, and also added negative 

facets to these PYD constructs; for example, including both pro-social peer affiliations and 

deviant peer affiliations. This allowed the researchers to see both the positive outcomes as a 

result of the program as well as reductions in negative outcomes. However, the measures 

used were not explicitly derived from previous PYD theoretical frameworks (e.g., Benson’s 

developmental assets or Lerner’s Five C’s model), which creates questions concerning the 

content validity of the authors’ measure of PYD.   

As mentioned earlier, Sanders and Munford (2014) investigated the impact of PYD 

based youth services on vulnerable youth in New Zealand over a 3 year period. The measures 

included youth outcomes associated with subjective well-being; including resilience, 
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normative well-being, pro-social behaviour, life satisfaction, educational involvement, quality 

of caregiving relationship, positive peer group, positive school environment and consistent 

service quality (Sanders & Munford, 2014). Only four of these items were said to be 

consistent with a PYD approach and most assessed external assets rather than individual 

strengths.  

A common form of assessing PYD indicators in youth is using the Five C’s of PYD 

(Lerner et al 2005; Roth and Brooks-Gunn, 2003). A large study which has produced many 

research findings using the Five C’s model of PYD is the 4-H study of positive youth 

development (Lerner et al, 2005). In order to assess the five C’s of PYD, 99 items of the 

Search Institutes Profiles of Student Life-Attitudes and Behaviours Survey (PSL-AB) were 

used as those were the items associated with measuring the developmental assets and overall 

positive youth development. Of these 99 items, 50 measure external assets, 42 measure 

internal assets and seven items are indicative of thriving behaviours (Lerner et al, 2005). 

More recently, Geldhof and colleagues (2014) designed a very brief measure of the Five C’s 

of PYD that assesses Competence, Confidence and Caring with three items each, and 

Confidence and Connection with two items each, all on a Likert-type scale.  

Although these measures have proved relatively useful in measuring positive youth 

development and the Five C’s of PYD in quasi-experimental and control study designs, this 

type of study design may not be useful in measuring and evaluating positive youth 

development in a youth work programme/setting and the self-report measures based on rating 

scales have a number of limitations. Many of the measures or scales used to assess PYD in 

these experimental and control designed studies require participants to think about each item 

in the measure separately and score this item on a Likert-type scale or respond with a yes or 

no answer (e.g. PSL-AB, PYD-VSF, Eisenberg Sympathy Scale etc). This can be seen as 

problematic considering the goal in most of these studies is to measure one construct; positive 
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youth development. Although there are many facets in PYD; internal assets, external assets, 

or the bigger categories of the Five C’s, and items from different measures are often 

combined, none of these studies mentioned require participants to think about the items in 

relation to each other. This may also increase response bias. Another limitation is that some 

measures seemed to have been developed with the aim of maximising content validity, but 

failed to consider the adolescent population they are targeting when administering the 

measures. For example, the Search Institutes Profiles of Student Life – Attitudes and 

Behaviours Survey (PSL-AB) consists of 156 items which were then reduced by Lerner et al 

(2005) to 99 items. When working with young people, it is best to keep tasks short and clear, 

and focused. As young participants work through so many items, they may get tired of 

reading, bored or frustrated when it seems like many items are quite similar in wording and 

context.  

Another potential issue is social desirability bias. For example, a group of youth 

participants may be very invested in the particular programme they are involved with and 

have enjoyed the time spent with the staff in that programme, so much so that when it comes 

to rating the items on a Likert scale, many of these participants may rate most of the items 

with the highest possible score, so that the programme looks good. Not only does this create 

problems with the psychometric properties of the scales (e.g., ceiling effects and strongly 

skewed data), but more importantly it undermines the validity of the evaluation.  

1.3.1. Assessing PYD programme components 

Another aspect of PYD that has not been considered in the literature on PYD programme 

evaluations is the measurement of which PYD programme components are most/least 

associated with the programme under review. This could be considered a gap in the literature 

which should be addressed, as it is important to know the extent to which a youth 
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development program/ organisation that claims to incorporate components of PYD theory is 

doing so. According to Catalano, Berglund, Ryan, Lonczak and Hawkins (2004), one of the 

criteria that is important for evaluating positive youth development programs, is whether the 

program addresses one or more of the PYD constructs they have identified as necessary 

programme components in the literature. However, in addressing this, and since that 

publication there have been no measures developed that assess PYD programme components. 

1.4. Rationale for the present study: Assessing PYD using Q-sort measures 

According to McKeown and Thomas (2013), Q-sort methodology is a measurement 

technique that allows researchers to identify and categorize the perceptions and opinions of 

individuals and cluster them into groups based on these perceptions. This technique enables 

examination of individual’s subjective perceptions on a range of topics and helps to highlight 

differences and similarities within a sample group of participants (Brown, 2004). Q-sort 

measurement involves participants examining different items/descriptions of a targeted 

behavioural or psychological trait or social construct, and then organizing these descriptors 

into a fixed distribution (approximating a normal distribution across characteristics) by 

ranking the items from most to least characteristic of the target construct (Brown, 2004; 

Pittman, Kerpelman, Lamke, & Sollie, 2009). Q-sort measurements have been used for a 

range of target constructs; examples include the identity processing style Q-sort (IPSQ) a 

measurement technique developed for assessing identity styles (Pittman et al, 2009), the 

Emotion Regulation Q-sort (Shields & Cicchetti), Autonomy Q-sort (Shields & Cicchetti, 

1997), and the California Child Q-set that includes 100 descriptors of children’s behaviours 

and personality characteristics (Shields & Cicchetti, 1997).  

The scoring metric that participants use to sort these items compels the Q-sort into a 

normal distribution in which a smaller number of items are to be placed at either ends of the 
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distribution (most and least typical) and a larger number of items to be placed in the centre of 

the distribution (Brown, 2004). This method causes participants to consider each descriptor in 

relationship to others, and reduces the chances of response bias that would result in ceiling or 

floor effects and highly skewed distributions (Rimm-Kaufman, Storm, Sawyer, Pianta, & 

LaParo, 2006). Likert-type scales, which most of the existing measures of PYD use, requires 

individuals to rate items without considering the other items in the measure (Pittman et al, 

2009). Pittman et al also point out that a significant advantage of the Q-sort is that it causes 

individuals to think in a qualitative way that is different from other commonly used survey 

tools, where participants often consider each item on their own. By requiring the participant 

to compare items, it presses them to be more reflective and think in a more holistic way about 

their experiences.  

1.5. Previous Study 

The present study aims to address this measurement issue in PYD research by developing two 

Q-sort measures; to assess PYD indicators in young people and PYD programme components 

as applied to a New Zealand youth work programme. This study will build on and extend 

similar evaluative research of the same youth work programme by Smit (2016). Smit 

explored the application of PYD elements in the 24-7 Youthwork programme and involved 

detailed semi-structured interviews with a small sample of participants with different roles in 

the organisation (e.g., school professional, youth worker, and former youth participant) in 

order to get an in depth perspective of participants’ perceptions and experiences. That study 

employed a mixed-method design that combined a quantitative rating exercise of PYD 

outcomes and a qualitative interview with a deductive approach to the data analysis in order 

to identify those elements of PYD most promoted by 24-7 Youthwork.  The rating exercise 

assessed 25 PYD outcomes (generally termed ‘indicators’ in the literature), which were 

obtained through an extensive literature review of PYD research. Participants rated each of 
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the 25 PYD indicators on a 5 point Likert scale (0 = “indicators that youth workers promote 

the least”; 4 = “indicators that youth workers promote the most”).  

The results of this rating exercise revealed the advantages and the disadvantages of 

the rating scale. Eleven of the PYD indicators were rated quite highly (based on mean 

scores), indicating that out of the 25 indicators, participants agreed that 11 were promoted the 

most by 24-7 Youthwork. Also, youth workers tended to believe that most of the PYD 

indicators were readily promoted. However, there was considerable variability in the 

responses of this rating exercise, with results showing a moderate level of agreement among 

youth worker participants, low level of agreement among school professional participants, 

and a high level of agreement among former youth participants. The biggest limitation with 

the rating exercise was the severe negative skew across many of the indicators (with 

occasional outliers) that prevented greater use of inferential statistics. This may have been the 

result of participants’ vested interest in seeing 24-7 Youthwork portrayed in a positive light. 

The advantage of using a Q-sort, is that each item is rated relative to the others, resulting in a 

normal distribution of items from least to most indicative. In addition, the pattern of 

responses across groups of participants becomes the primary form of analysis.  

1.6. Overview of Remaining Chapters 

The remainder of this thesis is organised into the following chapters. In order to effectively 

build these two PYD Q-sorts (programme components and youth outcomes/indicators), it is 

necessary to thoroughly evaluate the literature for previous frameworks that have described 

the features of effective programmes and the outcomes that young people exhibit as a result 

of participating in these programmes. In Q-methodology this is called building a concourse 

(McKeown & Thomas, 2013), and in the present study the goal was to build an integrated 

PYD framework of programme components and positive youth development outcomes. To 
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that end, Chapter 2 describes the results of a literature review of PYD theory and research on 

effective youth programmes, and Chapter 3 describes a literature review of the various 

positive developmental outcomes that young people exhibit (termed indicators in the rest of 

this thesis in line with other PYD research; e.g., Dukakis, London, McLaughlin, and 

Williamson, 2009). Chapter 4 describes the methodology by which these two integrated 

frameworks were applied to their respective Q-sorts and tested, and Chapter 5 presents the 

results of this analysis. Finally, Chapter 6 concludes this thesis with a critical discussion of 

this collective work. 
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Chapter 2: Deriving item content for the Q-Sort: Review of PYD programme 

components 

 

As described in Chapter 1, there is considerable variety in the programmes available to young 

people. This diversity is clearly seen across their different objectives (e.g. skill-building in 

sports or the arts, to relationship-building in mentoring and youth work, to community 

service and activism, to the development of cultural and spiritual engagement), and different 

methods (e.g., one-on-one, small groups, large groups, face-to-face, social media) and many 

different types of activities. Each of these types of programmes could contribute to one or 

more foundational positive outcomes for youth. For example, many different programmes 

could promote positive relationships with someone who acts as a mentor (either formally or 

informally) that could help young people learn positive relationships skills that they could 

apply to other relationships and areas of their life. On the other hand, there may be some 

aspects of PYD that are best promoted by certain types of programmes. For example skill-

based programmes might be great at promoting self-efficacy, but may not contribute as much 

to a young person’s moral or spiritual development. What then do these effective youth 

programmes have in common? Is there a way to conceptualise what these programmes do, 

how they do it, and how they are administered that more effectively leads to positive youth 

development?  

One of the objectives of the literature review in this chapter is to address these 

questions by reviewing the PYD literature that specifically targets the programme 

components that are considered best practice and associated with positive youth development, 

and consolidate them into a single framework. As mentioned in chapter 1, there is also a need 

for measures that can be used to evaluate youth programs and in particular, youth work 

programmes, in terms of whether a programme is adhering to the principles of best practice 
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that are identified in the PYD literature, therefore this chapter also seeks to use the 

framework developed from this review to create a Q-sort measure that can be used to 

evaluate youth programmes. 

2.1. Methods and Results 

 Similar to Smit (2016), a key group of sources that provided relatively clear 

frameworks for this review were highly cited literature reviews, including Eccles and 

Gootman (2002), Blum (1998), Benson et al (2006), and Lerner (2004). Additional sources 

were found through searching key words and their synonyms, such as ‘youth development 

programs’, ‘promotion and positive youth development’ and ‘youth program components’ in 

research databases such as PsycINFO, Google scholar, and ResearchGate, along with the 

University of Canterbury Multi-search database. In the majority of studies included in this 

review, the authors provided an explicit list of criteria for best practice in youth programmes 

or provided clear suggestions for the types of services youth development programmes 

should be fostering, goals for youth programmes, or features of positive developmental 

settings. Other studies were also selected based on their findings of best practice from 

evaluations of specific youth programmes. Finally, the remaining sources for this review 

were identified by searching the reference lists of included studies and then searching more 

recent studies that had cited those original sources.  

A total of fourteen studies were identified from the literature search that included 

three or more programme components that contributed to PYD. Table 1 lists the programme 

components identified in each of the studies (sorted by year of publication) which are 

reviewed below. The components listed from each study in this table are either direct quotes 

of components or summaries of longer, more complex features. As can be seen in Table 1 

below, studies included a diverse range of programme components, anywhere from 14 
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(Catalano, Berglund, Ryan, Lonczak, & Hawkins, 2004) to only 3 (Lerner, 2004). This could 

be due to many reasons including differences in purpose, methodology, or the type of 

analysis of the youth development programme literature.  

 

Table 1.  

Studies 

 

Identified Programme Components 

Eccles & Gootman 

(2002) 

• Physical and psychological safety 

• Appropriate structure 

• Supportive relationships 

• Opportunities for belonging 

• Positive social norms 

• Support for efficacy and mattering  

• Opportunities for skill building 

• Integration of family, school and community efforts 

Dryfoos (1990) • Provides intensive individualized relationships with a 

responsible adult 

• Includes communitywide multi-agency collaborative 

approaches 

• Involves early identification and intervention 

• Located in schools and communities 

• Administration of school programs by outside agencies 

• Provides staff training 

• Provides social skills training 

• Includes engagement of older peers in intervention 

• Encourages involvement of parents (education and 

support) 

• Provides opportunities for youth to link with the world 

of work 

Blum (1998) • Provides opportunities for contribution to family, 

community and neighborhood  

• An adult who cares and is connected (also a network of 

adults who are involved in the life of the young person) 

• Provide a place where youth can gather together, have 

fun and make connections with other youth under adult 

supervision 

• Includes school and community activities that 

develop/provide a sense of belonging 
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Roth et al (1998) • Enhances competencies 

• Promoted positive behaviors 

• Strengthens available opportunities and supports 

• Encourages parental support 

• Promotes and develops positive relationships 

• Promotes growth in interpersonal coping and academic 

skills 

• Offers opportunities for youth to actively participate in 

meaningful activities 

• Encourages planning for the future 

• Long-term programme 

Quinn (1999) • Contents and processes tailored to the needs and 

interests of young adolescents  

• Diverse backgrounds of adolescents is recognized, 

valued and responded to 

• Work is done collectively as well as individually, to 

extend reach to underserved youth 

• Young people’s time and attention is actively sought 

after (taking into account youth interests and 

competition of negative social settings) 

• Quality and diversity of staff is strengthened 

• Partnership with families, schools and community  

• Provide leadership opportunities for youth within the 

community 

• Serving as strong advocates for and with youth 

• Self-evaluation and specificity of programme goals 

A well-managed, stable organization, committed to the 

lives of young people 

Peterson et al 

(2001)  

• Provides a positive relationship with a caring adult 

• Physically and emotionally safe environment 

• Opportunities for mastery  

• Engagement in learning 

• Opportunities to value and practice service to others 

• Opportunities for growth in self-determination 

• Opportunities for thoughts on future aspirations  

• Provides an inclusive environment 

Roth & Brooks-

Gunn (2003) 

• Programme goals: based on the Five C’s of PYD 

• Programme atmosphere that (a) provides positive 

relationships with caring adults, (b) supports positive 

relationships with adults and peers, (c) helps youth to 

pursue their passions, (d) conveys positive behavior 

expectations, (e) provides leadership opportunities and 

(f) provides stable, long-lasting services. 
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• Programme activities that are: (a) skill and competency 

building, (b) challenging and new (c) increase 

developmental supports in other youth contexts (family, 

school community), (d) involve youth in decision 

making, (e) and community service is offered.  

R.M. Lerner (2004) • Caring and sustained adult-youth relations 

• The development of life-skills emphasized within 

activities 

• Opportunities for youth to use these kills by 

participating in and leading community, family and 

school based activities. 

Catalano et al 

(2004) 

• Promotes bonding 

• Fosters resilience 

• Promotes social and emotional competence 

• Promotes cognitive competence 

• Promoted behavioral competence 

• Promotes moral competence 

• Fosters self-determination 

• Fosters spirituality  

• Fosters self-efficacy 

• Fosters a clear and positive identity 

• Fosters belief in the future 

• Provides recognition for positive behavior 

• Provides opportunities for pro-social involvement  

• Fosters pro-social norms 

Benson et al (2006) • Sustainable, high quality adult-youth relationships 

• Promotes positive peer influences 

• Enhances skills and competencies of youth (to grow 

their ability to engage with, connect, change and learn 

from their social contexts) 

• Creating opportunities for youth to actively exercise and 

utilize their ability to engage with and change their 

social contexts 

• Providing challenging experiences and opportunities for 

youth to participate and contribute 

Ministry of Youth 

Development 

(2009) 

• Conduct activities that build connections between 

participants and positive people that last beyond the 

duration of the programme, ensuring that young people 

are engaged in positive settings and activities longer-

term 

• Use of a wide/different range of activities, taking into 

account appeal to youth and the organization’s ability 

to facilitate positive developmental outcomes 
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• Use of activities that will help participants to identify 

and move closer to their long-term goals 

• Providers can practically and conceptually demonstrate 

how their activities offer meaningful developmental 

opportunities. Especially in terms of helping 

participants form enduring connections and helping 

them to become competent members of society that will 

engage in positive activities beyond the duration of the 

programme.  

• Providers can conceptually and practically demonstrate 

how their service projects benefit the community 

• Providers incorporate features of settings and activities 

demonstrably in their programmes that relate to 

effective practice   

• Providers articulate and incorporate a model of 

practice that optimizes the growth and learning youth 

gain from activities 

• Potential variations to the present standard programme 

model are considered (20-week programme) 

• Ensuring that programme contribution or support 

continues post-programme for youth who will not have 

positive adult support in their natural setting.  

Dukakis et al (2009) • Opportunities and support for participation 

• Positive relationships with staff members 

• Intentional pathways (competency and conflict 

resolution/problem solving) 

• Provide opportunities for youth leadership and 

encourage engagement  

• Professional capacity (staff recruitment, training and 

evaluation of program) 

Baber & Rainer 

(2011)                                 

• Establishing and maintaining a trusting relationship 

(between staff/adults and youth) 

• Helping to build positive decision-making skills in youth 

• Embracing and implementing healthy lifestyle changes 

• Recognizing and developing leadership potential 

• Helping youth to create personal goals and identify the 

resources and strategies needed to attain them 

• Promoting self-efficacy 

• Working to enhance family relations  

Roth & Brooks-

Gunn (2015) 

• Provides positive and caring adult relationships 

• Provides challenging experiences 

• Opportunities for skill-building 

• Provides out of school activities 
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• Helps to grow intentional self-regulation skills 

 

2.2 Differences across frameworks 

2.2.1. Eccles and Gootman’s Features of Positive Developmental Settings 

The most frequently cited PYD programme framework that others have drawn from is the 

work of Eccles and Gootman (2002) and the National Research Council’s Committee on 

Community Level Programs for Youth from the United States.  The National Research 

Council developed two frameworks, one on personal and social assets that promote well-

being and another on the environmental and administrative features of positive 

developmental settings. It is this latter framework that was most relevant for this review.  

Roth and Brooks-Gunn (2015), Dukakis et al (2009), the New Zealand Ministry of Youth 

Development (2009), Benson et al (2006) and Lerner (2004) have all cited Eccles and 

Gootman and drawn from their research on positive developmental settings. It seems only 

fitting that Eccles and Gootman’s list of components should be explored with a lens that takes 

into account the similarities between other frameworks as well as the differences or where 

later work may have expanded or refined this foundational framework. Rather than provide a 

list specifically linked to youth programming, Eccles and Gootman (2002) presented a list of 

8 features of daily settings that can maximise positive development.  This list was based on 

theories of positive developmental processes and empirical research on settings youth 

experience such as schools, neighbourhoods and community programs. Eccles and Gootman 

also drew from feature lists by other scholars and used peer-reviewed literature reviews that 

were quite recent at the time, providing support for each feature. Eccles and Gootman did 

urge however, that this list may be missing important features as it was based on the current 

research at the time and some features could be blended together. As the list in Table 1 only 
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provides the headings of the eight programme components, these are expanded in more detail 

below.   

Physical and psychological safety refers to having facilities that are safe and health 

promoting practices, which promote safe peer group interaction and reduce unsafe 

confrontational peer interactions. Appropriate structure refers to consistent and clear rules/ 

expectations, stability and predictability, clear limits and age-appropriate monitoring. 

Supportive relationships, which is the most common feature among frameworks, includes 

warmth, connectedness, caring, guidance, responsiveness, and providing an opportunity for 

secure attachments to be built. Opportunities to belong includes meaningful inclusion, social 

engagement and integration, and social inclusion regardless of ethnicity, sexual orientation, 

gender or disabilities. According to Eccles and Gootman, this should also include 

opportunities for socio-cultural identity formation as well as support for cultural competence. 

Positive social norms can be narrowed down to rules of behaviour/ways of doing things, 

morals and values, as well as obligations of service. Support for efficacy and mattering 

involves empowerment practices that support autonomy, grant responsibilities, enable youth, 

and provide a meaningful challenge. This also involves practices in which the main focus is 

on improvement rather than current performance levels. Opportunities for skill building, 

which is also very common across frameworks, involves providing opportunities for young 

people to learn intellectual, psychological, physical, social and emotional skills, as well as 

opportunities to learn inter-cultural skills, communication skills, preparation for future 

employment, and opportunities to develop good habits of mind. Lastly, integration of school, 

family, and community efforts means communication, coordination, and synergy between all 

three of these youth microsystems.  

2.2.2. Dryfoos (1990). Dryfoos compiled a list of 11 components of successful 

prevention programmes. Compared to Eccles and Gootman (2002), these components seem 
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to come from a more prevention and intervention-based background rather than seeking to 

promote positive youth development in general. However, this list has been cited by three of 

the frameworks in this review and is therefore considered appropriate. Dryfoos analysed 100 

youth programmes by reading their published literature, site visits, and face to face and 

telephone interviews. The content analysis of the data identified the 11 programme 

components that were common across multiple programmes. Dryfoos does not specify the 

frequencies that these components were found across programmes and is generally vague on 

methodological details (a common limitation across many of these framework descriptions).  

Some of the similarities between Dryfoos (1990) and Eccles and Gootman (2002; 

with these features in brackets) include; an intensive individualised relationship with a 

responsible adult [Supportive relationships], opportunities for youth to link with the world of 

work, and social skills training [Opportunities for skill building]. Like Peterson et al (2001), 

Dryfoos (1990) is more specific than Eccles and Gootman about the nature of the supporting 

relationships and argues that it should be with a responsible caring adult who can provide 

their full attention to a young person. In a similar manner Dryfoos also has a more expanded 

idea of Eccles and Gootman’s feature of skill building, by specifying that youth development 

programmes should include opportunities for young people to build social skills as well as 

skills that more specifically prepare a young person for adult employment. Other similarities 

include Dryfoos’ components of a Communitywide multi-agency collaborative approach, 

Administration of school programs by outside agencies and Involvement of parents. Although 

not identical descriptions, all three can be linked to Eccles and Gootman’s feature of an 

Integration of family, school and community efforts. 

Dryfoos’ (1990) emphasis on prevention reflects the major emphasis on adolescent 

research of that time; whereas the PYD approach attempts to capture both preventing 

maladaptation and promoting thriving. Another important difference between Dryfoos’ work 
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and Eccles and Gootman (2002), is Dryfoos’ component of Early identification and 

intervention. It would make sense that Eccles and Gootman (2002) would not include this 

component as they do not provide a treatment or prevention programme-based framework, 

but one that focuses on setting characteristics that will promote positive development. Other 

components from Dryfoos not included in Eccles and Gootman’s model, includes; 

programmes Located in schools and communities (for young people considered ‘switched-

off’ to school), programmes that Provides staff training, and Engagement of older peers in 

training and mentoring.  

2.2.3. Blum (1998). Blum conducted a review of the literature surrounding youth 

development, risk, and resilience. The section of Blum’s review that this review will focus on 

is on resiliency-based programming. The key elements for this are described in the PCAP 

(People, Contributions, Activity, and Place) model and the components from this model are 

presented in table 1. To inform this model, Blum drew from three studies that extensively 

analysed youth programmes to identify elements of success. These elements were compiled 

into the four PCAP domains.  

Similar to Eccles and Gootman, as well as Dryfoos, Blum (1998) also mentions the 

importance of the Opportunity for contribution to family, community and neighbourhood 

[Integration of family, school and community efforts], emphasising that the positive impacts 

on the young person are more widespread and integrative when extended beyond a single 

setting. Blum also includes belonging in the PCAP model and mentions that a programme 

with School and community activities, that develops a sense of belonging/connection 

[Opportunities for belonging] are necessary for effective youth programming. However, this 

feature is not elaborated on and lacks description. Also similar to Eccles and Gootman’s 

(2002) framework is Blum’s component of An adult who cares and is connected [Supportive 

relationships]. Blum further develops this in the PCAP model by proposing that a network of 
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adults involved in the life a young person can make a big difference, rather than just one 

supportive adult. The subtle differences found in comparing Blum’s PCAP model with Eccles 

and Gootman’s is illustrative of the differences in many of these frameworks. When 

compared to one another, they have criteria that seem the same, but when examined in more 

detail they appear to focus on slightly different issues. This is one reason why it can be a 

challenge to find similar criteria between frameworks and is also why a comparative review 

such as this is important. 

Blum’s PCAP model also includes the component; Provide a place where youth can 

gather together, enjoy each other’s company, and make connections with other youth while 

under the supervision of an adult. Eccles and Gootman do not have a feature similar to this 

component, although this could come into Opportunities for belonging in a more social sense, 

as Blum does address belonging in terms of school and community activities. Another 

important difference that should be addressed is in the goals driving these two perspectives; 

Blum’s framework was made with the intention of identifying key programme elements that 

lead to success, while Eccles and Gootman’s framework was designed to be more holistic and 

setting based rather than programme specific.  

 2.2.4. Roth, Brooks-Gunn, Murray, and Foster (1998). Roth et al examined 15 youth 

development programme evaluations in their review. Their goal was to expand on the 

program evaluation findings of the Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development as well as 

address the limitations or problems with the existing programme literature that their 

evaluation identified. Roth et al (1998) conducted quite an extensive search, looking over a 

span of 6 databases with 60 evaluation studies proving useful. This search also had two 

restrictions; including sources from studies on youth programme evaluations only and 

excluding any sources to studies on curriculum, as they did not want to include any 

references to short school-based prevention programs consisting of only a few sessions. 
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There is no clear list of programme components identified; however, dispersed throughout 

the review, are nine components that link to programme success and positive developmental 

outcomes in youth. It is these components that can be seen in Table 1. 

Some of the similar programme components between Roth et al (1998) and Eccles 

and Gootman (2002; Eccles and Gootman’s features are in brackets), includes; Enhancing 

competencies [Support for efficacy and mattering], Strengthens available opportunities and 

supports [Support for efficacy and mattering], Promoting positive behaviours [Positive social 

norms], Encourages parental support [Integration of family], and Promotes and develops 

positive relationships [Supportive relationships]. Another similarity between Roth et al 

(1998) and Eccles and Gootman (2002) is the Promotion of growth in interpersonal, coping, 

and academic skills. Eccles and Gootman do not list these specific skills, but when they 

describe the component of Opportunities for skill building, they include similar 

characteristics such as intellectual and psychological skills, exposure to intentional learning 

experiences, and good habits of mind. This provides a good example of how components 

across frameworks are not be explicitly tied together, but may address similar ideas.  

Programme components provided by Roth et al (1998) that could not be found within 

Eccles and Gootman’s framework include that a programme should be Long-term and that it 

Encourages planning for the future. This difference could be attributed to Eccles and 

Gootman’s framework not being specifically designed for programme use, but the many 

settings that include youth programmes. Unfortunately, Roth et al do not expand on the 

component: Encourages planning for the future, and although Eccles and Gootman do 

include preparation for adult employment in the description of opportunities for skill 

building, planning for the future can include much more than merely preparing to enter the 

workforce.   
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2.2.5. Quinn (1999). Quinn derived 10 ‘principles of best practice’ from a review of 

well-regarded national (United States) studies on youth development. According to Quinn 

(1999) young people report that what they appreciate most about youth development 

programmes is making friends, the ability to make choices, and have their voices heard. This 

is reflected in Quinn’s framework for best practice; however, the author does not provide 

much detail on the development of these 10 principles or the reasoning/evidence in support of 

each principle.  

Quinn’s (1999) framework of best practice for community programs has a few 

similarities with Eccles and Gootman’s framework, including; Diverse backgrounds of youth 

are recognised, valued and responded to [Opportunities to belong], Partnership with family, 

schools and community [Integration of family, school and community efforts], and Providing 

leadership opportunities for youth in the community. Although opportunities for leadership is 

not explicitly mentioned in Eccles and Gootman’s framework, the description for their 

component of Support for efficacy and mattering involves empowering youth, giving them 

responsibility and providing them with a meaningful challenge. Again, although this is not an 

explicit similarity between the frameworks, there is a common underlying theme. 

There are a number of contrasts between Quinn’s (1999) framework compared to 

Eccles and Gootman’s (2002) list of features. All of these differences, while important 

distinctions to highlight, can be attributed to Eccles and Gootman’s framework being more 

holistic and not programme specific, unlike Quinn’s framework which is solely focused on 

community programmes and draws on the experiences of youth. Quinn includes the 

following components which are not found in Eccles and Gootman’s list: The contents and 

processes of a program should be tailored to the needs and interests of youth; young people’s 

time and attention is actively sought after; the quality and diversity of staff is strengthened; 

serving as strong advocates for and with youth; self-evaluation and specificity of programme 
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goals; work collectively as well as individually to extend their reach to underserved 

adolescents; and a well-managed, stable organisation with a committed leadership board. 

Not only are there differences between these two frameworks, there is also differences within 

Quinn. For example; one of Quinn’s components, provides leadership opportunities for youth 

within the community; is more specifically related to what a programme does for youth, 

whereas Quinn’s two components, self-evaluation and specificity of programme goals, and a 

well-managed, stable organisation, committed to the lives of young people are more related to 

programme infrastructure and administration. 

2.2.6. Peterson, Gerhard, Hunter, Marek, Phillips and Titcomb (2001). Peterson et al 

have also provided a set of 8 programme components, as can be seen in table 1, compiled by 

the Critical Elements Work Group after reviewing the literature on characteristics of effective 

programmes for youth development and while also keeping in mind the goals of the 4-H 

programme. This work group was formed from the National 4-H Impact Assessment Project 

in St Louis. The main focus of the review was exploring existing empirical research on what 

influences positive youth development with the goal of eventually creating a list of 

programme characteristics most likely to bring about positive youth development.  

 In terms of similarities with Eccles and Gootman’s framework, Peterson et al (2001) 

include A physically and emotionally safe environment [Physical and psychological safety], 

Provides a positive relationship with a caring adult [Supportive relationships] and 

Opportunities for growth in self-determination [Support for efficacy and mattering] as 

critical elements of a youth development programme. In relation to supportive relationships, 

Peterson et al provides a more detailed characteristic that emphasizes both supportive and 

positive relationships with caring adults. Peterson et al also mentions that these caring adults 

act as a guide, mentor and advisor, setting expectations and boundaries while also being a 

supportive friend. This is consistent with many other frameworks which indicate that a 
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positive sustained relationship with caring adults is key for youth programmes (Baber, 

Rainer, & Academy, 2011; Benson, Scales, Hamilton, & Sesma, 2006; Blum, 1998; Dryfoos, 

1990; J. L. Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2003, 2015; R. M. Lerner, 2004; Dukakis et al, 2009; 

Ministry of Youth Development, 2009). Another critical element that Peterson et al 

emphasizes is Opportunities for growth in self-determination. Peterson et al describes this 

element as helping youth to grow a sense of personal influence over their lives, working on 

their potential to become autonomous, self-directing adults, incorporating key words such as 

empowerment, autonomy and self-worth. This links with how Eccles and Gootman describe 

efficacy and mattering, mentioning that youth practice should be empowering, enabling, and 

grant responsibility to youth.  

In terms of contrasts, one of Peterson et al’s (2001) criteria is that a programme 

Provides an inclusive environment. Eccles and Gootman (2002) provide a more over-arching 

feature of Opportunities for belonging. As mentioned in the first paragraph of this section, an 

opportunity for belonging not only covers social and meaningful inclusion, but social 

engagement and integration as well as opportunities for socio-cultural identity formation and 

cultural competence (Eccles & Gootman, 2002). In Appendix B of Peterson et al’s article, 

this component is described in more detail as “an inclusive environment is one that allows a 

sense of belonging to develop, encourages and supports its members, and offers 

encouragement with specific and positive feedback. Healthy groups celebrate the success of 

all members – taking pride in the collective efforts of all” (pg. 58). Thus, the key difference is 

Eccles and Gootman’s addition of cultural competence and socio-cultural identity formation.  

2.2.7. Roth and Brooks-Gunn (2003). Roth and Brooks-Gunn have presented three 

defining characteristics of a youth development programme, however, each of these three 

characteristics contain sub-components. An extensive literature review was conducted using 

6 databases searching for the empirical support for the efficacy of youth development 
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programmes as well as models for programmes that have been cited most frequently and cited 

as most effective. A survey was also conducted on the programmes highlighted as being quite 

effective. The goal of this article was that these key defining characteristics of youth 

development programmes would serve as a starting point for the development of measures to 

assess the quality of youth experiences, as well as programme effectiveness at promoting 

positive developmental outcomes. Thus, the objectives of Roth and Brooks-Gunn’s work is 

most closely aligned to the purpose of the present study.  

It is the sub-components within Roth and Brook-Gunn’s framework that can be 

compared to Eccles and Gootman’s features of positive developmental settings. Similarities 

that this framework has with Eccles and Gootman’s features include the following: A 

programme atmosphere that provides positive relationships with caring adults [Supportive 

relationships]; Communicates positive behaviour expectations [Positive social norms]; 

Provides programme activities that are skill and competency building [Opportunities for skill 

building]; Provides programme activities that are challenging [Support for efficacy and 

mattering]; Provides programme activities that increase developmental supports in family, 

school and community contexts[Integration of family, school and community efforts]; 

Programme activities that involve youth in decision making [Support for efficacy and 

mattering]; and Provide opportunities for community service [Positive social norms].  

 Sub-components in Roth and Brooks-Gunn’s (2003b) framework that are not included 

in Eccles and Gootman’s list of features Helping young people to pursue their passions; 

Providing leadership opportunities; Supports positive relationships with adults and peers; 

and provides stable-long lasting services. Eccles and Gootman include empowerment 

practices when explaining their feature of Support for efficacy and mattering, which sounds 

similar to helping young people pursue their passions, and under which leadership 

opportunities could fall. However, Eccles and Gootman do not address either of these topics 
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when describing efficacy and mattering. Furthermore, Roth and Brooks-Gunn’s third 

component, Stable-long lasting services is not clearly addressed by Eccles and Gootman. 

This last point could be attributed to the different purposes of the two frameworks. Unlike 

Eccles and Gootman, Roth and Brooks-Gunn’s framework is programme focused and was 

designed with the goal of being a starting point for the development of measures to assess the 

effectiveness and quality of a youth development programme. 

2.2.8. R.M. Lerner (2004). Drawing from the earlier work by Eccles and Gootman 

(2002),  Roth and Brooks-Gunn (2003a, 2003b) , Catalano et al (1999), and Blum (2003), 

Lerner (2004) has taken a different approach and provided three broad domains of what the 

most effective PYD programmes focus on, including Caring and sustained adult-youth 

relations; The development of life-skills emphasized within activities; and Opportunities for 

youth to use these kills by participating in and leading community, family and school-based 

activities.  Lerner did not elaborate on the process that produced these 3 criteria but mentions 

that it is these three components that are most prominent in the literature on effective positive 

development programmes.  

  All three of these components provided by Lerner are included in Eccles and 

Gootman’s framework. There is one slight apparent difference however. Lerner’s component 

of Caring and sustained adult-youth relations aligns with Eccles and Gootman’s feature of 

Supportive relationships; yet in the description for this feature, Eccles and Gootman do not 

mention that this relationship must be with an adult or should be sustained. This shows that 

Lerner may have expanded this feature of supportive relationships, considering how other 

authors have also emphasized the importance of adult-youth relationship (e.g. Roth & 

Brooks-Gunn, 2003b). Again, there is also the difference of Lerner’s framework being 

programme focused. 
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2.2.9. Catalano et al., (2004). Catalano et al have provided the largest number of 

constructs (14) that PYD programmes should adhere to. Interestingly, the aim of the 

evaluation was not to produce a set of components but to find an operational definition of 

positive youth development. Therefore, they do not describe how an organisation would go 

about applying these constructs to their work with you. It was through an extensive literature 

review, the work of an evaluative team, and a consensus meeting of leading scientists that 

these programme objectives were developed as part of this operational definition. The authors 

review each component in considerable detail, documenting support from the literature 

accordingly. 

Catalano et al (2004) presented 7 constructs that can be linked with Eccles and 

Gootman’s framework, these include: Promotes bonding [Supportive relationships]; 

Promoting cognitive, social, emotional and behavioural competence [Opportunities for skill 

building]; and Promoting moral competence and Fostering pro-social norms [Positive social 

norms]. Catalano et al’s construct of fostering self-determination can also be linked with 

Eccles and Gootman’s support for efficacy and mattering. Another similarity between these 

two frameworks is that unlike many of the other frameworks, each component or feature is 

reviewed in detail, giving support from the literature for each component. Objectives 

provided by Catalano et al that are not similar to those in Eccles and Gootman’s framework 

includes Fosters resilience; Fosters spirituality; Fosters clear and positive identity; and 

Provides recognition for positive behaviour.  The inclusion of resilience in Catalano et al’s 

framework could be due to the concept of resilience in youth developing alongside of 

Positive Youth Development, being seen as a protective factor in youth experiencing 

adversity (J. V. Lerner, Phelps, Forman, & Bowers, 2009). However, Catalano et al (2004) 

simply explains what resilience is and does not give a specific reason for including it. It is 

quite interesting that Catalano et al is the only framework in this review that includes 
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spirituality/religion, especially when considering that many young people experience youth 

organisations and communities through religious institutions (e.g. church youth groups, 

Canterbury Youth Services). It is also important to mention that Catalano et al provides very 

specific components, whereas Eccles and Gootman’s seem much broader.     

2.2.10. Benson, Scales, Hamilton, and Sesma (2006). Benson et al presented a chapter 

on PYD theory, research, and applications, and while the authors do not provide a clear list of 

components (similar to Roth et al, 1998), Benson et al., do include contextual factors that 

have been shown to support positive development in young people as well as three points of 

intervention likely to increase the probability of adaptive developmental regulation. This 

chapter is not a review or evaluation of programs, but rather draws from the literature to 

support the theories presented on PYD and in doing so provides helpful criteria that is similar 

to what can be described as programme components. An interesting similarity between 

Eccles and Gootman’s framework and Benson et al’s is that both of these frameworks are not 

programme specific, rather they are chapters that draw from the literature and present factors 

or features that promote positive development 

Similarities between Benson et al (2006) and Eccles and Gootman’s (2002) 

framework can be seen in 5 programme components, including: Enhances the skills and 

competencies of youth [Opportunities for skill building]; Sustainable, high quality adult-

youth relationships [Supportive relationships], although Benson et al make this more 

specific, similar to other authors. Other components that Benson et al has included such as, 

Creating opportunities for youth to actively exercise and use their ability to engage with and 

change their social contexts, and Providing challenging experiences and opportunities for 

youth to participate and contribute, could also fall under Eccles and Gootman’s feature of 

Support for efficacy and mattering. There is only one component included in Benson et al’s 

chapter that does not clearly link with any feature in Eccles and Gootman’s framework which 
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is, Promoting positive peer influences. None of Eccles and Gootman’s features address peer 

relationships. This highlights the importance of comparing Eccles and Gootman with other 

frameworks, especially considering that Benson et al is not the only framework that addresses 

peer relationships and their influence (Blum, 1998; Dryfoos, 1990; J. L. Roth & Brooks-

Gunn, 2003).  

2.2.11. Ministry of Youth Development (2009). The Ministry of Youth Development 

(MYD) conducted a review in order to identify what is considered good practice in structured 

youth development programmes. The review was intended to be used for the purpose of 

assessing the relevancy of and evaluating the MYD’s existing structured programmes. Their 

findings provided a clear list of nine best practice principles that should be applied to MYD 

programmes and could be applied to other youth development programmes. Similarities 

between these principals and Eccles and Gootman’s (2002) framework include the 

component; Conduct activities that build connections between participants and positive 

people that last beyond the duration of the programme, ensuring that young people are 

engaged in positive settings and activities long-term [Opportunities for belonging]. Many 

other components in the MYD framework include the programmes ability to show or 

demonstrate how they are promoting components like Eccles and Gootman’s Support for 

efficacy and mattering and Opportunities for skill-building. For example, the MYD 

framework includes the following component: Providers can practically and conceptually 

demonstrate how their activities offer meaningful developmental opportunities...helping them 

[participants] to become competent members of society that will engage in positive activities 

beyond the duration of the programme.   

 Programme components included by the MYD but not by Eccles and Gootman (2002) 

include the following: Use of a wide/different range of activities, taking into account appeal 

to youth and the organisations ability to facilitate positive developmental outcomes; Use of 
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activities that help participants to identify and move closer to their long-term goals; and  

Ensuring that programme contribution or support continues after the programme has been 

completed for youth who have no positive adult-youth relationships outside of the 

programme. This last component is quite distinct compared to the components in other 

frameworks in this review; but it could be argued that accomplishing such a goal would 

require the Integration of family, school and community efforts (one of the components in 

Eccles and Gootman’s framework), as ensuring that youth have established relationships in 

one of those areas would require a youth programme to think beyond the immediate purposes 

of their programme goals. As mentioned above, the MYD framework is not only specific to 

youth development programmes but was intended to be used for evaluation purposes. This 

relates to the last 2 MYD programme components that are distinct from Eccles and Gootman, 

(a) Providers can conceptually and practically demonstrate how their service projects benefit 

the community; and (b) providers incorporate features of settings and activities demonstrably 

in their programmes that relate to effective practice. 

2.2.12. Dukakis, London, McLaughlin and Williamson (2009). Dukakis et al have 

provided a ‘tri-level’ perspective, focusing on context, based on a review of the literature 

surrounding youth development practices. This perspective is split into three sections; 

individual level (indicators that point to the personal progress or outcomes of a young 

person), setting level (indicators that address the opportunities and resources that should be 

supplied by a youth programme), and system level (indicators focusing on policy and the 

infrastructure of youth development in states, nations etc). It is the setting level that applies to 

this current review and the 5 components they provide under this theme are presented in 

Table 1. Unfortunately, the authors do not provide much detail in the literature review about 

how these indicators were identified. Dukakis et al’s reasoning behind this review arose from 

finding no agreed upon set of positive indicators that extend across research, policy and 
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practice. Dukakis et al’s review attempts to remedy that gap in order to foster better support 

of positive youth development. 

Similarities between Eccles and Gootman (2002) and Dukakis et al’s (2009) indicator 

framework includes: Positive relationships with staff members (more programme specific) 

[Supportive relationships]; Provide opportunities for youth leadership and encourage 

engagement [Support for efficacy and mattering]; and Intentional pathways. Dukakis et al 

provides examples for intentional pathways such as: programme activities that allow youth to 

develop life skills, problem solving skills, and mediating and helping young people to find 

their own solutions to resolve conflict. This can be linked with Eccles and Gootman’s 

component of opportunities for skill building, yet this indicator of intentional pathways also 

includes supporting youth in their plans for the future, providing opportunities for young 

people to make goals for the future and think about their skills which can be used to help 

guide career planning. It is these parts of the component that Eccles and Gootman do not 

address. Components not included in the framework by Eccles and Gootman include  

Opportunities and support for participation and a programme’s Professional capacity; in 

terms of staff recruitment, training and evaluation of the programme. The second component 

was included in Quinn’s (1999) criteria for best practice which was published before Eccles 

and Gootman.  

2.2.13. Baber, Rainer, and Academy (2011). Baber and Rainer have developed a 

‘logic model’ which is defined as a model that depicts how an intervention should function, a 

framework guide to practices, and a method for working with youth. They provide 7 

overarching positive development goals which are considered the foundation of this logic 

model and were developed from PYD principles identified in the literature. Baber and Rainer 

do not provide much detail on the methodology that resulted in these 7 principles. However, 

they do clearly communicate that the purpose of the model was to provide a set of 
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programme goals they could follow in their Shortridge Academy (therapeutic boarding 

school in New England), hoping it could generalise to other youth organisations or 

programmes.  

Similarities with Eccles and Gootman from Baber and Rainer’s (2011) model include 

Establishing and maintaining trusting relationships between staff/adults and youth 

[Supportive relationships], Helping to build positive decision making skills in youth 

[Opportunities for skill building], Recognising and developing leadership potential and 

promoting self –efficacy [Support for efficacy and mattering], and Working to enhance family 

relations [Integration of family efforts]. One of the differences between these frameworks, 

which has been highlighted in examining the components in MYD (2009) and Roth and 

Brooks-Gunn (2003b), is Helping youth to create personal goals and identify the resources 

and strategies needed to attain them. This is also supported by Dukakis et al (2009) and yet it 

is not included in Eccles and Gootman’s framework. Again, this highlights the importance of 

comparing these frameworks. Another difference is that this framework (Baber and Rainer’s 

model) is intervention/therapy focused. 

 2.2.14. Roth and Brooks-Gunn (2015) provide an updated version of Roth et al’s (1998) 

review, considering the literature on PYD programmes that has surfaced since the previous 

review. Much like the previous review they do not provide a clear list of components as that 

is not the intention of the article. They do provide throughout their discussion what they 

identify as programme aspects that lead to positive developmental outcomes in youth. 

Similarities that can be seen in the components identified in Roth and Brooks-Gunn and 

Eccles and Gootman’s (2002) framework include; Provides positive and caring adult 

relationships [Supportive relationships], Provides challenging experiences [Support for 

efficacy and mattering] and Opportunities for skill-building [Opportunities for skill 

building]. Components in this framework that are not provided by Eccles and Gootman’s 
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framework include; Providing out of school activities and Helping to grow intentional self-

regulation skills in young people. It is also worth mentioning that the latter (intentional self-

regulation skills), is not clearly supported in the other frameworks analysed in this review. 

2.3 Summary 

This review of the literature focusing on the programme components for youth development 

programmes has identified a diverse array of programme characteristics that have some 

support for their effectiveness, and the limited degree to which many of these are shared 

across frameworks. However, one question that remains, is why some authors emphasize a 

large number of programme characteristics (e.g., 14 by Catalano et al, 2004), compared to 

other authors who only identify a few components (e.g., 3 by Lerner, 2004). Unfortunately, 

after reviewing these various frameworks, there appears to be no clear reasoning for why they 

vary in the number of components or criteria provided. It is difficult to determine which 

should be held in higher regard considering that some of these frameworks, whose authors 

intended to identify programme components, provide no clear support for them; while other 

detailed literature reviews had no intention of highlighting criteria for best practice, yet 

provide well supported components, explaining each in a good level of detail.  

Based on the exploration of this literature, it seems to matter less on whether an author 

has provided a clear list of components, or a large list of components, but rather the detail 

that has gone into explaining and supporting the components with the literature surrounding 

the topic. However, looking across the frameworks, mainly at the similarities found between 

them, the support for a component that is found in a less detailed framework, can be found in 

a more detailed one. For example, Peterson et al (2001) provides the component of a positive 

relationship with a caring adult with a good description yet does not mention how this 

positive relationship with a caring adult influences young people. Nevertheless, this 

component is also a part of many other frameworks, including Eccles and Gootman (2002), 
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Lerner (2004), and Blum (1998); who all justify this component with links to evidence for 

how it is beneficial for youth development. There appears to be no explicit connection 

between the frameworks in terms of methodology and processes they used to obtain the 

components they identify, which would allude to the reasons for the different numbers of 

components or the different types that are emphasized.  

Another important difference between frameworks that should be addressed is the broad 

versus narrow approach to categorization. For example, Lerner (2004) seems to have taken a 

very broad approach to categorization. His component of The development of life-skills 

emphasised within activities could incorporate a diverse range of skills that various PYD 

programmes might try to promote in their young people. The idea of Life skill development 

could be considered more of a domain or superordinate category that could include a variety 

of components underneath (such as cognitive skills, relational skills, academic skills). 

However, Lerner’s intention was to identify essential criteria for best practice and from that, a 

framework of three broad components that should be considered key criteria for any youth 

development programme. On the other hand, Catalano et al (2004) seems to have taken a 

more fine-grained approach to categorization. Instead of providing broad categories under 

which many components could fall, Catalano et al provides a larger list of specific 

components and mentions that at least one of these components should be an objective of a 

youth programme. Taken together, it seems that many of Catalano’s categories (Behavioural 

competence, Positive identity, Social competence etc) could be considered ‘life-skills’ as 

applied to one of Lerner’s broad categories. 

Another distinction between the various frameworks is noted by authors who have 

included explicit skills and character qualities, while other authors have included components 

related to programme infrastructure. For example, Dukakis et al (2009) includes components 

about enhancing competency and conflict resolution ability, whereas Quinn’s (1999) 
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framework includes components that are more related to programme infrastructure and 

administration such as; Self-evaluation and specificity of programme goals. The two that 

stand out the most as being heavily programme focused is the New Zealand Ministry of 

Youth Development, and Quinn (1999). Rather than focusing specifically on the skills, 

opportunities and relationships in the lives of youth; the programme components provided by 

the Ministry of Youth Development and some provided by Quinn focus more on how work 

with youth should be demonstrated with a more holistic programme focused on improving 

the lives of youth rather than focusing specifically on traits that may lead to positive 

development. Consequently, these components should not be disregarded but acknowledged 

as coming from a slightly different angle or approach.  
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2.4. Programme Components Framework 

Table 2. Programme components that promote positive youth development 

Programme components 

derived from frameworks 

Domains Empirical 

articles  

1. Opportunities to develop 

relational skills (social and 

emotional). 

Atmosphere  

& Activity 

5 

2. Promotes self-efficacy and 

engagement in learning 

Atmosphere  

& Activity 

3 

3. Opportunities for growth in 

self-determination (incl. 

Youth empowerment) 

Atmosphere  

& Activity 

7 

4. Opportunities to develop 

positive and caring adult-

youth relationships 

Atmosphere 9 

5. Opportunities to develop 

positive peer relationships 

Atmosphere 7 

6. Physically and 

psychologically safe 

environment 

Atmosphere 3 

7. An inclusive environment and 

opportunities for youth to 

belong 

Atmosphere 4 

8. Communicate expectations 

for positive behaviour 

Atmosphere 4 

9. Promotes hopeful 

expectations for the future 

Atmosphere 4 

10. Adaptable to the 

needs/interests of youth 

Atmosphere 1 

11. Opportunities for participation 

in challenging activities 

Activity 7 

12. Opportunities to develop 

cognitive skills (academic, 

decision-making and self-

regulation 

Activity 6 

13. Opportunities for leadership Activity 5 

14. Build on/strengthening young 

people’s available supports. 

Activity 4 

15. Strengthens youth 

connections to family school 

and community 

Activity 5 

16. Opportunities for youth to 

value and serve others 

Activity 2 
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17. Collaborative approach to 

working with the school or 

other agencies 

Administration 1 

18. Staff receive quality training   Administration 3 

19. Provides stable and long-

lasting services 

Administration 4 

20. Actively seeks feedback and 

attempts to evaluate their 

work 

Administration 3 

 

2.4.1. Integrating the Programme Components 

All of the PYD frameworks reviewed above were combined into a single integrated PYD 

programme components framework. This framework is presented in Table 2 above. The 

programme components in this framework have been organized into three domains; 

Atmosphere, Activity, and Administration. Atmosphere refers to the social and cultural 

environment of a programme that models healthy positive relationships with peers, leaders 

and the wider community, and conveys the belief that youth are resources to be developed. 

Activity refers to specific programme activities that help to encourage or promote a certain 

component in young people, helping them to develop skills in that area. Administration 

relates to programme infrastructure and management; for example, staff training, programme 

evaluation, etc. Table 2 also shows the number of empirical articles or book chapters 

associated with each component.  

The integrated programme component framework was compiled through a content 

coding analysis from all the programme components listed in Table 1. Each programme 

component was first coded according to the framework it was derived from. Next, individual 

programme components were coded according to their content, for example; Support for 

efficacy and mattering was given two codes; support - efficacy and support - mattering. 

These codes were then categorised according to the broader themes that they represented. For 
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example, components that were given codes such as (a) activities, (b) activities - meaningful, 

(c) activities - challenging, (d) participation, and were all grouped together to form a single 

category labelled Activities. This was done for each component, forming 20 categories. The 

next phase was the organizing phase. This involved collecting codes to form sub-categories, 

to compare the categories or coding clusters with one another, and highlight differences 

within categories. This led to the emergence of new categories, as well as some components 

being placed in other categories. For example; the category that was originally Programme 

administration consisted of the sub-categories Programme evaluation, Programme stability, 

Programme administration, and Staff recruitment and training. Upon further reflection and 

returning to the original articles from which the component was identified, I decided to make 

these sub-categories their own unique categories as each one addressed a different aspect of 

programme administration that could uniquely influence programme quality. The categories 

were then grouped in domains as can be seen in Table 2. All the categories were then revised 

for a third time to explore if any additional changes needed to be made that were more 

appropriate. These final 20 categories formed the basis for the components in Table 2, as well 

as the item descriptors for the programme component Q-sort. The aim for the item descriptors 

was to use language that could be understood by both adults and youth.  

 Difficulties in the process included narrowing down categories that were too broad or 

large. Often this involved breaking broad components into two separate components (as in 

the example above of Programme Administration. This was the case with many of the 

components provided by the Ministry of Youth Development (2009). For example, one of 

their components was Conduct activities that build connection between participants and 

positive people that last beyond the duration of the programme, ensuring that young people 

are engaged in positive settings and activities longer term. This component is quite large and 

multi-faceted; for this reason, it was split into three separate components, two of which were 
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placed into the peer relationship category (Component 3), with the other being placed in the 

programme stability category (Component 16). There was also the initial issue of having a 

very large number of components in one category; programme administration. This category 

had many components from the same framework that could be coupled together to form new 

categories. Although the authors may have intended for these components to be different, 

there is considerable overlap in their definitions. An example of this is the two components 

provided by Quinn (1999), Contents and processes tailored to the needs and interests of 

young adolescents and Young people’s time and attention is actively sought after (taking into 

account youth interests and competition of negative social settings).  

Two components included in this integrated framework which may appear quite 

similar include: 14. Build on/strengthening young people’s available supports and 15. 

Strengthens youth connections to family school and community. However, including both of 

these components is important as they do address two different areas. Based on the 

components from other frameworks that component 14 is made up of, component 14 focuses 

on ensuring youth get the extra support they need, whether that be from their parents, 

community, or school. In contrast, component 15 is more focused the programmes 

partnership with family, school, and community, and helping to build relationships between 

these settings. 

 Another important note to mention is the exclusion of the component Fosters 

spirituality from this current framework, provided only by Catalano et al (2004). This is quite 

interesting as spirituality and religion are often cited as an individual indicator of positive 

youth development (included in five indicator frameworks), yet it is barely encouraged to be 

promoted within a youth programme setting. Although this component was not included in 

this current framework, it can be related to many of the other included components such as; 

Opportunities for youth to values and serve others, Opportunities for youth to develop 
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relational skills, and Promotes hopeful expectations for the future (Lerner, Alberts, Anderson 

& Dowling, 2006; Lerner, Roeser & Phelps, 2008).Other components excluded due to lack of 

support include: Involves early identification and intervention and Programme goals: based 

on the Five C’s of PYD. Although the Five C’s are quite commonly mentioned in the 

literature on programme components as being influential, rather than placing the Five C’s 

within this framework, they are featured in the PYD indicators framework. It is also worth 

noting that the Five C’s is quite a broad framework with few components and not exactly 

what is necessary for this current framework. 

 Another challenging revision that was made to the framework included the separation 

of self-efficacy and self-determination into two categories. This category; self-efficacy and 

self-determination, initially consisted of components that came across as quite similar. Also, 

both constructs are facilitated by similar social and contextual conditions. Nevertheless, the 

decision to separate the constructs was informed by reviews conducted by Tsang, Hui, and 

Law (2012), as well as Deci and Ryan (2008), which both categorised them as related but 

ultimately separate constructs.  
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Chapter 3: Deriving item content for the Q-Sort: Review of PYD indicators 

 

In Chapter 2, Programme Components that promote positive youth development in young 

people were explored for the basis of a measure for evaluating youth work programmes in 

terms of best practice. The purpose of the review in this chapter is to examine what is 

identified in the PYD literature as indicators of positive youth development, that is, the 

outcomes that are associated with youth developing positively that could also be applied to 

evaluate youth programmes. . 

 The sources for this review were obtained using the same method as described in 

Chapter 2, with some additional key words and their synonyms. For example, search terms 

such as ‘outcomes’ or ‘indicators’ were added to Positive Youth Development. A few of the 

sources from Smit’s (2016) study were also included in this review, including; Benson, 

Scales, Hamilton, and Sesma, (2006); Eccles and Gootman, (2002); Dukakis et al (2009), and  

Lerner (2005). Many of the studies reviewed in this chapter were selected based on the 

identification of explicit youth outcomes or indicators that are associated with Positive Youth 

Development, or outcomes that have been shown as a result of youth involvement in PYD 

programmes which contribute to a clear framework. In this case, I use the term ‘framework’ 

to refer to a clear systematic list of outcomes, some of which have been grouped together 

either in domains and sub-domains (like some of the frameworks in Table 3). Other studies 

were also selected based on their findings on positive developmental youth outcomes and 

evaluations of youth development programmes. Additional sources were identified by 

searching the reference lists and studies that had cited those from the original literature 

search. Sources from Chapter 2 that incorporated both a programme component framework 

as well an indicator framework, were also included in this review.   
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Table 3.  

Studies 

 

Identified Indicators of Positive Youth Development 

Brendtro et al 

(1990) 

• Belonging 

• Mastery 

• Independence 

• Generosity 

Roth et al (1998)  • Competency 

• Caring 

• Civic responsibility 

• Commitment to learning  

• Positive values  

• Social skills 

• Positive identity 

• Academic skills  

• Vocational skills 

• Interpersonal skills 

• Good relationships with parents 

• Good relationships with peers  

• Positive attitude towards school  

• Positive attitude towards the future 

• Positive attitude towards elders  

• Confidence in academic ability 

• Good self-esteem  

• Pro-social behaviour 

Peterson et al 

(2001) 

• Communication skills 

• Conflict resolution skills 

• Critical thinking skills 

• Decision making skills 

• Goal setting and planning skills 

• Social/environmental navigation skills 

• Personal safety skills 

• Problem solving skills 

• Relationship skills 

• Social responsibility skills 

• Subject matter knowledge and skills mastery 

• Valuing diversity 

Eccles & Gootman 

(2002) 

Physical development 

• Good health habits 

• Good health risk-management skills 

Intellectual development 

• Knowledge of essential life skills 
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• Knowledge of essential vocational skills 

• School success 

• Rational habits of mind—critical thinking and reasoning 

skills 

• In-depth knowledge of more than one culture 

• Good decision-making skills 

• Knowledge of skills needed to navigate through multiple 

cultural contexts 

Psychological and emotional development 

• Good mental health including positive self-regard 

• Good emotional self-regulation skills 

• Good coping skills 

• Good conflict resolution skills 

• Mastery motivation and positive achievement motivation 

• Confidence in one’s personal efficacy 

• Planning for the future and future life events 

• Sense of personal autonomy/responsibility for self 

• Optimism couples with realism 

• Coherent and positive personal and social identity 

• Pro-social and culturally sensitive values 

• Spirituality or sense of a ‘larger’ purpose in life 

• Strong moral character 

• A commitment to good use of time 

Social development 

• Connectedness—perceived good relationships and trust 

with parents, peers, and some other adults 

• Sense of social place/integration—being connected and 

valued by larger social networks 

• Attachment to pro-social/conventional institutions, such as 

school, church, nonschool youth programmes 

• Ability to navigate in multiple cultural contexts 

• Commitment to civic engagement 

Moore, Lippman & 

Brown (2004) 

• Positive peer relationships 

• Positive relationship with an(other) adult 

• Cultural sensitivity  

• Age-appropriate cross-sex relationships 

• Spirituality 

• Civic engagement 

• Positive parent-child relationship 

• Emotional coping skills 

• Positive environmental behaviours 

• Productive use of non-school time 

• Positive risk taking 
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• Realistic goals and awareness of goals and steps to 

achieve goals 

• Sense of personal identity, mattering 

Lerner (2005) • Competence 

• Confidence 

• Connection 

• Character 

• Caring 

Benson et al (2006) • Religion/spirituality 

• Belief in moral order 

• Social skills 

• Pro-social peer attachment 

• Sociability 

• Resilient temperament 

Dukakis et al (2009) • Connectedness 

• Hope 

• Efficacy  

Lerner et al (2009) • Spirituality/sense of purpose 

• School engagement 

• Civic engagement  

• Intentional self-regulation 

• Involvement in out of school activities/structured 

activities/ •Involvement in community based programmes 

• Close peer relationships 

• Successful academic achievement 

Lippman, Moore & 

McIntosh (2011) 

INDIVIDUAL 

Physical health, development & safety 

• Overall Health 

• Healthy Habits  

• Safe from accident or injury 

• Risk management skills  

Cognitive development & education 

• Educational attainment 

• Educational achievement 

• Academic self-concept 

• Critical thinking 

• Knowledge of essential life skills 

• Positive attitude towards learning 

• School engagement 

• Interactive use of technology 

• Creativity 

• Civic knowledge 

• Career and Technical knowledge 
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Psychological/emotional development 

• Overall psychological and emotional well-being 

• Self-management 

• Agency 

• Confidence 

• Optimism and resilience 

• Sense of purpose 

• Spirituality 

Social development & behavior 

• Moral character 

• Pro social values 

• Social intelligence 

• Cultural intelligence 

• Environmental awareness and behaviour 

• Civic awareness and motivation 

RELATIONSHIPS 

Family 

• Positive relations with parents 

• Positive relations with siblings 

• Positive functioning of family as a whole 

Peers 

• Positive friendships 

School 

• Positive relations with teachers 

• Positive engagement and connection 

Community 

• Positive relations with non-family adults 

• Engagement in community institutions 

• Sense of belonging in community 

• Civic engagement 

• Constructive and non-taxing employment 

• Positive digital/ electronic relationships 

Macrosystems 

• Positive group identity 

• Engages with positive ideology/movements 

CONTEXT  

Family 

• Positive parenting 

• Parental activities and enrichment  

• Parent involvement in community 

• Resources 

• Social capital 

• Safe household 
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Peers 

• Positive peers 

School 

• Access to good schools 

• Safe schools 

Community 

• Safe neighborhoods 

• Positive physical environment 

• Caring adults 

• Activities 

• Community Institutions 

• Services 

• Positive social norms 

Macrosystems 

• Cultures/sub-cultures 

• Belief systems 

Roth & Brooks-

Gunn (2015) 

• Civic engagement 

• Youth Contribution 

• Academic competency 

• Intentional self-regulation skills 

• Social engagement 

 

A total of 11 studies (sorted chronologically in Table 3 above) were identified in the literature 

containing at least three PYD indicators that signify a young person is developing positively. 

The indicators listed from each study in this table are either direct quotes of components, or 

summaries of longer, more complex features. As can be seen in the table above, these studies 

or reviews have identified a large range of indicators, from the largest framework containing 

60 indicators (Lippman, Moore, & McIntosh, 2011), and the smallest containing only three 

indicators (Dukakis et al, 2009). This large difference in numbers of indicators could be due 

to many reasons including differences in purpose, methodology, or analysis of the positive 

youth development literature, which will be discussed further below.  

3.1 Differences across Frameworks 

3.1.1 Eccles and Gootman (2002) Personal and Social Assets That Facilitate Positive 

Youth Development 



66 
 

Eccles and Gootman (2002), one of the larger frameworks in the table consisting of 28 

indicators, is cited by six out of ten of the other frameworks in the table. This could be due to 

the Eccles and Gootman framework being quite clear; split into domains (i.e., physical, 

intellectual, psychological and emotional, and social development), and explicitly labelled as 

“Personal and Social Assets that Facilitate Positive Youth Development”. Unlike their 

companion framework on Positive Development Settings, Eccles and Gootman do not provide 

a description of what each youth indicator looks like, however; what is provided is empirical 

research examples that justifies their relevance. Unlike the other theoretical frameworks or 

lists of indicators, Eccles and Gootman developed an inclusive framework that is explicitly 

seeking to identify a comprehensive set of youth assets/indicators that should facilitate 

positive youth development. In order to produce this list of indictors the authors reviewed 

theories of adolescent development, the Search Institute’s framework of developmental 

assets, and empirical research examining key characteristics that are associated with adult 

success as well as resilience and overall adolescent development. For this reason, I will use 

Eccles and Gootman’s Personal and Social Assets framework to be the lense in which the 

other indicator frameworks are critically evaluated. It is also important that the frameworks in 

this review are compared and contrasted with Eccles and Gootman’s as majority of the 

frameworks in this review have been published after 2002. The frameworks in Table 3 will be 

addressed below in relation to the date of publication being either before Eccles and 

Gootman’s work or after, in order of publication date.  

3.1.2 Brendtro, Brokenleg and Van Bockern (1990). Brendtro et al’s framework, “The Circle 

of Courage,” is an early conceptualization of youth development based on traditional Native 

American child-rearing philosophies. This framework is not based on PYD theory, yet it is a 

framework that has been cited in PYD research, used and cited by the 4-H Centre for Youth 

Development, and the indicators in this framework have been labelled positive developmental 



67 
 

characteristics (Heck & Subramaniam, 2009). This is also the smallest framework in this 

review, consisting of only four indicators. Similarities with Eccles and Gootman’s (2002) 

framework include (indicators identified by Eccles and Gootman are in brackets): Belonging 

[Connectedness]; Mastery [Mastery motivation and positive achievement motivation]; and 

Independence [Sense of personal autonomy]. The only difference between these two 

frameworks is the inclusion of Generosity in the Circle of Courage.  

  3.1.3. Roth, Brooks-Gunn, Murray, and Foster (1998).The list of PYD indicators 

provided by Roth et al (1998), unlike Eccles and Gootman, is not a clear framework. The 

authors identified PYD indicators as they reviewed the literature on PYD programmes, 

instead of intentionally compiling a clear systematic framework that pulled together 

indicators across the literature.  Six out of the 18 indicators they provide have specifically 

been put together as a list of desired outcomes and internal assets, emphasising that these are 

the outcomes that should be produced following youth participation in programmes and 

outcomes that programmes should seek to cultivate in youth. Similarities with Eccles and 

Gootman’s (2002) framework include: Confidence in academic ability [Confidence in one’s 

personal efficacy]; Good self-esteem [Good mental health including positive self-regard]; 

Positive values [Pro-social and culturally sensitive values]; Positive attitude towards the 

future [Optimism coupled with realism]; Vocational skills[Knowledge of essential vocational 

skills]; Good relationships with parents and with peers [Connectedness-perceived good 

relationships and trust with parents, peers and some other adults]; Civic responsibility 

[Commitment to civic engagement]; Competency (all assets listed under intellectual 

development); and Positive identity [Coherent and positive personal and social 

identity].Indicators not explicitly included in Eccles and Gootman’s framework include: 

Academic skills; Social skills; Pro-social behaviour; Positive attitude towards school; 

Commitment to learning; Caring; Interpersonal skills; and Positive attitude towards elders.  



68 
 

  It is worth noting that the indicators mentioned above; Academic skills and Social 

skills are quite broad and could potentially cover several indicators. For example; academic 

skills can include Commitment to learning, Critical thinking and reasoning skills, School 

success as well as being related to Positive attitude towards school and Confidence in 

academic ability. Socials skills can also be overlapped with Interpersonal skills and Good 

conflict resolution skills. After making this distinction and then looking at the indicators 

provided by Roth et al (1998), there is the possibility that the authors have not considered the 

overlap between the provided indicators, however; there is also the possibility that the authors 

have looked into the specificity of the indicators mentioned and have not addressed this as it 

is not the focus of their review. Not considering the overlap between indicators could also be 

the case of many of the other frameworks or lists included in this review.  

  3.1.4. Peterson, Gerhard, Hunter, Marek, Phillips and Titcomb (2001). Peterson et al 

provide a clear framework of 12 indicators that should be apparent following a programme 

setting. This list was compiled by this 4-H research team who concluded that if all of the 

critical elements that they identified as necessary for a programme setting were present (these 

critical elements can be seen in table 1 in the previous review), then these youth indicators or 

“life skills” should be evident in the young people involved, preparing them for adulthood. It 

is clear that the intention of this framework is to show the outcomes that should result 

following youth participation in a programme aligned with the critical elements of a youth 

programme seeking to promote positive youth development.  

The list of indicators provided by Peterson et al., have good overlap with Eccles and 

Gootman’s (2002) framework and includes: Conflict resolution skills [Good conflict 

resolution skills], Decision making skills [Good decision-making skills]; Relationship skills 

[Connectedness-perceived good relationships with parents, peers, and some other adults]; 

Critical thinking skills [Rational habits of mind-critical thinking and reasoning skills]; 
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Personal safety skills [Good health risk management skills]; Valuing diversity [Pro-social 

and culturally sensitive values]; Goal setting and planning skills [Planning for the future and 

future life events]; Social/environmental navigation skills [Knowledge of skills needed to 

navigate through multiple cultural contexts; Good emotional self-regulations skills; Sense of 

social place/integration-being connected and valued by larger social networks, and Ability to 

navigate in multiple cultural contexts]; and Social responsibility skills [Commitment to civic 

engagement]. Unlike Eccles and Gootman, Peterson et al (2001) take time to define and 

explain each indicator and how it relates to research on youth development. Differences in 

youth indicators between these two frameworks include; Subject matter knowledge and skills 

mastery, Problem solving skills, and Communication skills. According to Peterson et al, 

Communication skills includes communication with peers and other youth, and 

communication with adults, involving skills such as; appropriate posture, tone of voice, 

asking and answering questions, self-disclosing thoughts, empathy or “other perspective”, 

reflecting listening and “acknowledgement through supportive comments” (p.61).  

  3.1.5. Moore, Lippman, and Brown (2004). Moore et al provide a framework that 

consists of 26 indicators. In their review, words like “positive youth development” are used 

yet it is not in relation to PYD theory but positive development in general. The focus of their 

review is to highlight positive outcomes for youth and children, and how as constructs, these 

outcomes can be adapted for use in measures. Moore et al also mention that their intentions 

were to provide outcomes or constructs that can be clearly understood and be considered to 

have face value. In appendix A of their review article they provided a table labelled “Youth 

Outcomes Framework.” The table was organized into three columns according to domains, 

indicators within those outcome areas, and data sources that these indicators and outcomes 

were extracted from. For the purpose of this current review, I have extracted the indicators 

from the “Outcome Areas” column. The outcome areas were the outcomes of focus as the 
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‘indicators’ provided for each outcome area were quite similar and appeared to be more like 

detailed descriptions of the outcomes themselves. The indicators from this framework 

included in Table 3 above consisted of only 13 out of 26 indicators identified by Moore and 

colleagues. The others were excluded because (a) instead of being an indicator of positive 

development it appeared to represent the absence of a risk factor or negative outcome, or (b) 

there was no link or mention of a research study or source in which the outcome was derived 

from.  

  Similarities that this youth outcome framework has with Eccles and Gootman’s 

(2002) asset framework include the indicators of: Civic engagement [Commitment to civic 

engagement]; Productive use of non-school time [A commitment to good use of time]; 

Emotional coping skills [Good coping skills]; Spirituality [Spirituality or a sense of a 

“larger” purpose in life]; Sense of personal identity, mattering [Coherent and positive 

personal and social identity]; Positive parent-child relationships, Positive relationship with 

an (other) adult and Positive peer relationships; which all can be related to Eccles and 

Gootman’s indicator of Connectedness-perceived good relationships and trust with parents, 

peers, and some other adults . Another similarity includes Cultural sensitivity [Pro-social 

and culturally sensitive values], unfortunately, Moore et al (2004) do not provide a source for 

this indicator. There is another similarity which can be linked on some level with four of 

Eccles and Gootman’s indicators; Realistic goals and awareness of goals and steps to 

achieve goals (Mastery motivation and positive achievement motivation, Planfulness, Sense 

of personal autonomy, and Optimism coupled with realism). Moore et al., also identify a few 

youth indicators which are not a part of Eccles and Gootman’s framework including: Positive 

environmental behaviours; Age-appropriate cross-sex relationships; and Positive risk-taking. 

A challenge in comparing these items across frameworks is that for some indicators, neither 

groups of authors provide descriptions, which makes it difficult to clearly distinguish 
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similarities and differences between the two frameworks.  

3.1.6. Richard M. Lerner (2005). Lerner’s “Five C’s” (Competence, Confidence, 

Connection, Character and Caring) were proposed as a more compact conceptualization of 

PYD (Positive Youth Development) which involved integrating all separate indictors of PYD 

into five broad indicators (R. Lerner, 2005). Lerner developed this model based on the 

literature surrounding adolescent development, including reviews such as the one done by 

Eccles and Gootman (2002), as well as based on practitioner experiences. In this model 

Lerner provides a clear framework of outcomes that should not only be seen in youth 

following involvement with a positive youth development programme, but also five elements 

that should generally be promoted in youth. As these Five C’s are quite broad indicators it 

was somewhat more challenging to identify the similarities and differences present between 

this framework and Eccles and Gootman’s assets that promote well-being. However, 

similarities identified include: Competence [Knowledge of essential life skills, Knowledge of 

essential vocational skills, school success, Knowledge of skills needed to navigate through 

multiple cultural contexts and other attainable skills mentioned]; Confidence [Confidence in 

one’s personal efficacy]; Connection [Sense of social place/integration-being connected and 

valued by larger social networks, Connectedness-perceived good relationships and trust with 

parents, peers, and some other adults]; and Character [Strong Moral Character, Pro-social 

and culturally sensitive values]. There was one “C” that could not be clearly identified 

amongst the personal and social asset framework; Caring. R. M. Lerner (2005b), describes 

Caring as a sense of empathy and sympathy with others. None of Eccles and Gootman’s 

indicators could be linked with this.  

  3.1.7. Benson, Scales, Hamilton, and Sesma (2006). Benson et al provided part of a 

framework consisting of five Peer and Individual Protective Factors that related to this review 

on indicators of positive youth development. With the focus of this review mainly being 
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internal assets, rather than external factors or environmental factors relating to school, 

community and family; the rest of Benson’s model is not included in this review. Benson 

highlights the importance of this model being one of many models associated with positive 

development in youth. This model/list was compiled based on youth development literature 

and PYD theory. Benson also mentions that these protective factors/indicators are necessary 

for the prevention of negative outcomes as well as promotion of positive ones. Similarities 

between these indicators presented in Table 3 and Eccles and Gootman’s indicators include: 

Pro-social peer attachment [Connectedness-perceived good relationships and trust with 

parents, peers, and some other adults]; Sociability [Sense of social place/integration-being 

connected and valued by larger social networks]; Belief in moral order [Strong moral 

character]; and Religiosity [Spirituality or a sense of a “larger” purpose in life]. Differences 

between this framework and Eccles and Gootman’s framework include indicators in which no 

explicit connection can be made; Social skills and Resilient temperament. As Benson does 

not provide a definition or explanation of what these indicators are referring to specifically it 

can be difficult to determine what is meant by Resilient temperament. This indicator could 

relate to the indicators Good mental health including positive self-regard and Good coping 

skills, or Benson could be referring to something else. Social skills could also be linked to 

Eccles and Gootman’s indicators of Good conflict skills and Sense of social place/integration, 

however; Benson et al is quite vague and does not give any detail regarding Social skills, 

which makes it quite difficult to link it with Eccles and Gootman’s framework.  

  3.1.8. Dukakis, London, McLaughlin and Williamson (2009). Dukakis et al provide a 

framework of Individual-level Indicators that is part of a Tri-level perspective developed 

from a review of the research surrounding youth development practices and tools to measure 

assets. The overall goal from their review was to discover an agreed upon list of indicators 

that could be used as a set of “field-wide positive youth development indicators”. As a result 
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of their review Dukakis et al have produced “key social and emotional assets at individual, 

setting and system levels”. The assets of focus for this review however are only the 

individual-level indicators, as the others relate more to programme practice and setting 

components that promote positive youth development. All three individual-level indicators 

presented by Dukakis et al can be found in Eccles and Gootman’s framework: Connectedness 

[Sense of social place/integration-being connected and valued by larger social networks and 

Connectedness-perceived good relationships and trust with parents, peers, and some other 

adults]; Hope [Optimism coupled with realism and “Planfulness”-planning for the future 

and future life events]; and Efficacy [Confidence in one’s personal efficacy].  

  3.1.9. J. V. Lerner, Phelps, Forman, and Bowers (2009). In Lerner et al’s chapter on 

Positive Youth Development they provide eight clear indicators. They do not provide a clear 

framework, yet throughout the chapter outcomes associated with youth participation in youth 

development programmes, including 4-H programmes, are highlighted. Two of the indicators 

provided can be found in the list of personal and social assets by Eccles and Gootman: 

Spirituality [Spirituality or a sense of a “larger” purpose in life]; Involvement in community 

based programmes [Attachment to pro-social/conventional institutions, such as school, 

church, and non-school youth programmes]; Close peer relationships [Connectedness-

perceived good relationships and trust with parents, peers, and some other adults]; 

Successful academic achievement [School success]; and Civic engagement. Three of the 

indicators provided cannot be explicitly linked to Eccles and Gootman’s framework, which is 

School engagement, Involvement in out of school activities, and Intentional self-regulation.  

3.1.10. Lippman, Moore, and McIntosh (2011). Lippman et al provide the largest 

framework consisting of 60 “Positive Indicators of Child Well-being”. The goal of their 

article was to provide a framework that could be used for creating a measure of positive 

development in children and youth. Lippman et al also mention that this framework identifies 
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possible constructs for positive well-being, however, they make no link to PYD theory. For 

this framework the authors drew on theories of human development such as Erikson’s (1968, 

1985) Eight stages of development and Bronfenbrenner’s (1979, 1995) ecological theory. It is 

also worth noting that the focus of this framework is on the well-being of children and youth 

rather than specifically on developmental outcomes for adolescents, which is the focus of 

most PYD indicator frameworks.  

Moore and Lippman are also authors of the earlier 2004 youth outcomes framework 

described above. The purposes of both these frameworks are quite similar; to provide 

indicators that can be useful for creating a measure of positive development and well-being in 

children and youth. This later framework (Lippman et al, 2011) seems more extensive, with 

60 indicators all together compared to 26. This framework also draws from the 

developmental theories mentioned in this paragraph above whereas the sources the previous 

framework has drawn from mainly includes other child measures. Although this framework 

has not drawn from PYD research, it is important to carefully consider it given their 

objective, especially if many of the indicators presented can be linked with indicators in 

Eccles and Gootman’s (2002) framework. The list of indicators provided by Lippman et al is 

split into Individual, Context, and Relationships constructs. For the purpose of this review the 

indicators that will be considered include only the Individual and Relationship categories, 

excluding those associated with environmental and external factors such as Positive 

parenting and access to good schools etc as these can be attributed to settings that promote 

PYD. Only one extra indicator has been excluded from this framework for this review, which 

is; Safe from accident, injury, as this indicator related more to the absence of a risk factor, 

such as accident or injury, rather than being a positive indicator. This leaves 41 indicators to 

compare and contrast with Eccles and Gootman’s framework.     

Unlike Eccles and Gootman’s (2002) framework, this well-being framework, does 
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provide an explanation/definition for each indicator as well as the measure or reference in 

which they have sourced it from, clearly outlined in Table 1 of their article. What can be 

confusing however, is that the expansion or definitions provided by Lippman et al (2011) is 

labelled as the indicators and the ‘indicators’ or outcomes that can be seen in Table 3 above 

are labelled as domains/constructs. Parallel to Eccles and Gootman, these constructs (referred 

to an indicators below) have been grouped into sections which can be seen in Table 3. It is by 

these sections that similarities and differences will be drawn between the two frameworks.  

When comparing the Lippman et al framework with Eccles and Gootman’s (2002) 

framework, there were 25 indicators in Lippman et al’s framework that could be matched 

with 22 indicators from Eccles and Gootman’s framework. In the first section of Lippman et 

al’s framework; “Physical health, development and safety”, there are two similarities with 

Eccles and Gootman’s framework and one difference. This difference is the indicator of 

Overall health, which is quite a broad indicator and therefore seems reasonable that it is not 

included in Eccles and Gootman’s framework. There are five similarities and five differences 

between the frameworks in the next section; “Cognitive development & education”. 

Educational attainment and School engagement from this section could be related to School 

success or Academic achievement, however; these three indicators are not entirely the same 

and are therefore considered to be different.  For the indicators; Knowledge of essential life 

skills and Career and technical knowledge, which are two of the similarities in this section, 

there are no references provided to support the inclusion of the indicators into the framework. 

It is important for frameworks to provide references for the inclusion of the indicator, so it 

can be tracked back to its origin. Also, the reference gives support for the use of the indicator 

in the framework.  

In the next section; “Psychological/emotional development”, there appears to be five 

similarities and one difference between Lippman et al’s and Eccles and Gootman’s 
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frameworks. Overall psychological and emotional well-being is the only difference which 

again makes sense due to the broad nature of the indicator. The section after this; “Social 

development & behaviour”, has three similarities and three differences. The similarities 

between the two frameworks are quite clear. The differences are somewhat less clear; while 

there is no specific mention of Social intelligence in Eccles and Gootman’s framework, yet 

Good conflict resolution skills can be linked to social skills or argued to be part of social 

skills. Conflict resolution skills is included in the description for Social intelligence provided 

by Lippman et al (2011). In relation to the “Family” section, there is one similarity and two 

differences between the two frameworks. The reason for this is due to this section containing 

a very specific indicator and a quite broad one; Positive relations with sibling/extended family 

and Positive functioning of family as a whole, both of which are not included in Eccles and 

Gootman’s framework. There are no differences in the “Peers” and “School” section and 

Positive relations with teachers falls under the same category as non-family adults.  

Under the section of “Community”, there are four similarities and two differences 

between the Eccles and Gootman (2002) and Lippman et al’s frameworks. Although Eccles 

and Gootman do include the indicator; Knowledge of essential vocational skills, it is unclear 

as to whether this includes actual employment experience and may be implicitly implied. The 

other difference is again due to the inclusion of a very specific indicator; Positive 

digital/electronic relationships; nevertheless, this is an important distinction to make as it 

points out the time difference between the frameworks (Eccles and Gootman, 2002; Lippman 

et al., 2011) indicating the growing importance of the interactions young people have on 

social media. There is only one difference within the “Macrosystems” section consisting of 

two indicators, which is; Engages with positive ideologies and movements. This indicator 

cannot be explicitly tied to any of Eccles and Gootman’s indicators as there is not much detail 

provided for this specific indicator.  
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  3.1.11. Roth and Brooks-Gunn  (2015). Roth and Brooks-Gunn provide the last set of 

youth indicators. Roth and Brooks-Gunn do not provide an intentional framework of PYD 

indicators, rather they provide an update from the Roth et al (1998) review, and a discussion 

of the evolution of PYD research as related to youth development programmes. All indicators 

across Roth and Brooks-Gunn, and Roth et al were similar apart from; Civic engagement, 

Youth contribution and Intentional self-regulation skills. Similarities that this list of 

indicators has with Eccles and Gootman’s (2002) personal and social assets framework 

includes; Civic engagement [Commitment to civic engagement]. The indicators that are not 

provided by Eccles and Gootman (2002) include; Youth contribution, which can be described 

as positive contribution to family, to self, community and civil society (Lerner, 2004), and 

Intentional self-regulation skills. It is hard to know if the indicators that are similar between 

frameworks are referring to the same exact indicator, as Roth and Brooks-Gunn unfortunately 

do not elaborate or provide a description on what these indicators are exactly and what it may 

look like to see this in a young person. Eccles and Gootman also do not provide a description 

for their indicators to the extent that they did for their programme components, yet the 

indicators they provide are much longer and detailed than the indicators provided by Roth 

and Brooks-Gunn.  

3.2. Discussion and Summary 

The distinctions across these various frameworks in terms of the number and types of 

indicators included could be attributed to a number of different factors. First, for some 

frameworks, there was only a portion of the content that was relevant to this review on PYD 

indicators (Benson et al., 2006; Lippman et al., 2011), with the rest of the framework being 

unrelated to youth outcomes and more related to external factors (e.g., home settings). 

Second, other authors did not intend to develop an inclusive framework applicable to all 

youth (J. V. Lerner et al., 2009; J. L. Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2015), rather they simply 
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identified relevant indicators based on their review of selected literature. Third, and similar to 

the review on programme components, there are considerable differences across authors 

concerning the level of abstraction applied to organizing and categorizing individual 

indicators. For example, Lerner’s (2005) Five C’s typology could encompass many more 

specific indicators of PYD into five broad domains.  

Fourth, for a few authors, the level of abstraction applied to their conceptualization of 

PYD is such that their typology could be applied as youth indicators or as programme 

components. For example, the five C’s; Competence, Confidence, Connection, Character and 

Caring, are all outcomes that can be seen in youth as well as encouraged/promoted by youth 

workers and practitioners. Bowers et al., (2010) has also mentioned that the five C’s are 

familiar terms used both by practitioners and adolescents involved in youth development 

programmes. As well as the Five C’s, the Circle of Courage provided by Brendtro et al 

(1990), provides an excellent example of how a framework can consist of indicators that can 

be both encouraged in young people, and be a positive youth outcome. In other words; these 

indicators can also be seen as programme components.  

In terms of similarities and differences that these frameworks have with Eccles and 

Gootman’s list of indicators; the differences that were the simplest to distinguish included 

indicators in frameworks that provided a clear description of what the indicator is referring 

to. However, Eccles and Gootman do not provide clear descriptions for the indicators 

provided, which leaves some uncertainty as to whether the indicators are the same or 

completely different. The similarities across different frameworks can be much clearer if at 

least one of the perspectives provides a clear description for each indicator.   

3.2.1. Cultural Application 

 A big limitation of much of the research on positive youth development indicators is the lack 
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of inclusion of culture in frameworks. Many of the frameworks presented in this review seem 

to be from a western or euro-centric perspective that values individualism. Some of the 

indicators presented in these frameworks may clash with cultures that are more inclusive or 

that seek the positive development of the whole family or even community rather than just 

the young person themselves. This can be an issue for applicability to New Zealand Māori 

and Pasifika youth. Despite this issue there is some overlap between those PYD frameworks 

that take a more holistic approach and Māori views of well-being such as Te Whare Tapa 

Whā (Durie, 1994). This well-known model based on the metaphor of a whare (a Māori 

house) with the four walls representing different dimensions of wellbeing, including Te taha 

hinengaro (mental and emotional health), Te taha wairua (spiritual health), Te taha whānau 

(relational health; relationships and family) and Te taha tinana (Physical health). Each of 

these aspects are included in some way in many of the PYD frameworks presented in this 

review; however, the value or importance of each of these dimensions in Te Whare Tapa 

Whā do differ and have more value together; as the whare metaphor illustrates their 

interdependence. Arahanga-Doyle, Moradi, Jang, Neha, Hunter and Scarf (2018) highlight a 

key difference between the Five Cs model of PYD and Te Whare Tapa Whā.  From a cultural 

perspective, in the Five Cs model of PYD, identity is found within Confidence (positive self-

worth and self-efficacy), whereas in the Māori worldview; identity is found within 

Connection and being part of a wider social system.  

  Another model which can be linked to Te Ao Māori (i.e., a Māori worldview) is the 

Circle of Courage, which was included in this review. Interestingly enough, this framework 

by Brendtro et al (1990), which is frequently cited in the PYD literature as mentioned earlier, 

was influenced largely by the child-rearing philosophies of traditional Native Americans. 

This framework challenged the eurocentric perspectives of European psychological theories 

(Brendtro et al., 1990). Similar to Te Whare Tapa Whā, all the indicators of this framework; 
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Belonging, Generosity, Mastery and Independence, must be present to ensure a ‘vital 

balance’ or harmony. All should be present to form one whole positively developing young 

person (Jansen, Bruce, Williams, Campbell, Pawson, Harrington & Major, 2010). According 

to Jansen et al (2010), similarities have been highlighted between the four indicators of the 

Circle of Courage and Te Ao (the Māori world). Similar to the Circle of Courage, Jansen et al 

presents the model in a circle form in Which Whānau-Identity and Belonging is at the centre 

and is surrounded by Pukengatanga- Mastery and Competence, Mana Motuhake- 

Independence and Responsibility and Atawhai- Generosity and Contribution (Jansen et al, 

2010). It is worth noting that these indicators are not only similar to those in the Circle of 

Courage but are also included in many of the frameworks explored in this review. Moreover, 

this model puts Whānau- Identity and Belonging in the centre and focuses on connection and 

identity being found in that. This supports Arahanga-Doyle et al’s (2018) argument about 

identity within the Māori worldview. Based on these models, it is clear that this argument 

should be considered when working with Māori adolescents as well as when applying PYD 

frameworks to a New Zealand context. 

 After exploring some of the Māori cultural context and how that can be related to 

PYD frameworks, it is important to also look at how the Pacifika cultural context is different 

in relation to positive youth development. According to Siataga (2011) there is an 

insufficiency of research on specific areas such as resiliency and positive youth development 

from a Pasifika perspective. More research needs to be done on positive youth development 

in Aotearoa, not only with Māori youth but also with Pasifika youth, as there is a large 

population within New Zealand. Although Siataga (2011) provides no clear model for 

Pasifika youth or a model of a Pasifika worldview (which makes sense considering Pacifika 

consists of many different pacific islands and different cultures; e.g., Fiji, Tonga, Samoa etc), 

he does list indicators broadly relevant to Pasifika culture. These indicators include positive 
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participation in education and employment, pro-social values, spirituality/worship, a sense of 

contributing to something of value to society, a feeling of connectedness to others and to 

society, a belief that they have choices about their future, and a feeling of being positive and 

comfortable with their own identity. Siataga mentions that the majority of Pasifika 

worldviews include concepts such as social interconnectedness, interdependence, 

emphasizing collectivist values. Siataga also mentions that development and intervention 

programmes should be undertaken with a holistic worldview. As the purpose of the PYD 

framework for this study is to be holistic (see below), incorporating those indicators 

represented in the Māori and Pasifika world views is critical. It is also important to recognise 

that young people not only come from different cultural backgrounds (from highly collective 

and interdependent to highly autonomous and independent), but within most societies there is 

also a blending of cultural perspectives across these continuums. The degree of uptake and 

integration of cultural factors will be highly dependent on the permeability of social systems, 

family/whanau openness, and even individual interest, but this only reinforces the importance 

of creating a typology that is as inclusive as possible. 

  

3.3. Positive Youth Development Indicators Framework 

Table 4. Indicators of Positive Youth Development 

Indicators derived from 

frameworks 

Domains Empirical 

articles  

1. Mastery motivation Cognitive skills 3 

2. Goal setting and planning 

skills 

Cognitive skills 4 

3. Agency and independence Cognitive skills 3 

4. Critical thinking/problem 

solving skills 

Cognitive skills 3 

5. Good decision-making skills Cognitive skills 4 
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6. Self-management/self-

regulation 

Cognitive skills 3 

7. Productive use of time Cognitive skills 2 

8. Communication and conflict 

resolution skills 

Relational health 2 

9. Community 

connection/belonging 

Relational health 7 

10. Positive peer relationships Relational health 6 

11. Positive parent relationships Relational health 4 

12. Positive relationships with 

other adults (non-family) 

Relational health 4 

13. Social intelligence/social 

skills 

Relational health 4 

14. Civic engagement Pro-social/moral 4 

15. Pro-social values Pro-social/moral 5 

16. Strong moral character Pro-social/moral 2 

17. Pro-social behaviour Pro-social/moral 1 

18. Environmental awareness and 

behaviour   

Pro-social/moral 3 

19. Confidence/efficacy Emotional skills 4 

20. Emotion regulation and 

coping skills 

Emotional skills 2 

21. Optimism Emotional skills 4 

22. Resilience Emotional skills 2 

23. Academic skills/competency Academic/Learning 

skills 

7 

24. A positive attitude towards 

school and learning 

Academic/Learning 

skills 

2 

25. School engagement Academic/Learning 

skills 

2 

26. Good health habits Physical health 2 

27. Personal safety skills Physical health 2 

28. Positive identity Psychological health 3 

29. Mental well-being and self-

esteem 

Psychological health 2 
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30. Job skills Vocational/Technical 

skills 

3 

31. Technology skills Vocational/Technical 

skills 

1 

32. Cultural sensitivity Cultural awareness 3 

33. Value for diversity Cultural awareness 1 

34. Spirituality/Religiosity Spirituality 4 

35. Sense of purpose Spirituality 3 

 

 3.3.1. Integrating the PYD Indicators 

All the PYD Indicator frameworks reviewed above were combined into a single integrated 

PYD Indicators framework. This framework is presented in Table 4 above. The PYD 

indicators in this framework have been organized into 10 domains, including; Cognitive 

skills, Relational health (includes relationship skills, peer relations, adult relationships, parent 

relationships and social groups), Pro-social/Moral dispositions, Emotional skills, 

Academic/Learning skills, Physical health, Psychological health, Vocational/Technical skills, 

Cultural awareness, and Spirituality. Table 4 also shows the number of empirical articles or 

book chapters associated with each indicator.  

Employing a similar method to the integration of programme component (Chapter 2), 

this integrated PYD indicators framework was compiled through a content coding analysis 

from all the indicators listed in Table 3. It is worth noting however, that during the 

organising, phase broad categories such as Overall health and Overall psychological and 

emotional well-being were removed from this framework due to the categories being too 

broad and domain-like. Also, categories/indicators from Peterson et al (2001), Moore et al 

(2004), and Lippman et al (2011) that were similarly broad were also not included in this 
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framework. Another challenge in integrating the indicators were the decisions around domain 

assignment. For example, Lippman et al., (2011) combined optimism and resilience into a 

single indicator, whereas I have chosen to separate them (indicators 21 and 22) based on their 

rather distinct definitions, but they are both included under the emotional skills domain. 

Another example of this is Spirituality and Sense of purpose; which were joined together in 

some frameworks but separated by other authors, which I chose to do also, again due to rather 

distinct definitions.  
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Chapter 4: Pilot testing the Q-sort Measures: Design and Methods 

 

4.1. Q-sort Methodology 

As mentioned in Chapter 1, Q-sort measurement enables the examination of an individual’s 

subjective perceptions on a range of topics and helps to highlight differences and similarities 

within a sample group of participants (Brown, 2004). Q-sort measurement involves 

participants examining different items/descriptions of a targeted behavioural or psychological 

trait or social construct, and then organizing these descriptors into a fixed distribution 

(approximating a normal distribution across characteristics) by ranking the items from most 

to least characteristic of the target construct (Brown, 2004; Pittman et al., 2009). Q-

methodology is useful for discovering groups or clusters of participants that share the same 

perspective and combines qualitative and quantitative research methods to identify these 

clusters of individuals (Brown, 2004). The qualitative characteristic of Q-methodology is its 

ability to highlight the distinct differences across these different clusters of participants rather 

than quantifying the degree to which people agree/disagree with scale items. The quantitative 

part of Q-methodology involves the method of creating the clusters of participants through 

factor analytic methods (e.g. Principal Components Analysis) based on the correlation 

matrices of all participants’ Q-sorts (Brown, 2004). 

4.1.1. Literature reviews 

As described above, the items for both Q-sort measures were derived from the two literature 

reviews in Chapters 2 and 3. Using sources that are external from the study to develop 

statement cards/items used in the actual Q-sort is what McKeown and Thomas (1988, p.26) 

refer to as a “quasi-naturalistic Q-sample approach”. From the literature review on 

programme components identified as fostering PYD, a content coding analysis (described in 

Chapter 2) was done in order to obtain the key components that were items in the Programme 
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Component Q-sort. These key components were also adapted or simplified as necessary to 

facilitate better understanding by the participants. This coding analysis was also completed to 

create the PYD Indicator framework that was then used to create the Q-sort items for the 

PYD Indicator Q-set (described in section 4.7). 

4.2. Piloting PYD Q-sorts with 24-7 Youth Work 

The two PYD Q-sorts developed from the integrated PYD programme components and youth 

indicators frameworks (described in more detail below) were tested with key stakeholders 

from 24-7 Youth Work, a New Zealand based Christian organisation that places youth 

workers in many secondary and intermediate schools across the nation. The 24-7 Youth Work 

model is based on a partnership between a school and a local church or other community-

based youth organisation. This programme is implemented in 72 schools and communities 

throughout New Zealand (24-7 YouthWork Trust, 2016). Youth workers are typically leaders 

in church communities and report to managers from the partner community organisation 

(e.g., church or youth trust), as well as being accountable to a school-based professional 

(teacher, counsellor, dean, deputy principal or principal) that serves as a liaison for the school 

(Turner, Schroder & Mckay, 2014; 24-7 YouthWork Trust, 2009, 2016). Although all youth 

workers are active Christians, as part of their training and supervision there is an expectation 

that they will engage with and be committed to all students regardless of their beliefs, 

backgrounds, and choices. Youth workers are expected to work at least 10 hours in the school 

and spend a significant amount of time involved in community work each week, as well as 

commit to working with 24-7 for at least 3 years (24-7 YouthWork Trust, 2016). Although 

many youth workers have some level of post high school education (e.g. youth work, 

counselling, teaching), they are required to complete training for a level 3 New Zealand 

Certificate in Youth Work in their first year as a youth worker, which is provided by 24-7 

(Turner et al, 2014). 
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 The main vision for 24-7 Youthwork is to be an organisation that contributes to the 

flourishing of local communities, helping to develop young people into essential contributors 

and healthy individuals (24-7 YouthWork Trust, 2009). In the community, youth workers 

seek to create a safe, fun environment with a youth community, consisting of positive 

relationships, encouraging youth potential, developing leaders, and helping to build a greater 

sense of purpose among the young people involved. The goals for youth workers in schools 

are to give students support, grow positive relationships and increase school spirit, introduce 

students into appropriate out-of-school activities, help develop students’ leadership skills, and 

serve the school in other practical ways (24-7 YouthWork Trust, 2009, 2016). Notably, 24-7 

Youthwork is an organisation that seeks to apply the philosophies and development models 

of Positive Youth Development in their work (24-7 YouthWork Trust, 2016). 

 24-7 Youth Work is a very unique PYD based programme, in that it is not necessarily 

a set programme but involves adaptable work with youth. Youth workers may take on a 

variety of different roles and responsibilities depending on the unique needs of the school and 

community they serve. Thus, the actual work a 24-7 youth worker does at one school may be 

very different to that of a colleague at another school in the same city. This diversity within 

24-7 makes it difficult to use experimental or quasi-experimental research designs, and makes 

it difficult to identify specific student outcome measures that would apply equally across the 

many different communities. Therefore, using Q-sort measures may provide a solution to this 

challenge. Q-sort measures that focus on programme components and youth outcomes 

provide an opportunity to evaluate 24-7 Youth Work on both a programme and outcome 

level, and examine how key stakeholders from different roles interpret how 24-7 Youth Work 

aligns to the PYD framework. Therefore, this pilot test of the Q-sorts developed from the 

integrated PYD programme components and youth indictors frameworks has the following 

objectives: 
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(a) To pilot test a new measure assessing PYD programme components, employing a 

Q-sort approach across key stakeholders involved with a youth work programme 

(b) To pilot test a Q-sort measure of the integrated PYD indicators framework among 

young people and key stakeholders from the 24-7 Youth Work programme.   

(c) To assess the reliability of these Q-sort measures through estimates of internal 

consistency across participants and factorial structure of each q-sort (patterns of 

participants responses) through a principle component analysis, as part of a 

programme evaluation of 24-7 Youth Work 

(d) To compare the participants’ responses with a criterion Q-sort completed by a 24-

7 national manager and member of the board of directors.   

4.3 Sample size estimates.  

According to Watts and Stenner (2012), having a large number of participants is not 

necessary to achieve good results with Q methodology.  Valenta and Wigger (1997) stated 

that, “it is imperative to understand that in the application of Q-methodology, the domain is 

subjectivity and research is performed on small samples.” (p. 501) Studies from the United 

Kingdom have used a general guideline of 40-60 participants to be sufficient, and the average 

sample size across a diverse range of studies was 50 participants (Bracken & Fischel, 2006; 

Copeland, Denham, & DeMulder, 1997; DeMulder, Denham, Schmidt, & Mitchell, 2000; 

Kibblewhite, Hegarty, Stebbings, & Treharne, 2016; Valenta & Wigger, 1997; D Westen, 

Muderrisoglu, Fowler, Shedler, & Koren, 1997). Watts and Stenner (2012) propose that it is 

even appropriate for the number of participants to be less than the number of items in the Q-

set (there are 35 items in the larger PYD Indicators Q-set), and several Q-sort studies have 

been completed with quite small sample sizes (n ≤ 30; e.g., Drew Westen, Muderrisoglu, 

Fowler, Shedler, & Koren, 1997; De Wolff & Van Ijzendoorn, 1997; and Kibblewhite et al., 

2016)  
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As this was the first pilot test of these Q-sort measures, the goal of this study was to 

have three different participants, each from a different role, from at least 10 schools (a sample 

size considerably smaller than the UK guidelines or the average across studies). Thus, the 

focus was on triangulating the data across different perspectives rather than obtaining a large 

sample from participants in a single role (e.g., only recruiting students involved with 24-7). 

Unfortunately, this target sample size was not reached, as participants from only 6 schools 

were recruited, but each school included a student, youth worker, and school representative 

(n=18).  It is possible that with this sampling strategy, the participants representing the three 

different roles might have distinct perceptions about 24-7 based on their roles, and this is one 

of the underlying questions this study attempted to address. However, if that is true, then the 

sample size may be more underpowered than anticipated as they would effectively represent 

three groups of six. 

4.4 Sampling strategy and recruitment 

Twenty-four schools involved with the 24-7 Youthwork programme were targeted 

with goal of getting at least 10 schools to participate. This included 13 schools within the 

Canterbury region and 11 Auckland schools. Out of these schools only 4 Canterbury, and 2 

Auckland schools met the criteria (see below), obtained principal approval, and had students 

consent to participate. Participants were chosen from Canterbury and Auckland regions, 

although 24-7 Youthwork is nationwide, the majority of schools involved with 24-7 are in the 

Canterbury region (24-7 YouthWork Trust, 2009, 2016). The inclusion of schools from the 

Auckland region was intended to see if there was a contrast with schools in the Canterbury 

region, while also providing data from another region in New Zealand. Participants consisted 

of 6 current high-school youth (aged 15 years and older) that were in regular contact with a 

24-7 youth worker, and the 6 youth workers from each of the schools these young people 

attended, and 6 school professionals that were the key point of contact for the youth-workers 
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in each of these schools (most often one of the school Deans, counsellors, or deputy 

principals).  

As mentioned above, these three different types of participants from 6 high schools 

involved with 24-7 youth work were selected to triangulate the data collected concerning the 

Youthwork happening in each of these schools. It was anticipated that participants in each of 

these roles may bring a unique perspective concerning the work of 24-7 at their school. For 

example, current youth who are developing in the context of high-school and participating in 

the 24-7 Youth-work programme at their school can provide the most direct perspective of 

how their participation with 24-7 had influenced their life and the lives of their peers who are 

also involved in the programme. Youth workers provide this study with their perceptions of 

24-7 Youthwork regarding the specific objectives and programme goals for that particular 

school and how this relates to broader PYD principles.  School professionals will have a 

better idea of how 24-7 Youthwork may have influenced the wider school culture, the 

psycho-social climate of the school, and the challenges that 24-7 youth workers may face in 

fitting in with the rest of the school staff and greater educational objectives mandated by the 

institution.  

Youth selection criteria: Participants were selected through youth workers advertising the 

study to the young people who participate in their programmes. The youth who were 

interested were then given contact details of the researcher to express their interest in 

participating. The young person needed to be at least 15 years old, and have a consistent 

history of involvement with 24-7 Youthwork for at least 12 months. Although this selection 

process introduces a potential selection bias, it is not possible to select participants at random, 

and it is important that young people have sufficient experience with 24-7 to make informed 

judgments. 
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Youth-worker and key professional criteria: The selection of youth then dictated the selection 

of youth-workers and key professionals. Youth-workers had to be working in their role for at-

least a year. The key school-based point of contact also had to have been in this capacity for 

at least a year to ensure that they know enough to reflect on the contributions of 24-7 

Youthwork. The youth worker acted as the primary liaison with the school, providing the 

school principal with the consent form and information sheet, providing contact details for 

the key point of contact at the school (school professional participant), as well as giving out 

advertisements to students.  

4.5. Ethical considerations 

This present study was reviewed and approved by the University of Canterbury 

Educational Research Human Ethics Committee. Full information sheets were reviewed with 

all participants who completed signed consent forms. In addition, for student participants, 

parents were also required to provide written consent for their child’s participation. As part of 

the consenting process, participants were ensured that their responses would remain private 

and confidential, without the use of names or the schools that each participant was associated 

with. They were also informed that if they felt uncomfortable answering any question, they 

could skip that question or stop the interview. Student participants also had the option of 

bringing a support person to ensure they felt comfortable, although no one chose to do so. 

Participants were also encouraged not to share their responses with any other people involved 

with 24-7 Youthwork. Identity of the students was kept confidential by the youth workers 

distributing advertisements to all students involved with 24-7 in the age range, and asking the 

students to contact the researcher directly if they were interested in participating.  
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4.6. Participants 

Overall, 18 participants were selected from 6 schools of varying deciles within the 

Canterbury and Auckland regions. Table 5 contains the pseudonym of the participants along 

with their role at the school, and the school context. All the participants were selected from 

were co-educational schools and the socioeconomic decile ratings of the schools ranged from 

6 to 10. There were 6 males and 12 females, and the  average age of student participants was 

16 years. Two criterion participants from the 24-7 YouthWork Trust board of directors were 

also selected to be interviewed and complete the two Q-sorts. Both of these participants were 

males and had many years of experience working for 24-7 as well as being on the board of 

directors. The Q-sorts completed by these participants were intended to be used as criterion 

Q-sorts which were compared to the q-sort results of the main participants.  

 

 

Table 5. Participant details 

Pseudonym Role School Context 

CHCHSP1 School Professional Christchurch school 1 has a 

decile rating of eight. 
CHCHYP1 Student (Young Person) 

CHCHYW1 Youth worker 

CHCHSP2 School Professional Christchurch school 2 has a 

decile rating of six 
CHCHYP2 Student 

CHCHYW2 Youth worker 

CHCHSP3 School Professional Christchurch school 3 has a 

decile rating of nine 
CHCHYP3 Student 

CHCHYW3 Youth worker 
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CHCHSP4 School Professional Christchurch school 4 has a 

decile rating of ten 
CHCHYP4 Student 

CHCHYW4 Youth worker 

AUCKSP1 School Professional Auckland school 1 has a 

decile rating of seven 
AUCKYP1 Student 

AUCKYW1 Youth worker 

AUCKSP2 School Professional Auckland school 2 has a 

decile rating of seven 
AUCKYP2 Student 

AUCKYW2 Youth worker 

Note. Decile rating were retrieved from http://www.education.govt.nz/school/running-a-

school/resourcing/operational-funding/school-decile-ratings/ 

 

4.7. Building the Q-sets 

The two Q-sets on programme components and PYD Indicators were developed from the two 

integrated frameworks presented in Chapters 2 and 3. Most components in the integrated 

framework had to be adapted to ensure that they could be easily understood by all 

participants, especially youth participants, and to ensure they were relevant to 24-7 

Youthwork. For example, the programme component, Strengthens youth connections to 

family, school, and community was re-written as 24/7 works to strengthen youth connections 

to family, school, and community, and Opportunities to develop relational skills (social and 

emotional) was changed to Youth have opportunities to develop relational skills (social and 

emotional).  It was also thought that some youth may not know what “cognitive skills” are, or 

other terms that might be more academically oriented. So to facilitate an accurate 

understanding of each item, an example was included for each programme component and 

printed on the back of the Q-sort card. Most examples were created based on the descriptions 
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of components found in the literature reviewed in Chapter 2. Appendix C shows the Q-sort 

cards for each Q-set.  

Indicators from the integrated framework presented in Chapter 3 did not require much 

alteration as most of the indicators were simple in wording (e.g. Optimism). Only Agency 

and Independence was changed to Autonomy/independence, as it was thought that many 

youth and perhaps some youth workers and school professionals, may not know what is 

meant by agency. Initially indicator items were not given an example as they were quite 

simple in wording and straight-forward. However, the Q-sorts were pilot tested with a youth 

worker and a student from a school that did not fit the inclusion criteria. It was noticed during 

the preliminary pilot testing that both participants kept checking the back of the indicator 

cards, expecting to find an example of the indicator, similar to the programme components 

cards. Therefore, to make it consistent and less confusing for participants, examples for each 

indicator item was printed on the back of the indicator cards similar to the programme 

components. In addition, at the suggestion of the student, one small adjustment was made 

after pilot testing and three items were reworded to be more easily understandable for 

students.  

Follow up questions were also included after each Q-set was administered. This was 

to determine if there were any common components or indicators across participants that 

were missing from the Q-sets, and to determine the strategies that participants used to sort the 

items into the grid, and whether participants used similar strategies or different strategies 

despite being given the same instructions. 

 

4.8. Procedure 

Once participants provided informed written consent (in addition to parent consent for 

student participants), semi-structured face to face interviews were used to collect data. The 
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interviews were guided as participants sorted the items accordingly, but also flexible for 

participants to comment on their experiences with the programme or how they had seen 

changes in 24-7 participants. The interviews were conducted in a private space to preserve 

confidentiality for the participant such as the counsellor’s room, the 24-7 Youthworkers’ 

allocated room (when this room was used, the Youthworkers were asked to stay away from 

this part of the school during the data collection period), or another room in the school 

provided by the school professional. All participants were also asked the following questions 

after each Q-sort: Are there youth outcomes (programme qualities) that are not on this list 

that you think 24-7 helps students to acquire (that 24-7 promotes)? As you were sorting these 

cards into the most likely/promoted and least likely/promoted columns, what strategy did you 

use for sorting them? Additional questions that were asked only of the School Professionals 

included; (a) How many youth workers are at your school? (b) What is their focus; what type 

of students do they work with and what year level? (c) What percentage of students at your 

school will be actively involved over a 1 year period?   

Beginning with the PYD indicators Q sort, participants were given a set of cards with 

one description of the indicator on each card and a grid onto which they sorted the cards (see 

Appendix C for examples). Specific instructions included: “Before you actually put the cards 

onto the grid, I’ll ask you to divide the cards into three piles; likely outcomes of youth 

involved with 24-7, least likely outcomes of youth involved with 24-7, and in-between. Once 

you have divided these cards into the three piles, take the likely pile, from this pile select 

three items that you consider the MOST likely youth outcomes and place them in column 7 of 

the large grid. Next select the five items that are the next-most likely youth outcomes and 

arrange them in column 6. Then select six items that are the next likely outcomes and place 

them in column 5. Next take the least likely outcomes pile and from this pile, place three 

items into column 1 that you consider the LEAST likely outcomes of youth involved with 24-
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7. Then take five items that you consider to be the next least likely items and place them in 

column 2, followed by the next six least likely items in column 3. Next please place the 

remaining cards/items into column 4. Review your choices and do not hesitate to make 

changes where they are needed. The cards of youth outcomes should be placed in the grid 

from most likely to least likely.” Participants were encouraged to ask questions for 

clarification as they proceeded, and time at the end of each Q-sort was allotted for 

participants to look over their Q-sort, make changes, and/or ask follow-up questions. All 

participants completed both Q-sorts and supplementary questions within a single interview, 

which lasted between 35 and 50 minutes. Photos of the completed Q-sort exercises were 

taken for later data transcription. All comments/statements were transcribed. At the 

conclusion of the interview, student participants were offered a $20 Warehouse gift voucher 

as a gratuity for their participation. 

4.9. Data Analysis 

Q-sort: In order to analyse the results of the Programme Components and PYD Indicators Q-

sorts, a principal component analysis with varimax rotation was performed using Watts and 

Stenner’s (2012) PQ Method programme for factor analysis of Q-sorts. For this method, each 

individual Q-sort had to be entered in manually. A principal components analysis was then 

completed with varimax rotation. An output of the rotated factor matrix was generated, then 

an estimate of the significant factor loading at the 0.01 level was calculated (Watts & 

Stenner, 2012). This was done both for programme component data and PYD indicators. This 

estimate was used to determine which participants loaded significantly onto specific factors. 

Then each factor was flagged according to which participant Q-sorts loaded significantly on 

each specific factor. After this, all the necessary output was generated, most of which is 

shown in Chapter 5. It is important to note that a Factor is actually referring to a group of 

participants who had significant correlations across their Q-sorts (Watts & Stenner, 2012).  
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The raw data for each participant (not including the trust board members for the 

criterion sort) was also entered into the SPSS statistical package version 25 (SPSS Inc, 

Chicago IL) to obtain the descriptive statistics for each component and indicator. To assess 

reliability across participants (as opposed to across variables) the data matrix was flipped so 

each programme component became a separate row, while the participants were organized as 

columns across the data table. These analyses assessed the level of agreement across the 

participants’ roles (24/7 participant, youth worker, school professional) through intra-class 

correlations (ICC). ICC estimates and their 95% confidence intervals were calculated using 

SPSS statistical package version 25 (SPSS Inc, Chicago IL), based on a mean-rating (k= 6), 

consistency, 2-way mixed-effects model. The board member criterion Q-sort scores were 

then correlated as well as their individual scores correlated with each other factor. This was 

done by calculating the Pearson correlation coefficient using Microsoft Word Excel and was 

completed for both Programme Component and PYD Indicator data.  
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Chapter 5: Results 

5.1. Programme Components 

Table 6 displays the mean, standard deviation, minimum and maximum that each Programme 

Component scored on the Q-sort grid, with the table sorted from programme components 

scoring highest to lowest. Only one programme component had a mean score greater than 4.0 

(Opportunities to develop positive and caring adult-youth relationships; M = 4.20), while 12 

of the 20 programme components had mean scores that were just above the midpoint of the 

scale (M ≥ 3.00 & ≤ 4.00). This is a preliminary indicator that on average the study 

participants were somewhat ambivalent about any of the programme components being 

strongly related to 24/7 Youthwork. Three of the 20 programme component were rated 

particularly low (M ≤ 2.00): Youth have opportunities for participation in challenging 

activities, Youth have opportunities to develop cognitive skills (academic, decision-making 

and self-regulation), and 24/7 provides opportunities for youth to value and serve others. 

This suggests that participants felt these three components were promoted the least by 24-7 

Youthwork. The programme component, 24/7 youth workers receive quality training, had the 

highest standard deviation (SD = 1.34), showing that there was some controversy on how 

much this component was promoted.  

 

Table 6. Mean Q-sort rating for each component 

Programme Components Mean 

(SD) 

Minimum Maximum 

Youth have opportunities to develop 

positive and caring adult-youth relationships 

4.2 (0.81) 3 5 

24/7 provides a physically and 

psychologically safe environment 

3.9 (0.8) 3 5 
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Youth workers provide an inclusive 

environment and opportunities for youth to 

belong 

3.8 (0.92) 2 5 

24/7 is adaptable to the needs and interests 

of youth 

3.7 (0.89) 2 5 

Youth workers promote hopeful 

expectations for the future 

3.6 (0.78) 2 5 

Youth workers communicate expectations 

for positive behaviour 

3.4 (0.85) 2 5 

Youth have opportunities to develop 

positive peer relationships 

3.4 (1.1) 2 5 

24/7 is a stable programme that provides 

long lasting services 

3.3 (1.08) 2 5 

Youth have opportunities for growth in self-

determination (including youth 

empowerment) 

3.2 (1.22) 1 5 

Youth have opportunities to develop 

relational skills (social and emotional) 

3.2 (1.1) 1 5 

24/7 works to strengthen youth connections 

to family, school and community 

3.1 (1.32) 1 5 

24/7 has a collaborative approach to 

working with the school or other agencies 

3.1 (1.06) 1 5 

24/7 youth workers look to build 

on/strengthen young people's available 

supports (family, education, community) 

3 (1.24) 1 5 

24/7 promotes self-efficacy and engagement 

in learning 

2.6 (0.98) 1 5 

24/7 actively seeks feedback and attempts to 

evaluate their work 

2.5 (1.2) 1 5 

Youth have opportunities for leadership 2.4 (1.29) 1 5 

24/7 youth workers receive quality training 2.4 (1.34) 1 5 

24/7 provides opportunities for youth to 

value and serve others 

1.8 (0.92) 1 4 
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Youth have opportunities to develop 

cognitive skills (academic, decision-making 

and self-regulation) 

1.6 (1.04) 1 4 

Youth have opportunities for participation in 

challenging activities 

1.6 (0.86) 1 3 

 

5.1.1. Reliability (Flipped data) 

ICC estimates and their 95% confidence intervals were calculated using SPSS statistical 

package version 25 (SPSS Inc, Chicago IL), based on a mean-rating (k= 6), consistency, 2-

way mixed-effects model (see section 4.9 in previous chapter). According to Koo and Li 

(2016) ICC estimate values less than 0.5 shows poor reliability, values between 0.5 and 0.75 

indicates moderate reliability, values between 0.75 and 0.9 show good reliability, and values 

higher than 0.9 indicate excellent reliability. Table 7 shows that based on the 95% confidence 

interval, amongst school professionals there was a “moderate” to “excellent” level of 

agreement. Amongst youth workers there was a “moderate” to “good” level of agreement, 

and amongst students there was a “poor” to “good” level of agreement. 

Table 7. Inter-rater reliability of Programme Component Q-sort results according to 

Participants’ roles. 

Participant role Intra-class correlation 

 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower bound              Upper Bound    

School professionals 0.807 0.638                           0.913 

Youth workers 0.753 0.538                           0.889 

Students 0.667 0.375                           0.850 
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5.1.2. Q-factor analysis 

The initial principal components analysis with varimax rotation for the programme 

components used a two-factor model according to Watts and Stenner’s (2012) criteria, which 

suggests with small sample sizes extracting one factor for every 6-8 participants. The two 

factors accounted for 52% of the variance and replications of the analysis with 1 or 3 factor 

models did not improve the number of participants accounted for. The average Q-sort factor 

arrays for each factor are reported in table 8. Of the 18 participants, 2 could not be placed in 

either one of the factors as neither had factor loadings that exceeded the estimated thresholds 

(0.58). 

Comparing Factor 1 and Factor 2 

Factor 1 had an eigenvalue of 6.6 and explained 28% of the Q-sort variance. Eight 

participants were significantly associated with this factor. This includes four of the six youth 

workers, three of six students and only one school professional. One youth worker, school 

professional and student were all from the same Auckland school and one of the students was 

from another Auckland school. Three youth workers were from Christchurch schools, along 

with one of the students. One youth worker and student were from the same Christchurch 

school. In contrast, Factor 2 had an eigenvalue of 2.8 and explained 24% of the study 

variance. Eight participants were significantly associated with this factor. This includes four 

school professionals, three students and one youth worker. One school professional and one 

youth worker were from the same Auckland school, while the rest of the participants in this 

group were all from Christchurch schools. Out of those participants, one student and school 

professional were from one Christchurch school, while another student and school 

professional were from a different Christchurch school. The two factor arrays for the 

programme components were modestly correlated (r = .37) with only three consensus 
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statements (15%), where participants associated with both factors had the same ranking for a 

programme component. These included, Youth workers communicate expectations for 

positive behaviour (4); Youth have opportunities to develop relational skills (3), and 24/7 is a 

stable programme that provides long lasting services (3). Table 8 shows the Q-sort factor 

values given by both factors for each statement in order of the highest-ranking statements to 

the lowest.  

Differences between Factor 1 and Factor 2 show rather contrasting viewpoints on 

what is promoted the most and least by 24-7 Youthwork. Participants in Factor 1 felt that 24-

7’s focus is more about the youth as an individual, whereas Factor 2 participants felt that 24-7 

Youthwork has more of a collective focus. Majority of youth workers and half of the student 

participants felt that 24-7 is more focused on providing supportive adult-youth relationships, 

a safe environment, and empowering youth. On the other hand, the majority of school 

professionals and the other half of student participants felt that 24-7 is more focused on 

providing an inclusive environment, an adaptable environment, and opportunities for youth to 

form friendships with other youth. The student participants in particular were divided in 

terms of what they think 24-7 promotes, whereas youth workers tended to be more aligned 

with perspectives associated with Factor 1 (promoting programme components that were 

more individualist in nature), whereas school professionals were more aligned with the Factor 

2 perspective of promoting programme components that are more collective in nature.  

Table 8. Factor Q-sort values for each statement 

Programme Component statements 

Factor 1 

Factor 

Array Score 

2.Youth have opportunities to develop positive and caring adult-youth 

relationships 
5 

8.24/7 provides a physically and psychologically safe environment 5 
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18.Youth have opportunities for growth in self-determination (including 

youth empowerment) 
5 

12.Youth workers communicate expectations for positive behaviour 4 

13.Youth workers promote hopeful expectations for the future 4 

14.24/7 works to strengthen youth connections to family, school and 

community 
4 

20.24/7 is adaptable to the needs and interests of youth 4 

4.Youth have opportunities to develop relational skills (social and 

emotional) 
3 

9.24/7 youth workers look to build on/strengthen young people's available 

supports (family, education, community) 
3 

10.24/7 youth workers receive quality training 3 

11.Youth workers provide an inclusive environment and opportunities for 

youth to belong 
3 

16.24/7 is a stable programme that provides long lasting services 3 

17.24/7 promotes self-efficacy and engagement in learning 3 

3.Youth have opportunities to develop positive peer relationships 2 

7.24/7 has a collaborative approach to working with the school or other 

agencies 
2 

19.24/7 actively seeks feedback and attempts to evaluate their work 2 

5.Youth have opportunities to develop cognitive skills (academic, 

decision-making and self-regulation) 
2 

6.Youth have opportunities for leadership 1 

1.Youth have opportunities for participation in challenging activities 1 

15.24/7 provides opportunities for youth to value and serve others 1 

FACTOR 2 

Factor array 

score 

11.Youth workers provide an inclusive environment and opportunities for 

youth to belong 
5 

20.24/7 is adaptable to the needs and interests of youth 5 
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3.Youth have opportunities to develop positive peer relationships 5 

12.Youth workers communicate expectations for positive behaviour 4 

2.Youth have opportunities to develop positive and caring adult-youth 

relationships 
4 

7.24/7 has a collaborative approach to working with the school or other 

agencies 
4 

8.24/7 provides a physically and psychologically safe environment 4 

13.Youth workers promote hopeful expectations for the future 3 

16.24/7 is a stable programme that provides long lasting services 3 

18.Youth have opportunities for growth in self-determination (including 

youth empowerment) 
3 

19.24/7 actively seeks feedback and attempts to evaluate their work 3 

4.Youth have opportunities to develop relational skills (social and 

emotional) 
3 

6.Youth have opportunities for leadership 3 

1.Youth have opportunities for participation in challenging activities 2 

10.24/7 youth workers receive quality training 2 

14.24/7 works to strengthen youth connections to family, school and 

community 
2 

15.24/7 provides opportunities for youth to value and serve others 2 

5.Youth have opportunities to develop cognitive skills (academic, 

decision-making and self-regulation) 
1 

9.24/7 youth workers look to build on/strengthen young people's available 

supports (family, education, community) 
1 

17.24/7 promotes self-efficacy and engagement in learning 1 

 

5.1.3. Criterion Correlations 

As mentioned in the previous chapter, two trust board members from 24-7 also completed the 

PYD Q-sorts. I intended to use their results as a criterion measure, from which to compare the 
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results from the participants, with the assumption that the board members’ scores would be 

strongly and positively correlated. Unfortunately, the scores from the two board members 

were negatively and weakly correlated with each other (r= -0.16). Therefore, they were not 

combined and correlational analyses attempted to assess if the aggregated scores from 

participants in each factor was closely related to either of the board members’ scores. 

However, board member 1’s result and Factor 1 showed a weak negative correlation (r= -

0.09). Board member 2 and Factor 1 were weakly positively correlated (r= 0.28). Board 

member 1’s results and Factor 2 were also weakly positively correlated (r= 0.19), and board 

member 2 and Factor 2 showed a very weak negative correlation (r= -0.06). Taken together, 

given how weak the correlations were, these results suggest that the board members 

perspectives of the type of programme components being promoted by 24-7 was largely 

unrelated to that of the perspectives of the participants in this study. 

Overall, results from the programme component Q-sorts showed that majority of youth 

workers, and half of the student participants felt that 24-7’s focus is more about the youth as 

an individual, whereas the majority of school professionals and the other half of student 

participants felt that 24-7 Youthwork has more of a collective focus. Also, the trust board 

members’ results were not consistent with the perspectives of both groups of participants. 

The next section will also look at the PYD Indicator results, reliability across participants 

roles, PYD Indicator Q-sort analysis, and criterion correlations. 

5.2. PYD Indicators 

Table 9 displays the mean, standard deviation, minimum and maximum that each PYD 

indicator scored on the Q-sort grid, with the table sorted from PYD indicators scoring highest 

to lowest. Eight of the 35 indicators were rated moderately high (M ≥ 5). Positive Identity 

was rated the highest (M = 5.7) which suggests that participants felt this outcome is most 

likely to be seen in students involved in 24-7 Youthwork. 14 indicators were rated 
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moderately low (M ≥ 2). Technology Skills had the lowest rating (M = 1.8) demonstrating 

that participants felt this outcome is least likely to be seen in student involved in 24-7 

Youthwork. Mental wellbeing and self-esteem, Goal setting and planning skills, Emotion 

Regulation and Coping Skills, School engagement, Civic engagement, Environmental 

awareness and behaviour, Job skills, and Spirituality had the high standard deviations (SD > 

1.5), which suggests that there is some controversy on whether they are outcomes likely to be 

seen in students involved in 24-7 Youthwork.     

 

Table 9.  Mean Q-sort rating for each PYD indicator 

PYD Indicators Mean (SD) Minimum Maximum 

Positive identity 5.7 (0.89) 4 7 

Community connection and belonging 5.6 (1.46) 3 7 

Positive peer relationships 5.4 (1.2) 3 7 

Confidence/efficacy 5.4 (1.2) 3 7 

Mental wellbeing and self-esteem 5.4 (1.69) 2 7 

Sense of purpose 5.3 (1.45) 2 7 

Emotion regulation and coping skills 5.2 (1.86) 2 7 

Good decision-making skills 5.1 (1.13) 3 7 

Positive relationships with other adults 

(non-family) 

5 (1.33) 3 7 

Social intelligence/social skills 5 (1.28) 2 7 

Optimism 4.7 (1.5) 2 7 

Resilience 4.6 (1.34) 3 7 

A positive attitude towards school and 

learning 

4.6 (1.42) 2 7 

Goal setting and planning skills 4.5 (1.65) 1 7 
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5.2.1. Reliability (flipped data) 

 

School engagement 4.4 (1.61) 2 7 

Pro-social behaviour 4.4 (1.2) 2 6 

Pro-social values 4.3 (1.03) 3 6 

Communication and conflict 

resolution skills 

4.3 (1.36) 2 6 

Autonomy/independence 4.2 (1.11) 2 6 

Self-management/self-regulation 4.2 (1.38) 1 7 

Strong moral character 3.9 (1.28) 2 6 

Cultural sensitivity 3.6 (1.46) 2 6 

Value for diversity 3.6 (1.5) 2 7 

Critical thinking/problem solving 

skills 

3.1 (1.06) 1 5 

Mastery motivation 3.1 (1.45) 1 7 

Good health habits 3 (1.24) 1 5 

Positive parent relationships 2.9 (1) 1 4 

Personal safety skills 2.9 (1.21) 1 5 

Productive use of time 2.7 (0.96) 1 5 

Civic engagement 2.5 (1.65) 1 6 

Environmental awareness and 

behaviour 

2.4 (1.69) 1 7 

Job skills 2.4 (1.58) 1 7 

Spirituality/religiosity 2.3 (1.57) 1 6 

Academic skills/competency 2.3 (1.19) 1 4 

Technology skills 1.8 (0.88) 1 4 



108 
 

To assess reliability across participants (as opposed to across variables) the data matrix was 

flipped so each PYD indicator became a separate row, while the participants were organized 

as columns across the data Table. These analyses assessed the level of agreement across the 

participants’ roles (24/7 participant, youth worker, school professional) through intra-class 

correlations (ICC). ICC estimates and their 95% confidence intervals were calculated using 

SPSS statistical package version 25 (SPSS Inc, Chicago IL), based on a mean-rating (k= 6), 

consistency, 2-way mixed-effects model.  Based on the 95% confidence intervals, Table 10 

shows that amongst school professionals there was a “moderate” to “good” level of 

agreement. Amongst youth workers there was also a “moderate” to “good” level of 

agreement, and amongst students there was a “good” level of agreement. 

 

5.2.2. Q-Factor Analysis 

This analysis was conducted with the same conditions as the programme components Q-sort. 

The initial two factor solution accounted for 53% of the variance, and additional analyses 

with testing both a 1 and 3 factor model did not increase the interpretability of the factors nor 

the number of participants who loaded significantly onto a single factor. The average Q-sort 

factor arrays for each factor are reported in Table 11 and are sorted by ranking order, first 

according to Factor 1 scores and then Factor 2. Of the 18 participants three could not be 

Table 10. Inter-rater reliability of PYD Indicator Q-sort results according to 

Participants’ roles. 

Participant role Intra-class correlation 95% Confidence Interval 

  Lower bound         Upper bound 

School professionals 0.802 0.679 0.888 

Youth workers 0.764 0.618 0.867 

Students 0.816 0.702 0.896 
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placed in either one of the factors as all three had nonsignificant loadings on a single factor 

(CHCH 1 youth worker, CHCH 1 student, and AUCK 2 school professional).  

Comparing Factor 1 and Factor 2 

Factor 1 had an eigenvalue of 7.9 and explained 29% of the study variance. Ten participants 

were significantly associated with this factor. This includes five youth workers, three school 

professionals, and 2 students. One student and one youth worker are from the same Auckland 

school and another youth worker is from a different Auckland school. Two sets of youth 

worker’s and school professionals were form separate Christchurch schools, 1 youth worker 

and student are from the same Christchurch school, and one school professional is from a 

different Christchurch school . In contrast, Factor 2 had an eigenvalue of 1.7 and explains 

24% of the variance. Only five participants were significantly associated with this factor. 

This includes three students and two school professionals (no youth workers). Two students 

and one school professional are from separate Christchurch schools. One school professional 

and student are from separate Auckland schools. In contrast to the analyses for the 

programme components, the two factor arrays were moderately correlated (r=.53), with 13 

consensus statements (37%), where participants associated with both factors had the same 

ranking for a PYD indicator. See Table 11 for relevant consensus statements that are marked 

in bold. 

Although Table 11 shows that participants evidenced more agreement on PYD indicators 

than they did on programme components, there were some differences. Factor 1 participants 

felt that indicators more related to connection/relationships and school engagement/learning 

were more likely to be seen in youth involved with 24-7 Youthwork, whereas Factor 2 

participants felt that youth outcomes more likely to be present in students were related to 

emotional skills, identity and well-being, and relationships. Those in Factor 1, made up of 
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most youth workers, some school professionals and students, felt that positive peer 

relationships (7), Mental well-being and self-esteem (7), and Emotion regulation and coping 

skills (7) were most likely to be seen in students. In contrast, Factor 2 participants, the 

majority of students and some school professionals felt that community connection and 

belonging (7), sense of purpose (7), and goal setting and planning skills (7) were the most 

likely student outcomes. This shows that although there are similarities between factors, the 

highest-ranking indicators are completely different, therefore there is quite a lot of variety in 

terms of what in seen in youth as a result of being involved with 24-7. Interestingly, 

participants from both factors agree that Technology skills (1) and Spirituality/religiosity (1) 

were indicators least likely to be seen in youth involved with 24-7.  

 

Table 11. Factor Q-sort values for each statement 

PYD Indicator Statements Factor Array 1 Factor Array 2 

3-Positive peer relationships 7 5 

24-Mental wellbeing and self-esteem 7 4 

18-Emotion regulation and coping skills 7 2 

2-Community connection and belonging 6 7 

17-Confidence/efficacy 6 6 

23-Positive identity 6 6 

14-Good decision-making skills 6 5 

20-Resilience 6 4 

35-Sense of purpose 5 7 

5-Positive relationships with other adults (non-

family) 

5 6 

6-Social intelligence/social skills 5 5 
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19-Optimism 5 5 

28-Pro-social behaviour 5 5 

1-Communication and conflict resolution skills 5 4 

11-Goal setting and planning skills 4 7 

8-A positive attitude towards school and learning 4 6 

12-Autonomy/independence 4 4 

15-Self-management/self-regulation 4 4 

26-Pro-social values 4 4 

33-Value for diversity 4 3 

22-Personal safety skills 4 2 

9-School engagement 3 6 

27-Strong moral character 3 5 

21-Good health habits 3 3 

32-Cultural sensitivity 3 3 

4-Positive parent relationships 3 2 

13-Critical thinking/problem solving skills 3 2 

10-Mastery motivation 2 4 

7-Academic skills/competency 2 3 

16-Productive use of time 2 3 

30-Job skills 2 2 

29-Environmental awareness and behaviour 2 1 

25-Civic engagement 1 3 

31-Technology skills 1 1 

34-Spirituality/religiosity 1 1 
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5.2.3. Criterion Correlations 

Once again, the responses from the two board members were used as criterion measures of 

the PYD indicators that young people exhibit after their involvement with 24-7. Although the 

scores from the two board members were positively and moderately correlated (r= 0.37), this 

association was not strong enough to justify combining them, so criterion correlations with 

the factor scores from the two groups of participants were run separately. The scores between 

board member 1 and the Factor 1 group were moderately-strongly correlated (r= 0.63), 

whereas the association between board member 2 and the Factor 1 group were only modestly 

correlated (r= 0.45). The associations between board member 1 and the Factor 2 group were 

moderately correlated (r= 0.52), and quite similar to the moderate correlation between board 

member 2 and Factor 2 participants (r= 0.48). These results suggest much better alignment in 

the perceptions of PYD indicators between both board members, and between the board 

members and the participants compared to the largely independent perspectives found with 

the programme components. In addition, it appears that there is better alignment between 

board member 1 and the factor 1 group, although it is unlikely that the correlation coefficients 

are significantly different due to the small sample size. 

An analytic step explored was whether there was a degree of participant overlap from the 

clusters of participants assigned to factors for the programme components compared to the 

clusters assigned to indicator factors. For example, if the participants in Factor 1 group for 

the programme components were also in the Factor 1 group for the PYD indicators, this 

would indicate some connection between how the participants thought programme 

components were linked to indicators. Unfortunately, no correlation was found in that regard. 
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5.3. Interview Questions 

The following questions were asked after each participant completed each Q-sort measure: 

(1) Are there any outcomes/qualities that are NOT on this list that you think 24/7 Youthwork 

helps people acquire/promotes? (2) As you were sorting these cards into the most 

likely/promoted and least likely/promoted columns, what strategy did you use for sorting 

them? 

5.3.1 Programme Components 

Many participants, including both board members, mentioned that everything 24-7 promoted 

was included in the measure. On the contrary, quite a few youth workers and school 

professionals thought differently. A school professional and youth worker from the same 

Christchurch school both expressed that promotion of cultural identity and cultural awareness 

was missing and that at their school 24-7 especially focuses on awareness of Māori culture. A 

student participant from the same school mentioned that the youth workers promote good 

mental health and well-being, which was not included in the measure. A school professional 

from another Christchurch school mentioned that youth workers promote knowledge around 

social media use, which also wasn’t included. Other missing programme components 

mentioned by youth worker and school professional participants includes: youth worker self-

care/supervision, promoting resilience and coping strategies, scaffolded support in 

classrooms, and working with counsellors in crisis situations.  

Strategies used for sorting the cards includes, participants thinking about the work 

they have seen youth workers doing with students, student participants thinking about what 

youth workers talk about the most and what youth workers have done with other students, 

youth workers thinking about the work they personally do with students and what is talked 

about in national meetings. A couple of the students mentioned knowing that youth workers 
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receive training but that they aren’t specifically told about this. Two youth workers placed 

cards focused specifically on 24-7 in the least promoted pile, as the youth workers mentioned 

having little involvement the organization, although they are employed by them. One of the 

Auckland student participants expressed that they found the programme components Q-sort 

harder to sort than the PYD Indicators Q-sort. One of the board members thought about what 

they tell youth workers they are expecting of them in meetings, what they tell schools they 

are offering, who they are promoting to (students, schools and churches), and also as a 

network what they are promoting. This perspective is quite different from the YW's and is 

more focused on quality, and focuses on what schools and other services want. The other 

board member thought about what 24-7 promotes nationally and the relational connections 

that are promoted.  

5.3.2 PYD Indicators 

Most participants decided that there were no outcomes missing or needing to be included in 

terms of what is seen in students involved with 24-7 Youthwork. Two youth workers did 

express that they thought the ability to trust when vulnerable and overall family functioning 

was missing. One board member also expressed that family relationships (other than 

relationships with parents) was missing. 

In terms of the strategy used for sorting the Q-sort cards, most participants thought 

about what they have seen in students or the work they have seen youth workers doing with 

students and the impact this had on the students. Some school professional and youth worker 

participants mentioned that they didn’t include outcomes that were present in students before 

their involvement in the “most likely” pile, as those outcomes seen were not a result of 24-7. 

One of the Auckland school professionals said they found it quite difficult to sort the items as 

they felt that most of the outcomes were very present in the students involved but was unsure 
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as to whether the outcomes were seen as a result of 24-7 or other another programme run 

within the school. One student in an Auckland school had to think about changes seen in 

them self as there were not many student involved with 24-7 at that school. One of the 

Christchurch school professionals put the majority of the cards in the least likely pile as this 

participant hadn’t worked much with the youth workers and was unsure of what changes 

were a result of 24-7. The majority of youth workers thought about students they have 

worked with quite closely and the outcomes seen in them. The two board members had quite 

different sorting strategies: One of the board members focused on context (age and schools 

involved) and on a population basis what is more likely to be seen whereas the other board 

member focused on stories of individuals, what had been seen in students along with what 

cannot be attributed to education services. The second board member also mentioned that 

spirituality was put in least likely as it was something that cannot be pushed onto students, 

and that students are encouraged to explore it outside of school time or at church youth 

group. 

5.4. School Professional Questions 

Each school professional was asked three additional questions: (1) How many youth workers 

are at your school? (2) What do the youth workers focus on, is there a certain type of student 

and age group they mainly work with? (3) What percentage of students will be actively 

involved with 24-7 over a 1 year period? Table 12 below shows the school professionals’ 

responses to these questions and the school representation.  

Table 12. Answers given by School professionals to questions 1, 2 and 3 

School Professional Question 1 Question 2 Question 3 

CHCH 1 Five youth workers Youth workers work 

with students of the 

same gender, 

2% of  whole school 

involved, 4-5% is 

one to one with a 
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ethnicity, and 

students that have 

similar interest (e.g. 

sports) 

youth worker, 20-

30% involved in 

casual one to one 

and 90% involved 

when it comes to in 

front of  the whole 

school activities or 

formal 

talks/activities 

CHCH 2 Two youth workers Year 9 and 10. 

Students with high 

needs/ level of 

support 

No answer 

CHCH 3 Three youth workers Year 7 to 13. Works 

with many students 

and students needing 

high levels of 

support. 

At least 50% of 

students involved. 

CHCH 4 Two youth workers Work with all year 

levels (9 to 13). 

Students that are 

struggling and 

students doing okay. 

Roughly 20% of 

students involved. 

AUCK 1 Four youth workers Works mainly with 

students of the same 

gender. One of the 

youth worker’s 

works mainly with 

year 9 and 10. One 

of the more 

experienced youth 

workers works with 

students that need 

the most support and 

have greater 

difficulties. 

82% students are 

mentored, and 40 

students are 

involved in 

programmes 

AUCK 2 Two youth workers Students years 9 to 

13. Students with 

social and emotional 

needs, family 

15% of students 

involved. 
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concerns, and 

students needing a 

positive adult 

relationships. There 

is also a focus on 

providing male 

students with 

positive role models 

and mentors 

 

5.5. Additional Comments 

Many participants provided additional comments separate to their answers on the questions 

asked in section 5.4. Some of their comments were irrelevant and do not need to be included 

in this section (e.g. the personal experiences of a student that the youth worker helped them 

get through). However, there were several comments worth mentioning which are presented 

in the Table below, and will be addressed further in the discussion. Other comments excluded 

from the table below were overlapping comments, mainly by student participants that said 

they were unsure about the programme component on training and evaluation, and that the 

youth workers were like a good friend to them that provided support and someone to talk to.  

Table 13. Additional comments made by participants 

School Role Comment 

CHCH 1 Youth worker Does sport coaching with 

youth and heads a leadership 

group with Maori Students. 

 Student Youth workers try and 

promote that they are a 

support system and provide 

someone to talk to when 

students don't want to talk to 

counsellors and teachers 
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CHCH 2 Youth worker Works with students on 

identity and self-esteem. 

CHCH 3 Student Found the card on cognitive 

skills confusing. The youth 

workers haven’t talked 

about those things. 

 School professional Youth workers help to 

support teachers through 

talking about key issues with 

students (e.g. bullying, peer 

mediation) and provide 

support to the student when 

they don’t want to talk to the 

teacher. 

CHCH 4 Youth worker Things like leadership are 

more promoted by the 

school so the youth workers 

don't really cover that. 

AUCK 1 School professional 24-7 tends to work with 

schools and the community 

but not so much with 

families. 

 Youth worker Most students at this school 

don't know of the 

programmes as 24-7, just 

know the youth workers. 

Youth workers do a lot on 

resilience. 

AUCK 2 School professional Q-sort is a great way of 

doing an interview but in 

reality, the bell curve would 

be skewed as a lot of the 

outcomes are very present in 

a lot of the students. 

Students are involved with 

24-7 and another 

programme so it is hard to 
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know whether the outcomes 

seen are a result of 24-7 or 

the other programme 

 Youth worker Find it easy to connect 

students to the school but a 

lot harder with family and 

community. We definitely 

aim to connect with family 

and community though. 

- Chairperson 1 Many outcomes may be 

present in students but may 

not be a result of 24-7. 

Outcomes like Academic 

skills may already be present 

in students before their 

relationship with a youth 

workers. It's about the 

individual rather than 

programme based, what the 

school needs and what assets 

do the youth workers have 

to give. 
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Chapter 6: Discussion 

6.1. Programme Components: Comparing study findings with literature review results 

The literature review presented in Chapter 2 sought to identify the most supported 

programme components that promote positive youth development, and use these to develop a 

measure to evaluate a PYD based youth development programme. 24-7 Youthwork was then 

evaluated using this measure and produced some interesting results in relation to the literature 

found on the most commonly reported programme components that promote positive youth 

development.  

Youth have opportunities to develop positive and caring adult-youth relationships was 

one of the programme components that both clusters of participants (Most youth workers, 

students, and school professionals) felt 24-7 was very focused on promoting. In the literature 

review presented in Chapter 2, this programme component was the most supported and was 

included in 9 of the reviews and articles. If this programme component was not reported as 

one highly focused on by 24-7, then it would be quite concerning. However, this is not the 

case and the results showed that the work 24-7 is doing with youth is consistent with some of 

the literature on PYD programme components. As seen above in Table 13, many student 

participants commented that the youth workers are like friends that support them and are 

someone they can talk to. This is quite a positive result for 24-7, as having a positive 

relationships with a caring adult is associated with a large range of positive outcomes in 

youth including increased self-esteem, increased participation, and a greater sense of 

autonomy (Dukakis et al, 2009; Eccles & Gootman, 2002).  

Youth have opportunities for growth in self-determination was ranked highly by Youth 

workers and student participants (Factor 1), and medium by school professional and student 

participants (Factor 2). This component is supported by 7 frameworks in the literature review, 
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indicating that 24-7’s focus, mainly from the viewpoint of  the youth workers and half of the 

students, is well supported by the literature on PYD programme components. 24-7 provides a 

physically and psychologically safe environment was ranked high by participants from both 

groups, and is supported by 3 frameworks presented in the literature review. Contrastingly, 

Youth have opportunities to develop positive peer relationships was ranked high only by 

school professional and student participants, and is supported by 7 frameworks indicating that 

24-7’s work is consistent with the literature, based on the viewpoint of school professionals 

and half of the student participants. However, this component was ranked quite low by youth 

worker and half of the student participants, which in concerning considering it is supported 

by so many frameworks. Youth workers provide an inclusive environment and opportunities 

for youth to belong was ranked high by school professional and student participants, but low 

by youth workers and other students, and is supported by 4 frameworks in the literature. 

Another component that participants from all groups felt was a strong focus of 24-7 

Youthwork was, 24-7 is adaptable to the needs and interests of youth. This component comes 

across as an important component to include as it focuses on making sure youth services can 

be given to any young person, no matter their needs, however, it is only supported by 1 

framework. It is important to note that the literature these components were drawn from is not 

specifically youth work focused but comes from a positive youth development programme 

focus, and 24-7 is not a programme-based service. 

Another important point to address is that although some components are ranked high 

by participants from one group and supports what is found in the literature, it is a bit more 

concerning that more of these programme components are not ranked similarly across all 

participants, which could point to opportunities for review and further development by 24-7 

leadership. If participants from both factors agree that a component is highly focused on by 

24-7, and that component is included in many frameworks from the literature, then it is clear 
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that 24-7’s Youthwork is consistent with the literature of PYD programme components. 

However, if there is disagreement between participants on what is promoted by 24-7 and 

what is not, then it is much harder to distinguish whether the work 24-7 is doing with youth is 

consistent with the literature on what components are the most effective.  

Expanding from this, it is important to also look at what are the most common 

programme components in the literature on PYD programme components and which of these 

are ranked as least promoted by 24-7 according to the different groups of participants. Youth 

have opportunities for participation in challenging activities and Youth have opportunities to 

develop cognitive skills are both well supported in the literature on programme components, 

yet these components are considered least focused on in 24-7 Youthwork by participants 

from both factors. One of the student participants from a Christchurch school commented that 

the youth workers do not talk about cognitive skills. This is somewhat concerning as these 

components have been identified in the literature as most effective at facilitating PYD, and 

highlights a lack of consistency between the literature on programme components and the 

work 24-7 is doing with youth in schools. Catalano et al (2004) mentioned the importance of 

promoting cognitive competence in youth, which can help them to grow in areas such as 

decision-making, academic skills, problem-solving, and abstract reasoning. The low ranking 

of this related component highlights that 24-7 may need to focus more on developing 

cognitive skills in the youth they are working with. 

Opportunities for leadership (included in 5 frameworks) was also ranked low by 

youth worker and some student participants but not as low by school professional and other 

student participants.  In support of this, one youth worker from a Christchurch school 

commented that it is the school that promotes leadership, so the youth worker does not need 

to cover that. This also relates to a comment by Board member 1, who mentioned that 24-7’s 

focus is about the match between what the school needs and the assets the youth workers 
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have. If the school feels they are already effectively promoting student leadership, then they 

do not need the youth workers to also do that.  It is possible that these inconsistencies 

between participants may be due to the different needs of each school, but given the relatively 

low agreement across schools, this seems less likely. Nevertheless, the advantage of the Q-

sort is that it provides 24-7 with information on what those inconsistencies are across these 

key stakeholders, and links to the evidence-based literature on what is most effective in 

facilitating positive youth development.  

The additional comments made by participants may be able to shed some light on why 

there is such a difference in the ranking of components between participants from each factor. 

Youth worker and some student participants ranked the component, 24/7 works to strengthen 

youth connections to family, school, and community, high but this was ranked quite low by 

school professional and other student participants. As seen in Table 5.9, a youth worker and 

school professional from two separate Auckland schools mention that youth workers mainly 

focus on connecting youth to school and the community, and find it more difficult to 

strengthen youth connections to their families. Only two participants commented on this, and 

only one of these individuals was in the Factor 2 cluster (school professionals and students); 

however, since this programme component includes family, community and school 

connections, this breadth could have made it difficult for participants to decide where on the 

grid to place this component, depending on which of the three aspects they focused on.  

 24/7 has a collaborative approach to working with the school or other agencies was 

ranked high by school professional and some student participants but not by youth workers 

and other students. One Christchurch school professional commented that youth workers help 

to support teachers through talking about key issues with students (e.g. bullying, peer 

mediation) and provide support to the student when they don’t want to talk to the teacher. 

This comments supports school professional and some of the student participants opinions; 
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however, other participants must have felt 24-7 does not promote this component to the same 

extent.  

 6.2. PYD Indicators: Comparing study findings with literature review results 

The literature review in Chapter 3 identified 11 different evidence-based frameworks of 

positive youth development outcomes (also called indicators), and also identified which of 

these indicators are most commonly identified across the literature. After compiling these 

together (see Table 3.1), a Q-sort measure was developed to identify the PYD outcomes that 

participants thought were most associated with 24-7 Youthwork in six secondary schools. 

  Community connection and belonging was one of the indicators considered most 

likely to be seen in 24-7 youth by participants from both factor groups. This indicator is 

supported by 7 frameworks as an outcome associated with positive youth development. 

According to Eccles and Gootman (2002), the need for a sense of belonging is one of the 

strongest human needs and becoming part of a group involves taking on the group’s 

behaviours, social norms and values. This is why this following indicator is also important. 

Positive peer relationships was also ranked high by youth worker and some school 

professional participants (Factor 1), and medium high by student participants (Factor 2). This 

indicator is supported by 6 frameworks which highlights the importance of it in relation to 

positive youth development. The opinions given by both groups of participants demonstrate 

that this indicator is likely to be seen amongst youth involved with 24-7, and shows that  24-7 

YouthWork is producing  an outcome in youth that is associated with positive youth 

development. When youth are engaged in positive peer relationships, they are more likely to 

internalise pro-social and moral values (Eccles & Gootman, 2002). However, Pro-social 

values was given a medium ranking by participants from both factors. On the other hand, 

Mental well-being and self-esteem and Emotion regulation and coping skills, are ranked high 
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by youth worker and some school professional participants, but much lower by student 

participants. Although some participants have ranked some indicators as very likely among 

youth involved with 24-7, there is inconsistencies which makes it difficult to compare with 

the literature on indicators of positive youth development and clearly say that what is most 

common in the literature is what is present among youth involved with 24-7.  

However, it is important to mention that participants were asked to sort the indicators 

from most likely to least likely in terms of what is present in youth as a result of 24-7 and it 

could be that many youth already have some of these indicators present but some participants 

thought it was a result of 24-7, and others did not. Additional comments made by participants 

support this: Board member 1 commented that many outcomes may be present in students but 

may not be a result of 24-7, and outcomes like academic skills may already be present in 

students before their relationship with a youth worker. Interestingly, Academic 

skills/competency was ranked low by participants from both groups. A school professional 

from an Auckland school commented that students are involved with 24-7 and another 

programme so it is hard to know whether the outcomes seen are a result of 24-7, or the other 

programme. As mentioned above, this highlights the difficulties in evaluating programmes 

that are adaptable to the different needs of youth and schools, depending on what is already 

present and what is needed.   

PYD indicators ranked the lowest by the participants from both factors include 

Technology skills and Spirituality/religiosity. This is not surprising as Technology skills is 

only supported by one of the frameworks from the literature review. Spirituality is supported 

by four frameworks, yet it is interesting that it is not likely to be found in the students 

involved, even though 24-7 is a Christian-based organization. This was somewhat addressed 

by Board member 2 who commented that spirituality was put in the least likely colomn as it 

was something that cannot be pushed onto students, and that students are encouraged to 
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explore it outside of school time or at church youth group.  As mentioned in Chapter 3, in the 

section on integrating the frameworks, sense of purpose, and spirituality were often linked 

together as one indicator. Since these two indicators were ranked quite differently,  this 

supports the decision to separate them, and shows the importance of pilot testing a new 

measure, seeing how the results can support or bring to question the decisions made during 

the content analysis.  

6.3. Comparing Programme Component and PYD indicator results 

Not all of the PYD indicators from the integrated framework have matching programme 

components, but this section will explore whether the results from the Programme 

Component Q-sort are consistent with the PYD indicator Q-sort results, what may be 

missing, and how participant comments may fill in the gaps.  

The programme component Youth have opportunities to develop positive and caring 

adult-youth relationships was ranked high by participants from both factors and relates to the 

indicator Positive relationships with other adults (non-family), which was ranked somewhat 

high by participants from both factors. This shows some consistency between what is 

promoted, and the outcomes being seen in youth as a result. Youth workers provide an 

inclusive environment and opportunities to belong was ranked high only by school 

professionals and some students, whereas the matching indicator Community connection and 

belonging, was ranked high by participants from both factors, which shows partial 

consistency. The same can be said for Positive peer relationships.  

 24-7 works to strengthen youth connections to family, school and community is 

ranked somewhat high by youth workers and some students, and low by school professionals 

and other students. This component can be related to two indicators: School engagement 

(ranked high by student participants) and Positive parent relationships (ranked low by 
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participants in both groups). The inconsistency in the ranking of the programme component is 

also shown in the outcomes of the different rankings of the related indicators. The low 

ranking of Positive parent relationships is supported by a two additional comments made by 

participants previously mentioned which indicated that 24-7 youth workers find it difficult to 

strengthen family connections. Youth have opportunities to develop relational skills (social 

and emotional) was ranked medium by participants from both factors, and can be linked to 

the indicators: Social intelligence/social skills (ranked medium high by participants from both 

factors), Emotion regulation and coping skills (ranked high by youth workers and some 

school professionals), and Communication and conflict resolution skills (ranked medium by 

participant from both factors). Based on rankings, there appears to be more consistency with 

the relational skills component, and social skills and communication skills, rather than 

emotion regulation. This makes sense as it has been established that youth work is very 

relationship based. Having these social and relational skills is important as it is associated 

with school success, good mental health, good self-regulation skills, and educational and 

occupational accomplishment (Eccles & Gootman, 2002).  

The programme component Youth have opportunities to develop cognitive skills was 

ranked low by participants from both factor groups, and can be linked to 7 of the indicators in 

the integrated indicator framework: Mastery motivation, Goal setting and planning skills, 

Autonomy/ independence, Critical thinking/problem solving skills, Good decision-making 

skills, Self-management/self-regulation, and Productive use of time. Out of all these 

indicators, only Productive use of time was consistent with the low ranking of the matching 

programme component. In contrast, Good decision-making skills was ranked medium-high, 

which shows inconsistency between what is being promoted and the outcome that is seen.  

Consistency in terms of what participants feel 24-7 promotes and the outcomes seen 

in youth is shown in the similarly low rankings of the component 24/7 provides opportunities 
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for youth to value and serve others, and the indicator Civic engagement. Even though this 

shows consistency, it is concerning that youth involved with 24-7, based on the opinions of 

participants, are not having opportunities to be actively involved in their communities in this 

way. This active involvement is associated with an increased likelihood of forming positive 

relationships in their community when recognised for this behaviour, which can help to 

prevent problem behaviour in youth (Benson et al., 2006). This also shows that if a certain 

component is not promoted amongst youth, it is very unlikely that there will be related 

outcomes seen in youth as a result.  

Youth workers promote hopeful expectations for the future was ranked high by youth 

workers and some students, and medium by school professionals and other students. The 

matching indicator Optimism was ranked medium-high by participants from both factors, 

which also shows some consistency between what is promoted and the outcomes that are 

seen. Optimism and promotion of hopeful expectations being ranked medium to high is quite 

a positive sign, as youth who believe that the efforts they are making, and being encouraged 

to make, will bring them closer to a desired future are more likely to persist and work hard in 

school than those who believe everything is out of their control (J. V. Lerner et al., 2009).  

There are many indicators that are difficult to link to the integrated programme 

component framework, however, some of these are claimed to be focused on by 24-7 

according to participant comments and outcomes seen as a result in the indicator ranking 

scores. When participants were asked what was missing from the programme component 

framework in terms of what youth workers are promoting, many items came were mentioned 

including: identity and self-esteem, supporting teachers and counsellors, promoting 

resilience, cultural identity and awareness, mental health and wellbeing, and knowledge 

around use of social media. In terms of the rankings of indicators, Mental wellbeing and self-

esteem, and Resilience were ranked high by youth workers and some school professionals 
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only, which shows partial consistency with participant comments. Positive Identity was 

ranked high by participants from both factor groups showing consistency with comments. 

However, Cultural sensitivity was ranked medium low by participants from both factor 

groups, showing inconsistency with participant comments. Supporting teachers and 

counsellors, and promoting knowledge around use of social media, are not included in this  

integrated indicator framework and therefore cannot be compared to indicator results. It is 

also worth mentioning that Confidence/efficacy and Sense of purpose were ranked high-

medium by participants from both factor groups, yet they do not have a matching component 

in the integrated programme component framework and were not commented on by any of 

the participants. 

6.4. Comparing results to youth work literature 

As mentioned earlier, 24-7 YouthWork is not a programme-based service, therefore it is 

important to look at the results of the participants Q-sorts in relation to the literature on youth 

work presented in Chapter 1. Martin and the National (New Zealand) Youth Workers 

Network (2006) suggests that what separates youth work from other similar professions is the 

strong emphasis on building healthy relationships between youth and adults that promotes 

positive development in youth. As shown earlier in this chapter, this is largely focused on by 

24-7 YouthWork. According to Merton (2004) this is especially important for and 

appreciated by youth that have lack of positive relationships with adults in their lives. Also, 

the goal of youth work is to not only build relationships but  to also work together with youth 

and their communities, helping them become more connected, and develop skills that will 

facilitate youth becoming contributing members in their communities (Bruce, Harrington & 

Williams, 2009; Martin &National Youth Worker Network, 2006).  In terms of connecting 

youth to their communities, there is some disagreement amongst participants as to whether 

this is something 24-7 is doing. While there is more agreement between participants in terms 
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of 24-7 giving opportunities for youth to develop relational and cognitive skills, both of the 

related components are ranked medium to low. Overall there is some consistency with the 

goals of youth work, but there are other components of youth work that participants feel 24-7 

is less likely to promote.  

 Although there has been a lack of findings produced on the effectiveness of youth 

work in New Zealand (as mentioned in Chapter 1). Research on youth work programmes in 

Europe and the UK have shown the following outcomes in youth: increased confidence, self-

efficacy, peer relations, school engagement, exploration of future education and job 

opportunities, and greater self-control in terms of dealing with frustrations and 

confrontational situations (Deuchar & Ellis, 2013; Merton, 2004). Based on the PYD 

Indicator Q-sort results, 24-7 is consistent with the outcomes of this research in terms of 

positive peer relations, confidence, and self-efficacy, which were all ranked high to medium 

high. However, there is less consistency with the other outcomes as self-

management/regulation and conflict resolution skills were ranked medium by participants, 

and job skills was ranked low. There was quite a large discrepancy between the participants 

of each cluster group in terms of how likely school engagement is to be seen in youth 

involved with 24-7, therefore it is hard to determine whether there is consistency between the 

outcomes shown as a result of these youth work programmes in the UK. 

6.5. Strengths and limitations 

There are several strengths about the current study which are presented below. It is worth 

mentioning that no evaluation research has been done on a youth work programme in New 

Zealand using Q-sort measures, and more specifically on a PYD based youth work 

programme in New Zealand. The two integrated frameworks these Q-sorts are based on 

provide other youth programmes with frameworks of best practice, based on the literature on 

PYD settings and programmes, for evaluation. Also, as seen in Chapter 2 and Chapter 3, the 
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indicators and components from the two frameworks can be traced back to their original 

source, which may provide more detail about that indicator or component.  

The limitations of this study include the following: Some authors did not provide 

descriptions for their indicators and components which made writing the examples for each 

item descriptor rather difficult. When administering the PYD indicators Q-sort, it is important 

to make clear to participants,  that the focus is finding out what outcomes are most likely to 

be seen in youth as a result of the programme in particular, as some participants were starting 

to shift their focus. It is important to also make clear to youth worker participants that they 

are to sort the items based on what they are actually promoting rather than what they are 

aiming to promote. It is also important to note that when applying these frameworks to 

evaluate a programme, that the participants know enough about the programme. Those who 

didn’t work closely with 24-7 were unsure of some items and placed cards in the grid based 

on little knowledge, yet they were the only school/24-7 liaisons that could participate. There 

were only two school professional participants in this position. Even though these 

participants had worked in this capacity for at least a year, this still didn’t ensure that they 

knew enough, it was how closely they worked with the youth workers, which can be difficult 

to determine.  

A Further study limitation includes that most of the administration components were 

ranked low. This makes sense as students commented that they did not know much about the 

organisation itself, training, and evaluation. This may be the case for many other youth 

organisations. Also, according to youth workers, some students aren’t aware that activities 

are being run by 24-7, youth workers just mentions that they are school youth workers. This 

was the case mainly for one of the Auckland schools and a two of the Christchurch schools. It 

is important to consider this when adapting the items for use in evaluating another 

programme or organisation.  
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 It is important to mention that there were components missing from the programme 

components framework according to participant comments. These missing components 

included: Youth worker supervision/self-care, promoting resilience and coping strategies, 

scaffolded support in classrooms, working with counsellors in crisis situations, the promotion 

of cultural identity and cultural awareness, and the promotion of good mental health and 

well-being. Surprisingly, out of all the frameworks reviewed in Chapter 2, only one of the 

missing components: promoting resilience is found. This is included only in Catalano et al’s 

(2004) framework out of all the frameworks reviewed in Chapter 2, and was not included in 

the integrated programme components framework for this reason. Some participants also 

commented that there were indicators missing from the PYD Indicators Q-sort which 

included: the ability for trust when vulnerable, overall family functioning, and family 

relationships (other than relationships with parents). Overall family functioning, and positive 

relationships with siblings is included in Lippman et al’s (2011) framework. However, these 

indicators are not supported by any of the other frameworks reviewed in Chapter 3, hence 

their exclusion from the integrated PYD Indicator framework. 

These integrated frameworks are intended to be holistic and applicable based on the 

literature on positive youth development, so they can be generalised to other programmes, 

however,  the frameworks cannot be perfect for every programme or organisation. As 

mentioned by participant comments, this also depends on what the school may be focusing 

on, as youth workers won’t be promoting that, if the organisation is school-based. What may 

be considered missing from these frameworks by participants may also be due to a lack of 

support for a particular item in the literature. For example: safe use of the internet and social 

media awareness was considered missing from the indicator framework and was claimed to 

be promoted by youth workers. This was found in one framework; however, it was not 

specifically a PYD-based programme and had no other frameworks supporting the inclusion 
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of it in the current framework. This is a challenge that came up multiple times when putting 

these frameworks together.  

Another point to consider with using the q-sort is that it leaves little chance for the 

results to be skewed. One school professional participant commented that she found it quite 

difficult to distribute the indicator items from most likely to least likely because she felt that 

majority of the items she would place in the most likely column, and brought up the question 

of what if majority of the indicators were least likely to be seen in youth. This school 

professional also mentioned that there was another youth programme working in the school, 

which makes it difficult to determine whether the outcomes seen are a result of 24-7 or not. It 

is clear that more research is needed in terms of using these frameworks and q-sort measures 

to evaluate other youth organisations and determine what are commonly promoted 

components and differences that are seen in terms of youth outcomes. 

There is another limitation that should to be addressed which points to the need of 

further research to be done using these Q-sort measures. The results of the factor analysis 

showed a mix of participant clusters for both Q-sorts (e.g. five youth workers, three school 

professionals, and two students). This meant that it was harder to determine which role (e.g. 

Youth worker) a factor mainly consisted of. This could have been due to the small sample 

size, which meant that there were only 6 participants per role. These Q-sort measures should 

ideally be piloted again with a much larger sample size to test the factor structure of the q-

sorts for each of the three groups of participants.  

6.6. Cultural applicability 

Unfortunately, out of both integrated frameworks, there is only one item that addresses the 

issue of culture, which is the youth indicator of Cultural sensitivity and was considered one of 

the indicators ranked lowest as an outcome for 24-7 participants. Although the indicators 



134 
 

from the Circle of Courage framework included in the integrated framework are not 

Eurocentric, they do not explicitly link to cultural sensitivity. It is also difficult to determine 

if cultural awareness is being promoted by 24-7 Youth work, although it has been mentioned 

by youth worker participants, as none of the frameworks presented in Chapter 2 addressed 

cultural awareness or sensitivity. No other participants commented on cultural applicability, 

although they were not explicitly asked about this in the interview. It is worth highlighting 

that a participant did mention that overall family functioning was missing from the indicator 

framework, and based on the content on cultural application in Chapter 3, more focus on the 

family/Whānau, rather than just the positive development of the individual was considered 

quite important and different from the more western world view of positive development. 

Although there were some indicators mentioned in Chapter 3 that already exist in PYD 

frameworks that can be considered culturally applicable to Māori and Pacifika contexts in 

New Zealand, it would be good to assess how this current framework can be made more 

culturally applicable, considering the intention was that the current framework be a holistic 

one that can be applied to other youth programmes. 

6.7. Conclusions 

Ensuring that youth develop positively is of great importance. This present study sought to 

pilot two PYD based Q-sort measures that assess programme components and youth 

outcomes to evaluate a New Zealand based youth work programme (24-7 Youth Work) that 

has adopted PYD principles. Participants from three different roles (Youth worker, student, 

and school professional) were involved in this evaluation. Results showed that despite the 

small sample size, two different viewpoints were identified for at least one of the Q-sorts. 

Although there was some agreement between participants, results showed that there was also 

disagreement amongst participants on what 24-7 is promoting and the outcomes seen in youth 

as a result. Nevertheless, there were many positive outcomes that were identified as being 



135 
 

seen in youth as a result of 24-7. The two major differing viewpoints that each cluster of 

participants had for the programme components, were that 24-7 is more focused on a young 

person as an individual, and that 24-7 is more focused on helping youth to be part of a 

collective. The viewpoints of the two cluster groups for the PYD indicator q-sort were not as 

clear, yet there was more agreement on the outcomes that are likely to be seen in youth. 

While there is uncertainty as to whether these Q-sorts are culturally acceptable, it does 

provide youth work programmes with a means of evaluating their practice on a holistic level. 

Further research with a larger sample size on other youth work programmes in New Zealand, 

compared to this study will provide more insight into the practice within youth work and 

youth development programmes in New Zealand, and the effectiveness of these Q-sort 

measures in evaluating those programmes.  
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Information and Consent forms 

Kristin Rehman 
School of Health Sciences, College of Education 
Telephone: +64 210599670 

Email: kristin.rehman@pg.canterbury.ac.nz 

20/06/2018 

 

Measuring Positive Youth Development in New Zealand 

Information Sheet for Parent/Caregiver 

My name is Kristin Rehman and I am currently completing my masters in Child and Family 

Psychology at the University of Canterbury, which is focused on exploring the positive 

development of youth in New Zealand. To achieve this I am gathering information on youth 

experiences, in the form of sorting exercises, from those involved in a New Zealand programme 

aiming to contribute to the positive development of youth: 24-7 Youthwork. I am inviting your 

child to participate in this research project. 

What does participation in this project involve? 

This project involves interviewing young people who are involved in the 24-7 Youthwork 

programme while being at school, youth worker in schools and school staff members who are 

the main person of contact for the 24-7 programme within the school. Should you consent to 

your child’s participation, there will be a semi-structured interview where your child will 

complete two sorting exercises and a small questionnaire in which they will be asked to identify 

the types of outcomes that youth experience in participating with 24-7 and the key qualities of 

the 24-7 programme that they see as most beneficial. The interview consisting of the exercises 

and questionnaire will take between 45 to 60 minutes for your child to complete. 

Are there benefits or risks involved? 

Your child will be given a $20 gift voucher for their participation. The interview may take place 

during class time but only as a last resort. As the questions in the interview require youth to 

think about youth experiences with 24-7 in general, rather than their own personal experience, 

there is very little risk of emotional distress. However, your child is allowed to stop the interview 

at any time. Your child may also bring a support person. 

What happens to your child’s information? 

The results of the project may be published, but you may be assured of the complete 

confidentiality of information gathered in this investigation. To ensure confidentiality, your child’s 

name and individual details will not be reported to anyone outside of the research team. The 

research team consists of the researcher; Kristin Rehman and her supervisors; Myron Friesen 

and Associate Professor Michael Tarren-Sweeney. All data will be kept in locked filing cabinets 

mailto:kristin.rehman@pg.canterbury.ac.nz
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and on secured data files on the university network. The thesis itself is a public document and 

will be available through the UC Library, but no individual data from participants will be 

published. All the results are reported at the group level in terms of averages or percentages. 

This research is commissioned by 24-7 YouthWork who will receive a summary of the research 

project’s overall results. This summary will in no way reveal the identity of your child. Finally, the 

results of this research project may be presented or published in other academic formats (e.g., 

poster presentation, oral presentation, journal article, or book chapter). All information gathered 

from this study will be destroyed after 5 years. 

Can your child withdraw from this study? 

Participation is voluntary and your child will have the opportunity to withdraw from this study at 

any point in time without penalty until data analysis has begun (approximately early November 

2018) and all information, including results, related to them will be discarded. Youth will also 

have a consent form to sign. 

Summary of the results 

Your child may receive a summary of the results once the project has ended as well as a copy of 

their own individual results. They will need to indicate this on their consent form. 

The project is being carried out as a requirement for a Masters of Arts by Kristin Rehman under 

the supervision of Myron Friesen, who can be contacted at Myron.friesen@canterbury.ac.nz. He 

will be pleased to discuss any concerns you may have about participation in the project. 

 

This project has been reviewed and approved by the University of Canterbury Educational 

Research Human Ethics Committee, and participants should address any complaints to The 

Chair, Educational Research Human Ethics Committee, University of Canterbury, Private 

Bag 4800, Christchurch (human-ethics@canterbury.ac.nz). 
 

If you agree to your child participating in the study, please complete the consent form and give 

the form to your child who will pass it on during the interview. 

If you have any further questions, you can contact the researcher at 

Kristin.rehman@pg.canterbury.ac.nz. 

 

Thank you for taking the time to consider your child’s participation in this project. 

Kind regards, 

Kristin Rehman (Researcher). 

 

  

mailto:human-ethics@canterbury.ac.nz
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Kristin Rehman 
School of Health Sciences, College of Education 
Telephone: +64 210599670 

Email: kristin.rehman@pg.canterbury.ac.nz 

20/06/2018 

 

 

        Measuring Positive Youth Development in New Zealand 

Consent Form for Parent/Caregiver 

 

□ I have been given a full explanation of this project and have had the opportunity to ask 

questions. 

□ I understand what is required of my child if I agree to them taking part in the research. 

□ I understand that their participation is voluntary and they can withdraw at any time 
without penalty up until the time of data analysis (November, 2018).  

□ I understand that any information or opinions my child provides will be kept confidential to 
the researcher and her supervisors, and that any published or reported results will not 
identify the participants or their schools. I understand that a thesis is a public document 
and will be available through the UC Library. 

□ I understand that all data collected for the study will be kept in locked and secure facilities 
and/or in password protected electronic form and will be destroyed after five years. 

□ I understand that I can contact the researcher Kristin Rehman or supervisor Myron Friesen 
(Myron.friesen@canterbury.ac.nz) for further information. If I have any complaints, I can 
contact the Chair of the University of Canterbury Educational Research Human Ethics 
Committee, Private Bag 4800, Christchurch (human-ethics@canterbury.ac.nz) 

□ I would like a summary of the results of the project.  

□ By signing below, I agree to my child participating in this research project. 

 

Name: Signed: Date: 

  
 

Email address (for report of findings, if applicable): 

  

This consent form must be signed and given to your child to pass on in the interview. Your child will 

not be able to participate without this consent form.  

 

mailto:kristin.rehman@pg.canterbury.ac.nz
mailto:human-ethics@canterbury.ac.nz
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Kristin Rehman  
School of Health Sciences, College of Education 
Telephone: +64 210599670 
Email: kristin.rehman@pg.canterbury.ac.nz 

20/06/2018 
 

Measuring Positive Youth Development in New Zealand 

Information Sheet for Young Person 

My name is Kristin Rehman and I am currently completing my masters in Child and Family 

Psychology at the University of Canterbury. My research project is focused on exploring the 

positive development of young people in New Zealand. To achieve this I am collecting 

information on the experiences of young people, youth workers, and school professionals 

involved with 24-7 YouthWork. If you choose to take part in this study, a youth worker and 

school professional (teacher or counsellor) from your school will also be asked to participate in 

separate interviews. 

 

What does participation in this project involve? 

If you are a student who has been involved with 24-7 YouthWork for 6 months or more, I 

am inviting you to be involved in this project and take part in a semi-structured interview.  

In the interview you will be asked to complete two sorting exercises and will also be asked 

to answer a short list of questions . This short list of questions will ask you about your 

views on the experiences of young people at your school that are involved with 24-7 

YouthWork. The sorting exercises involve thinking about a number of statements about 

young people and 24-7 YouthWork. You will be asked to arrange these statements from 

those that are most related to those that are least related to youth experiences with 24-7 

YouthWork. There are no right or wrong answers and we are only interested in your 

experiences. You will have the opportunity to ask questions about the sorting exercise and 

anything you are unsure of.  The interview will be done in a private space at the school 

with the researcher. The interview will take between 45 and 60 minutes and you may also 

bring a support person if you wish.  
 

What happens to my information? 

The results of this project will be published as a thesis and possibly as a journal article. Your 

personal information that you provide will be kept confidential. To guarantee confidentiality, your 

name and individual details will not be reported to anyone outside of the research team. The 

research team is made up of the researcher; Kristin Rehman and her supervisors; Dr. Myron Friesen 

and Professor Michael Tarren-Sweeney. All information that is collected will be kept in locked filing 

cabinets and on secured  files on the university network. The thesis itself is a public document and 

will be available through the UC Library, but no individual information from participants will be 

published. All the results are reported as summaries across participants in terms of averages or 

percentages. The results of this project may be presented or published in other academic formats 

(e.g., poster presentation, oral presentation, journal article, or book chapter). This research project 
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is being carried out with the help of 24-7 YouthWork who will receive a summary of the overall 

results. This will in no way reveal your identity. All information from this project will be destroyed 

after 5 years. 

Are there benefits or risks involved? 

As a result of participating in this study you will receive a $20 gift voucher. There is a risk that 

interviews will take place during class time at school, so you would need to get permission to 

leave class for the interview. This will only happen as a last resort. If you do need to leave class 

for this interview, you may tell classmates that you are going to a meeting in the school office if 

you wish. As the questions in the interview ask you to think about youth experiences with 24-7 in 

general, rather than your own personal experience, there is very little risk of emotional distress. 

However if you feel uncomfortable at any time you are allowed to stop the interview and stop 

participating. Importantly, whether you decide to participate or not to participate will in no way 

affect your relationship with 24-7 YouthWork or the University of Canterbury. 

Can I withdraw from this study? 

Participation is voluntary and you will have the right to withdraw (drop out) from this study as 

any point in time without penalty. If you stop participating during the interview, I will 

immediately remove all information relating to you from the study. If after the interview you 

change your mind about participating and want your information removed from the study, this 

can be done up until I start the data analysis (approximately early November, 2018). 

Summary of the results 

 Please indicate to the researcher on the consent form if you would like to receive a copy of the    

summary of results of the project. You may receive a summary of the project results at the end of 

the project. You may also request a copy of your individual results. 

The project is being carried out as a requirement for a Masters of Arts by Kristin Rehman under the 

supervision of Myron Friesen, who can be contacted at Myron.friesen@canterbury.ac.nz. He will be 

pleased to discuss any concerns you may have about participation in the project. 

This project has been reviewed and approved by the University of Canterbury Human Ethics 

Committee, and participants should address any complaints to The Chair, Human Ethics 

Committee, University of Canterbury, Private Bag 4800, Christchurch (human-

ethics@canterbury.ac.nz). 

 

How do I get involved? 

If you want to participate in this project please contact the researcher at 

kristin.rehman@pg.canterbury.ac.nz to set up a time for an interview. You may bring this 

information sheet and consent form with you or another one will be provided for you. You 

will also need to bring your parental consent form with you to the interview that must be 

signed by your parent or caregiver. 

 

Thank you for taking the time to consider participating in this study, 

 

Kind regards, 

 

Kristin Rehman (Researcher) 

mailto:human-ethics@canterbury.ac.nz
mailto:human-ethics@canterbury.ac.nz
mailto:kristin.rehman@pg.canterbury.ac.nz
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Kristin Rehman 
School of Health Sciences, College of Education 
University of Canterbury 
Telephone: +64 210599670   

Email:kristin.rehman@pg.canterbuy.ac.nz 

Date: 15/10/18 
 

Measuring Positive Youth Development in New Zealand 

Consent Form for Young Person 

 

□ I have been given a full explanation of this project and have had the opportunity to ask 

questions. 

□ I understand what is asked of me if I agree to take part in the research. 

□ I understand that participation is voluntary and I may pull out at any time until data 
analysis begins (around early November, 2018) without penalty. Withdrawal of 
participation will also include the withdrawal of any information I have provided, 
should this remain practically achievable. 

□ I understand that any information or opinions I provide will be kept private to the 
researcher and her supervisors, and that any published or reported results will not identify 
the participants or their schools. I understand that a thesis is a public document and will be 
available through the UC Library. 

□ I understand that all data (information) collected for the study will be kept in locked and 
secure facilities and/or in password protected electronic form and will be destroyed after 
five years. I understand the small risk associated with taking part and how it will be 
managed 

□ I would like to receive a copy of my individual results. 

□ I would like to receive a copy of the summarized results of the project. 

□ I understand that I can contact the researcher Kristin Rehman or supervisor Myron Friesen 
(Myron.friesen@canterbury.ac.nz) for further information. If I have any complaints, I can 
contact the Chair of the University of Canterbury Educational Research Human Ethics 
Committee, Private Bag 4800, Christchurch (human-ethics@canterbury.ac.nz) 

□ By signing below, I agree to participate in this research project. 

 
Name: Signature: Date: 

  

 

School:                                                                                                                        

This consent form can be scanned and emailed to kristin.rehman@pg.canterbury.ac.nz  or given as 

a hard copy at the time of the interview. 

 

 

 

mailto:human-ethics@canterbury.ac.nz
mailto:kristin.rehman@pg.canterbury.ac.nz
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Kristin Rehman  
School of Health Sciences, College of Education 
Telephone: +64 210599670 
Email: kristin.rehman@pg.canterbury.ac.nz 

20/10/2018 
 

Measuring Positive Youth Development in New Zealand 

                            Information Sheet for Youth Worker 

My name is Kristin Rehman and I am currently completing my masters in Child and Family 

Psychology at the University of Canterbury. My research project focuses on exploring the 

positive development of youth in New Zealand. To achieve this I am gathering information on the 

experiences of young people, youth workers, and school professionals involved with 24-7 

YouthWork.  

What does participation in this project involve? 

If you are a youth worker who has been working for 24-7 YouthWork for 1 year or more, I 

am inviting you to be involved in this project and take part in a short semi-structured 

interview. Your participation is entirely voluntary. Whether you participate or not will in 

no way influence your relationship with 24-7 YouthWork or the University of Canterbury.  

The interview will involve completing two sorting exercises and completing a short series 

of questions about your perception of how youth work is received by students and the 

overall school community. The sorting exercises require you to think about a number of 

statements about young people and 24-7 YouthWork and arrange them from those that are 

most relevant to those that are least relevant to your experiences with 24-7 YouthWork. 

There are no right or wrong answers and we are only interested in your experiences. The 

interview will be done in a private space at the school with the researcher. The interview 

will take between 45 and 60 minutes and you may also bring a support person to the 

interview if you wish. 

 
What happens to my information? 

The results of the project will be published as a thesis and possibly as a journal article. Your personal 

information that you provide will be kept confidential. To ensure confidentiality, your name and 

individual details will not be reported to anyone outside of the research team. The research team 

consist of the researcher; Kristin Rehman and her supervisors; Myron Friesen and Professor Michael 

Tarren-Sweeney. All data will be kept in locked filing cabinets and on secured data files on the 

university network. The thesis itself is a public document and will be available through the UC 

Library, but no individual data from participants will be published. All the results are reported at the 

group level in terms of averages or percentages. This research project is being commissioned by 24-7 

YouthWork who will receive a summary of the overall results. This will in no way reveal your identity. 

Are there benefits or risks involved? 

There are no apparent risks linked with your participation in this study. As mentioned above your 

identity and all information relating to you will be kept completely confidential. As the questions 

in the interview require you to think about youth experiences with 24-7 in general, rather than 

your own personal experience, there is very little risk of emotional distress. However if you feel 
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uncomfortable at any time you are allowed to stop the interview and drop out from participating. 

A benefit of participating in this study is that you will be contributing to a research project that will 

be evaluating 24-7 YouthWork in a way that is helpful to them by encouraging them in their 

current practices or highlighting areas they may need to work on. 

Can I withdraw from this study? 

Participation is voluntary and you will have the right to withdraw from this study at any point in 

time without penalty. If you stop participating during the interview, I will immediately remove all 

information relating to you from the study. If after the interview you change your mind about 

participating and want your information removed from the study, this can be done up until I start 

the data analysis (approximately November 2018). 

Summary of the results 

You may receive a summary of the project results at the end of the project. You may also request a 

copy of your individual results after your interview. Please indicate to the researcher on the consent 

form if you would like to receive a copy of the summary of results of the project. 

 

The project is being carried out as a requirement for a Masters of Arts by Kristin Rehman under 

the supervision of Myron Friesen, who can be contacted at Myron.friesen@canterbury.ac.nz. He is 

happy to answer any questions or concerns you may have about participating in this study. 

 

This project has been reviewed and approved by the University of Canterbury Human Ethics 

Committee, and participants should address any complaints to The Chair, Human Ethics 

Committee, University of Canterbury, Private Bag 4800, Christchurch (human-

ethics@canterbury.ac.nz). 

 

How do I get involved? 

If you want to participate in this project please contact the researcher at 

kristin.rehman@pg.canterbury.ac.nz to set up a time for an interview. You may bring this 

information sheet and consent form with you to the interview or another one will be 

provided for you. 

 

Thank you for taking the time to consider participating in this study, 

 

Kind regards, 

 

Kristin Rehman (Researcher) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:human-ethics@canterbury.ac.nz
mailto:human-ethics@canterbury.ac.nz
mailto:kristin.rehman@pg.canterbury.ac.nz


155 
 

 

Kristin Rehman 
School of Health Sciences, College of Education 
University of Canterbury 
Telephone: +64 210599670   

Email:kristin.rehman@pg.canterbuy.ac.nz 

Date: 20/10/18 
 

Measuring Positive Youth Development in New Zealand 

Consent Form for Youth Worker 

 

□ I have been given a full explanation of this project and have had the opportunity to ask 

questions. 

□ I understand what is required of me if I agree to take part in the research. 

□ I understand that participation is voluntary and I may withdraw at any time (up until 
all data is collected and analyses has begun; approximately November, 2018) without 
penalty. Withdrawal of participation will also include the withdrawal of any 
information I have provided should this remain practically achievable. 

□ I understand that my personal information that I provide will be kept confidential to the 
researcher and her supervisors, and that any published or reported results will not identify 
the participants or their schools. I understand that a thesis is a public document and will be 
available through the UC Library. 

□ I understand that all data collected for the study will be kept in locked and secure facilities 
and/or in password protected electronic form and will be destroyed after five years. I 
understand the potential risks associated with taking part and how they will be managed 

□ I would like to receive a copy of my individual results post interview. 

□ I would like to receive a copy of the summarized results of the project. 

□ I understand that I can contact the researcher Kristin Rehman or supervisor Myron Friesen 
(Myron.friesen@canterbury.ac.nz) for further information. If I have any complaints, I can 
contact the Chair of the University of Canterbury Educational Research Human Ethics 
Committee, Private Bag 4800, Christchurch (human-ethics@canterbury.ac.nz) 
 

By signing below, I agree to participate in this research project. 

 
Name: Signature: Date: 

  

 

This consent form can be scanned and emailed to kristin.rehman@pg.canterbury.ac.nz  or given as 

a hard copy at the time of the interview. 

 
 
Kristin Rehman  
School of Health Sciences, College of Education 

mailto:human-ethics@canterbury.ac.nz
mailto:kristin.rehman@pg.canterbury.ac.nz
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Telephone: +64 210599670 
Email: kristin.rehman@pg.canterbury.ac.nz 

20/10/2018 
 

 

Measuring Positive Youth Development in New Zealand 

                            Information Sheet for School Professional 

 

My name is Kristin Rehman and I am currently completing my masters in Child and Family 

Psychology at the University of Canterbury. My research project is focused on exploring the 

positive development of youth in New Zealand. To achieve this I am gathering information on the 

experiences of young people, youth workers, and school professionals involved with 24-7 

YouthWork.  

 

What does participation in this project involve? 

If you are a school professional (teacher, counsellor etc) who has been the key point of 

contact for 24-7 YouthWork in your school for 1 year or more, I am inviting you to be 

involved in this project and take part in a short semi-structured interview. Your 

participation is entirely voluntary. Whether you participate or not will in no way influence 

your relationship with 24-7 YouthWork or the University of Canterbury.  The interview 

will involve completing two sorting exercises and completing a short series of questions 

about your perception of how youth work is received by students and the overall school 

community. The sorting exercises require you to think about a number of statements about 

young people and 24-7 YouthWork and arrange them from those that are most relevant to 

those that are least relevant to your experiences with 24-7 YouthWork.. There are no right 

or wrong answers and we are only interested in your experiences. The interview will be 

done in a private space at the school with the researcher. The interview will take between 

45 and 60 minutes and you may also bring a support person to the interview if you wish. 
What happens to my information? 

The results of the project will be published as a thesis and possibly as a journal article. Your personal 

information that you provide will be kept confidential. To ensure confidentiality, your name and 

individual details will not be reported to anyone outside of the research team. The research team 

consist of the researcher; Kristin Rehman and her supervisors; Myron Friesen and Professor Michael 

Tarren-Sweeney. All data will be kept in locked filing cabinets and on secured data files on the 

university network. The thesis itself is a public document and will be available through the UC 

Library, but no individual data from participants will be published. All the results are reported at the 

group level in terms of averages or percentages. This research project is being commissioned by 24-7 

YouthWork who will receive a summary of the overall results. This will in no way reveal your identity. 

Are there benefits or risks involved? 
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There are no apparent risks linked with your participation in this study. As mentioned above your 

identity and all information relating to you will be kept completely confidential. As the questions 

in the interview require you to think about youth experiences with 24-7 in general, rather than 

your own personal experience, there is very little risk of emotional distress. However if you feel 

uncomfortable at any time you are allowed to stop the interview and drop out from participating. 

A benefit of participating in this study is that you will be contributing to a research project that will 

be evaluating 24-7 YouthWork in a way that is helpful to them by encouraging them in their 

current practices or highlighting areas they may need to work on. 

Can I withdraw from this study? 

Participation is voluntary and you will have the right to withdraw from this study at any point in 

time without penalty. If you stop participating during the interview, I will immediately remove all 

information relating to you from the study. If after the interview you change your mind about 

participating and want your information removed from the study, this can be done up until I start 

the data analysis (approximately November, 2018). 

Summary of the results 

You may receive a summary of the project results at the end of the project. You may also request a 

copy of your individual results after your interview. Please indicate to the researcher on the consent 

form if you would like to receive a copy of the summary of results of the project. 

 

The project is being carried out as a requirement for a Masters of Arts by Kristin Rehman under 

the supervision of Myron Friesen, who can be contacted at Myron.friesen@canterbury.ac.nz. He is 

happy to answer any questions or concerns you may have about participating in this study. 

 

This project has been reviewed and approved by the University of Canterbury Human Ethics 

Committee, and participants should address any complaints to The Chair, Human Ethics 

Committee, University of Canterbury, Private Bag 4800, Christchurch (human-

ethics@canterbury.ac.nz). 

 

How do I get involved? 

If you want to participate in this project please contact the researcher at 

kristin.rehman@pg.canterbury.ac.nz to set up a time for an interview. You may bring this 

information sheet and consent form with you to the interview or another one will be 

provided for you. 

 

Thank you for taking the time to consider participating in this study, 

 

Kind regards, 

 

Kristin Rehman (Researcher) 
 

 

 

mailto:human-ethics@canterbury.ac.nz
mailto:human-ethics@canterbury.ac.nz
mailto:kristin.rehman@pg.canterbury.ac.nz
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Kristin Rehman 
School of Health Sciences, College of Education 
University of Canterbury 
Telephone: +64 210599670   

Email:kristin.rehman@pg.canterbuy.ac.nz 

Date: 20/10/18 
 

Measuring Positive Youth Development in New Zealand 

Consent Form for School Professional 

 

□ I have been given a full explanation of this project and have had the opportunity to ask 

questions. 

□ I understand what is required of me if I agree to take part in the research. 

□ I understand that participation is voluntary and I may withdraw at any time (up until 
all data has been collected and analyses has begun; approximately November, 2018) 
without penalty. Withdrawal of participation will also include the withdrawal of any 
information I have provided should this remain practically achievable. 

□ I understand that my personal information that I provide will be kept confidential to the 
researcher and her supervisors, and that any published or reported results will not identify 
the participants or their schools. I understand that a thesis is a public document and will be 
available through the UC Library. 

□ I understand that all data collected for the study will be kept in locked and secure facilities 
and/or in password protected electronic form and will be destroyed after five years. I 
understand the potential risks associated with taking part and how they will be managed 

□ I would like to receive a copy of my individual results post-interview. 

□ I would like to receive a copy of the summarized results of the project. 

□ I understand that I can contact the researcher Kristin Rehman or supervisor Myron Friesen 
(Myron.friesen@canterbury.ac.nz) for further information. If I have any complaints, I can 
contact the Chair of the University of Canterbury Educational Research Human Ethics 
Committee, Private Bag 4800, Christchurch (human-ethics@canterbury.ac.nz) 
 
By signing below, I agree to participate in this research project. 

 
Name: Signature: Date: 

  

 

School:                                                                                                                        

This consent form can be scanned and emailed to kristin.rehman@pg.canterbury.ac.nz  or given as 

a hard copy at the time of the interview. 

 

mailto:human-ethics@canterbury.ac.nz
mailto:kristin.rehman@pg.canterbury.ac.nz
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Kristin Rehman  
School of Health Sciences, College of Education 
Telephone: +64 210599670 
Email: kristin.rehman@pg.canterbury.ac.nz 

20/06/2018 
 

 

Measuring Positive Youth Development in New Zealand 

Letter for the School 

 

Kia ora, 

My name is Kristin Rehman and I am a studying towards a Master of Arts in Child and Family 

Psychology at the University of Canterbury. I am currently completing the thesis component of my 

degree where I am interested in exploring the positive development of youth in New Zealand. To 

achieve this I am gathering information on the experiences of young people (students), youth workers 

and school professionals (teacher/faculty member) involved with 24-7 YouthWork.  

 

Participation in this study involves a semi-structured interview where participants will complete two 

sorting exercises and a series of short questions about their perception of how youth work is received 

by students and the overall school community. The sorting exercises require participants to think 

about a number of statements about young people and 24-7 YouthWork and arrange them from those 

that are most relevant to those that are least relevant based on their experiences with 24-7 YouthWork. 

The interview will be done on school grounds during the school day and will take between 45 to 60 

minutes to complete. Participants are allowed to bring a support person to the interview if they wish. 

 

I would like to invite one student and one school professional/faculty member (that is the key point of 

contact for 24-7 YouthWork at your school) from your school to participate in the study. I will not be 

needing help with recruitment. It is very important that the identity of the participants remain 

anonymous and confidential. Only the research team will know the identity of the participants. 

Students will be offered a $20 shopping voucher for their participation.  

 

Following consent from the Principal, the following will be involved: 

 (DETAIL ABOUT PROCEDURES HERE) 

 

Please note that participation in the study is voluntary, and the teacher/faculty member, youth worker, 

and student have the right to withdraw at any stage up until data analysis has begun (approximately 
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September, 2018). If anyone wishes to withdraw, I will remove any information relating to the 

participants, provided this is practically achievable.  

 

All information gathered will remain confidential and kept in locked storage facilities at the 

University of Canterbury, or on a password protected computer. It will only be accessed by my two 

supervisors, Myron Friesen and Michael Tarren-Sweeney, and myself. All participants in the study 

will be assigned code names to ensure their confidentiality. Any publication of the research will not 

contain any information that would permit the identification of any students, parents, teachers or the 

school. My completed thesis is a public document, which can be accessed via the UC library database. 

All information/data gathered will be held in secure storage for five years after which it will be 

destroyed. This research project is being commissioned by 24-7 YouthWork who will receive a 

summary of the overall results. These results will in no way reveal the identity of participants. 

 

Upon completion of my study, a copy of a report on the findings will be provided to the school. If you 

have any questions or concerns about the study, you can contact me (details above), or my supervisor 

Myron at Myron.friesen@canterbury.ac.nz 

 

There are no known risks for participating in this research. There is very little risk of emotional 

distress, however, participants are allowed to stop the interview at any time and withdraw from 

participating. Students may need permission to be excused from class, but participation will only 

occur during class time as a last resort. Lunch time or free time participation will be a priority. 

 

 My research study has received ethics approval from the University of Canterbury Educational 

Research Human Ethics Committee. If you have a complaint, you may contact The Chair, Educational 

Research Human Ethics Committee, University of Canterbury, Private Bag 4800, Christchurch 

(human-ethics@canterbury.ac.nz). 

 

If there is agreement to students participating in this study, I ask that the Principal on behalf of the 

school will sign the attached consent form. 

 

Thank you for taking the time to read this document, 

 

Kind regards, 

 

Kristin Rehman (Researcher) 
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Kristin Rehman 
School of Health Sciences, College of Education 
University of Canterbury 
Telephone: +64 210599670   

Email:kristin.rehman@pg.canterbuy.ac.nz 

Date: 20/06/18 
 

 

Measuring Positive Youth Development in New Zealand 

Consent Form for the School Principal 

 

□ I have been given a full explanation of this project and have had the opportunity to ask 

questions. 

□ I understand what is required of the student and teacher/faculty member if they agree to 

take part in the research. 

□ I understand that participation is voluntary and that the student and teacher/faculty 
member can withdraw at any time up until data analysis has begun (approximately 
September, 2018) without penalty. Withdrawal of participation will also include the 
withdrawal of any information they have provided should this remain practically 
achievable. 

□ I understand that any information or opinions that are provided will be kept confidential to 
the researcher and her supervisors, and that any published or reported results will not 
identify the participants or their schools. I understand that a thesis is a public document 
and will be available through the UC Library. 

□ I understand that all data collected for the study will be kept in locked and secure 
facilities. I understand the risks (if any) that are associated with students/teachers taking 
part. 

□ I understand that participant interviews may take place during the school day and on 
school grounds. 

□ I understand that I can contact the researcher Kristin Rehman or supervisor Myron Friesen 
(Myron.friesen@canterbury.ac.nz) for further information. If I have any complaints, I can 
contact the Chair of the University of Canterbury Educational Research Human Ethics 
Committee, Private Bag 4800, Christchurch (human-ethics@canterbury.ac.nz) 

□ By signing below, I agree to students/teachers in my school participating in this research 
project. 

 
Name: Signature: Date: 

  

 

School:                                                                                                                        

This consent form can be scanned and emailed to kristin.rehman@pg.canterbury.ac.nz. 

mailto:human-ethics@canterbury.ac.nz
mailto:kristin.rehman@pg.canterbury.ac.nz
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Appendix B: Flyer for potential student participant 
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Appendix C: Q-sort Instructions, grid, and Cards 

PYD Indicators Q-sort Instructions 

 

What do young people gain from being involved with 24/7 Youthwork? I’ve identified a 

number of different outcomes that students at your school may or may not develop from 

getting to know the 24/7 youth workers and/or participating in some of the activities that 24/7 

youth workers run at your school. Each one of these potential outcomes is printed on these 

cards with an example on the other side. 

 

[NOTE: Show several examples.] 

 

Instructions 

 

The aim of this task is to sort these cards on to this grid [NOTE: Show grid] from what is 

most likely to be seen in students involved with 24-7 Youthwork to those that are least likely 

to be seen in students involved with 24-7. 

 

I’ll use an example from basketball to show how this may work. A basketball coach was 

teaching skills to his players like passing, shooting, defending, and other skills. At the end of 

the season, the basketball coach wanted to know how the players felt about the skills they had 

learned. So, he created a list with all the skills, and asked each player which ones they felt 

they had learned the most, and which they had learned the least. 

 

Similar to the coach, I am wanting to know what outcomes are most likely and least likely to 

be seen in students after being involved with 24-7. In other words, after being involved with 

24-7, what do students come away with, what do they develop or learn? 

  

Before I explain the task any further. I should let you know that you can ask questions at any 

time during this interview, especially if you are unsure about something or do not understand 

what I am asking you to do. Also, I want you to know that I am not asking about your 

specific experience with 24-7 but rather what you notice in other students involved with 24-7. 

Finally, there are no right or wrong answers. I am only interested in your impressions from 

your experience with 24-7. 
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Before you actually put the cards onto the grid, I’ll ask you to divide the cards into three 

piles; likely outcomes of youth involved with 24-7, least likely outcomes of youth involved 

with 24-7 and in-between. For example, you could pick up (Say the name of a random card 

and pick it up) which is (Say definition/example) and think; is this something I have noticed a 

lot in other students involved in 24-7? If so it would go in the likely pile. I should also 

mention that these piles do not have to have the same number of cards. Please separate them 

in relation to how likely they are. Do you understand what I am asking you to do? 

 

Great. Once you have divided these cards into the three piles, take the likely pile, from this 

pile select three items that you consider the MOST likely youth outcomes and place them in 

column 7 of the large grid. Next select the five items that are the next-most likely youth 

outcomes and arrange them in column 6. Then select six items that are the next likely 

outcomes and place them in column 5. Do you understand this part of the task? 

 

Great. Next take the least likely outcomes pile and from this pile, place three items into 

column 1 that you consider the LEAST likely outcomes of youth involved with 24-7. Then 

take five items that you consider to be the next least likely items and place them in column 2, 

followed by the next six least likely items in column 3. Next please place the remaining 

cards/items into column 4.  

 

Is there anything you are still unsure of? Review your choices and do not hesitate to make 

changes where they are needed. The cards of youth outcomes should be placed in the grid 

from most likely to least likely. 

 

ASK: Are there outcomes that are NOT on this list that you think 24/7 Youthwork helps 

people acquire?  

 

ASK: As you were sorting these cards into the most likely and least likely columns, what 

strategy did you use for sorting them?  

 

Programme Components Q-sort  

 

This task is the same as the previous task, except now the focus will shift from youth 

outcomes to programme features (what 24/7 does, how they interact and work with young 
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people). Each of these cards has the title of something that a youth programme does for 

young people (e.g., show card), or a feature that helps to make it effective (e.g., show card). 

The aim of this task is to sort these cards from those qualities most promoted by 24-7 

youthwork to the least promoted qualities. 

 

Continuing from the basketball example. Imagine there was a basketball team but the coach 

had to be replaced. This new coach now wanted to find out what did the previous coach do in 

training the players, creating an environment for the team, and finding support to help the 

team perform. So, the new coach put together a list of all the things that help support a good 

team, from training, to communication, and culture, and asked the players which of the things 

from the list were most like their team and which were least like their team.  

 

Similar to this example I am wanting to know what does 24-7 Youthwork provide for young 

people and how is the organisation run to support young people? What are the things that are 

promoted the most, and what are the things that are promoted the least. 

Again, let me know if you have any questions at any time or if you are unsure of something. 

Instructions: 

Once again, look at each card and make three piles; most promoted, least promoted, and in-

between. From the most promoted pile, pick three items/cards that you consider to be the 

MOST promoted qualities by 24-7 youth work and place them in column 5. Next pick four 

items you consider to be the next most promoted qualities and place them in column 4. Is 

there anything you don’t understand? 

 

Next take the least promoted pile and pick three items that you consider to be the LEAST 

promoted qualities by 24-7 and place them in column 1. Then pick four items you consider to 

be the next least promoted qualities and place them in column 2. Please place the remaining 

cards into column 3.  

 

Is there anything you are unsure of? Great. Look over your choices and make changes that 

you think are necessary. The cards should be placed in the grid from most promoted to least 

promoted.  

ASK: Are there outcomes that are NOT on this list that you think 24/7 Youthwork helps 

people acquire?  

ASK:  As you were sorting these cards into the most likely and least likely columns, what 

strategy did you use for sorting them?  
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Programme components grid 
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PYD Indicator Cards 

Indicators Examples 

Communication and Conflict 
Resolution Skills 

 

For example, the ability to 
communicate well and sort out a 

disagreement 
 

Community Connection and 
Belonging 

 

For example, belonging to a 
larger community (e.g., school, 

youth group, friends) 
 

 

Positive peer relationships 

 

 

For example, positive friendships 

with peers your age 
 

 

Positive parent relationships 
 

 

For example, positive 

relationships with parents 

 

 
Positive relationships with other 

adults (non-family) 
 

 

For example, positive 

relationships with other adults 

(non-family) 

 

 

Social intelligence/social skills 

 
For example, the ability to 

positively interact with others 
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A positive attitude towards 

school and learning 

 

 

For example, a positive attitude 

towards school and learning 

 

 

School engagement 
 

 

For example, actively 

participating in school work and 

activities 

 

Academic skills/competency 

 

 

For example, achieving in school 

 

 

Mastery motivation 

 

For example, motivation to 

master a skill/subject and to 

achieve in that area 
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Goal setting and planning skills 
 

For example, the ability to plan 
ahead and set realistic goals for 

themselves 

 

Autonomy/independence 
 

For example, the belief that they 
are responsible for themselves 
and have the power to make 

decisions for themselves 

 

 

Critical thinking/problem solving 

skills 

 

For example, the ability to see 

and solve problems 

 

Good decision making skills 

 

For example, the ability to 

consider the options and make a 

positive decision 

 

Self-management/ 
self-regulation 

 

For example, the ability to track 

progress and shift strategies 

 

Productive use of time 

 

For example, the ability to make 
good use of your time and not 

waste it 
 

Confidence/Efficacy 

 

For example, confidence in their 

own personal ability 
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Emotion regulation and coping 

skills 

 

For example, good coping skills 

and the ability to manage their 

own emotions 

 

Optimism 

 

For example, a positive yet 

realistic outlook on life and the 

future 

 

Resilience 

 

For example, the ability to 

bounce back from hardships, 

disappointment 

 

Good health habits 

 

For example, keeping a healthy 

diet, good hygiene, and being 

active 

Personal safety skills 

 

For example, the ability to 

manage personal safety and 

risks to health 

 

Positive identity 

 

For example, a positive 

understanding of who you are 

personally and socially 
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Mental well-being and 

self-esteem 

 

For example, good mental 

health including a positive view 

of themselves 

 

Civic engagement 
 

For example, a commitment to 

participating in the community 

(e.g., serving, voting, 

contributing to society) 

 

Pro-social values 

 

For example, positive values 

toward others (e.g., caring, 

compassion, empathy) 

 

Strong moral character 

 

For example, a commitment to a 

shared sense of right and wrong 

 

Pro-social behaviour 

 

For example, behaviours that 

benefit others (e.g., generosity, 

acts of service) 

 

Environmental awareness and 

behaviour 

 

For example, caring and concern 

for the environment 

 

Job skills 

 

For example, skills that help you 

to be active in a work setting 
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Technology skills 

 

For example, knowledge of how 

to use technological devices 

 

Cultural sensitivity 

 

For example, knowledge and 

respect of other cultures 

 

Value for diversity 

 

For example, behaviours that 

show a value for diversity 

 

Spirituality/Religiosity 
 

For example, spirituality or 

religious beliefs 

 

Sense of purpose 

 

For example, sense of a "larger" 

purpose in life 
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