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Abstract
The aim of the current study was to evaluate the efficacy of the short-term school-based intervention program Try Volunteering in
the development of the Five Cs (Competence, Confidence, Connection, Character, and Caring) of positive youth development.
The longitudinal quasi-experimental study designwas used for the pilot evaluation of the intervention program. The study sample
consisted of 615 adolescents assigned to intervention and control groups. The Latent Class Growth Analysis revealed that most
program participants showed an increase in Competence, Connection, and Caring as well as maintained stable levels of
Confidence and Character; whereas most non-participants showed a decrease in Competence, Confidence, and Character and
maintained stable levels of Connection and Caring. The effect size estimation revealed large between-group program effects on
Competence and Confidence and moderate effects on Character as well as moderate within-group time effects on all Five Cs.
Thus, the intervention program Try Volunteering is an effective tool for fostering positive youth development.
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Introduction

For many decades, the primary mission of school was to en-
sure quality education for children and adolescents. Taking
care of youths’ well-being was typically seen as the task of
family and community. However, the mission of school has
expanded. Alongside education, the school-setting is seen as
an important developmental context that can and should con-
tribute to healthy and positive youth development (Greenberg
et al. 2003).

Positive Youth Development

The perspective of positive youth development (PYD) moved
beyond the deficit view in developmental psychology and sug-
gested that adolescence is a resourse to be developed rather the
problem to be solved (Bowers et al. 2010; Roth and Brooks-
Gunn 2003). It also encouraged a noticeable increase of research
and practices focusing on youths well-being and thriving
(Benson and Scales 2009). Different conceptualizations of
PYD exist in the literature. The most empirically supported
PYD framework to date is the Five Cs model (Heck and
Subramaniam 2009). It suggests that PYD comprises five psy-
chological, behavioral, and social characteristics of the individual
↔ context relations, namely Competence, Confidence,
Connection, Character, and Caring (Lerner et al. 2005).

The perspective of PYD is based on the Relational
Developmental Systems approach (e.g. Overton 2013). In this
approach, one of themain characteristics of the developmental
process is plasticity which makes it possible for a person to
undergo a positive (or negative) change through the lifespan
(Lerner 2004). The model of positive youth development
(Lerner et al. 2005) suggests that the Five Cs of PYD will
emerge when the strengths of youth (e.g., intentional self-
regulation (Gestsdottir and Lerner 2008) or hopeful future
expectations (Schmid et al. 2011) are in line with the
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ecological assets (e.g., social networks, institutions, access to
resources (Theokas et al. 2005) provided by different contexts
such as family, school, or community. Therefore, PYD could
be induced by targeting youth’s attitudes and skills and en-
couraging social interactions in meaningful and supporting
contexts.

Program Participation as a Context for Fostering
Positive Youth Development

Scales et al. 2000 revealed that youth program participation is
a key asset and context that leads to positive youth develop-
ment and thriving by providing access to caring adults, re-
sponsible peers, and skill-building activities. However, there
is still a lack of consensus on what particular developmental
changes should PYD programs induce and what qualities in
youth should they foster (Roth and Brooks-Gunn 2016).
There is also a discrepancy between the indicators of positive
youth development described in the literature and the usually
measured outcomes of PYD programs. A recent review (Tolan
et al. 2016) revealed that the most commonly measured indi-
cators of PYD programs efficacy are the change in community
contribution (or civic engagement) and the decrease of prob-
lem behavior. Although these constructs are indicators of
thriving –which itself, as theory states, is induced by fostering
positive youth development – the Five Cs of PYD are rarely
used to measure program outcomes even though at least two
reliable measures reflect PYD through the structure of the Five
Cs (see Arnold et al. 2012; Bowers et al. 2010).

We found a single quasi-experimental study (White 2009)
which used the Five Cs of PYD as the indicators of a pro-
gram’s efficacy. However, it failed to find any within-group
time effects or between-group effects, despite the practi-
tioners’ claims that the evaluated programs are highly benefi-
cial. AsWhite (2009) explains, they might not have found any
effects on the Five Cs due to the methodological reasons, such
as very small sample size in final analysis or possible diffusion
of treatment effects (Cook and Campbell 1979).Moreover, the
comprehensive longitudinal 4-H study, led by the leading de-
velopers of the PYD perspective, failed to find any direct
effects between program participation and the Five Cs of
PYD (Lerner and Lerner 2013). The existing available evi-
dence of fostering Five Cs in adolescence is limited to cross-
sectional (Arnold et al. 2007), descriptive (Arnold and Nott
2010a), or retrospective (pre-test and post-test data collected
after the completion of the program) (Arnold and Nott 2010b)
studies. It should be noted, however, that the PYD programs
successfully promoted PYD-related outcomes such as inten-
tional self-regulation (Mueller et al. 2011), positive identity
(Eichas et al. 2010), self-efficacy, resilience, spirituality
(Shek and Sun 2010), community and family cohesion, school
prosocial support (Feinberg et al. 2010), and more.

The empirical evidence provided above support the view
outlined by Roth and Brooks-Gunn (2003). They noted that
capturing the change of developmental outcomes, such as the
Five Cs, may be difficult even after a good program, as ado-
lescents Bdo not grow up in programs^ (p. 97) but rather in
families, schools, and communities, and a single program is
rarely capable of changing lives of young people entirely.
Durlak et al. (2010) reported that significant youth program
effects usually appear when evaluating Bself-perceptions,
bonding to school, positive social behaviors, school grades,
and achievement test scores^ (p. 302), but not the desirable
developmental outcomes per se, including social, moral, cog-
nitive, and emotional dimensions (as suggested by Baker
2001). Therefore, a further investigation on whether and
how much the context of the PYD intervention could induce
the Five Cs of PYD is needed.

How the Five Cs of PYD Could be Influenced
by the Context of Interventions

There is substantial empirical evidence that healthy develop-
ment is rooted in multiple contexts, such as families, schools,
and communities (e.g., Youngblade et al. 2007). Preventive
interventions are among these contexts. However, youth pro-
grams are usually relatively short contextual influences and
may have a different impact on separate developmental out-
comes, such as the Five Cs of PYD (Lerner et al. 2005; Roth
and Brooks-Gunn 2003). Although the magnitude of possible
changes of the five elements has not been specifically ad-
dressed to date, one can find some evidence about these
changes in the literature about the studies of the constituting
elements of the Five Cs. Therefore, in following paragraphs,
some previous findings enabling to predict the magnitude of
expected change in Competence, Confidence, Connection,
Character, and Caring after delivering an intervention pro-
gram, will be discussed.

Competence refers to a positive view of one’s actions in a
domain specific area, such as social (e.g., interpersonal skills),
emotional (e.g., stress management), academic (e.g., school
grades), cognitive (e.g., decision making), and vocational
(e.g., career choice) (Lerner et al. 2005; Roth and Brooks-
Gunn 2003). Masten and Coatsworth (1998) suggested that
competence is a result of the interaction between the person
and his/her environment and could be relatively easily influ-
enced by changes in the context. Catalano et al. (2004) pro-
vided empirical support for this idea. They reported that many
PYD interventions, varying in length, were successful in fos-
tering social, emotional, cognitive, behavioral, and moral
competencies. Therefore, an increase in Competence could
be highly anticipated after participating in a quality PYD
program.

Confidence refers to an internal sense of global self-
efficacy and self-esteem (Lerner et al. 2005; Roth and
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Brooks-Gunn 2003). Pajares and Urdan (2006) reported sig-
nificant evidence that mastery experiences may influence self-
efficacy. Thus, improved Competence may also result in im-
proved Confidence. However, Confidence also comprises
self-esteem which develops with early experiences (Robins
and Trzesniewski 2005), and remains quite stable through
the lifespan (Orth and Robins 2014). Nonetheless,
McLaughlin (2000) reported some supporting evidence that
community programs may boost perceived self-esteem.
Therefore, increased Confidence could also be expected as a
result of participation in the school-based PYD program.

Connection refers to bi-directional positive bonds with
people (e.g., peers, parents/guardians, or teachers) and institu-
tions in different contexts (Lerner et al. 2005; Roth and
Brooks-Gunn 2003). According to the identity theory, people
tend to undertake many different role identities while commu-
nicating with various individuals or groups (Hogg et al. 1995).
Therefore, to induce positive changes in different relation-
ships, a successful intervention should be capable of targeting
different social domains. On the other hand, relationships with
others in late adolescence are shaped by the representations of
self and others that depend highly on one’s attachment style
(Kobak and Sceery 1988). The attachment style represents
relatively stable behavioral patterns of the relationships, and
people tend to use their early relationships as a template for
future ones (Campbell et al. 2005). However, the evidence
from the intervention science proves that mentoring relation-
ships can positively influence not only mentor-mentee rela-
tionships but also the relationships with teachers and parents/
guardians (Chan et al. 2013). Therefore, we could expect that
the PYD intervention could have a positive, if modest, influ-
ence on Connection.

Character refers to respect for cultural and societal norms,
morality, and resistance to negative influence (Lerner et al.
2005; Roth and Brooks-Gunn 2003). The development of
morality is shaped by the relationship towards the primary
attachment figure (Van IJzendoorn 1997). In late adolescence,
however, morality development is also influenced by peer
friends (Caravita et al. 2014). Besides, Kirschenbaum (1995)
argued that there are many ways to induce morality in school
settings and appropriate role models in the adolescents’ envi-
ronment may, above all, play a significant role in targeting
morality. Recent research show that the manifestations of pos-
itive morality, such as volunteering, may be influenced by the
example of peers and parents/guardians (Van Goethem et al.
2014). Therefore, within an empowering and encouraging
program atmosphere (Roth and Brooks-Gunn 2003), at least
some effect on Character could be expected.

Caring refers to empathy and sympathy for others (Lerner
et al. 2005; Roth and Brooks-Gunn 2003). Empathy reflects
emotional and cognitive reactions that often lead to acts which
benefit others (Killen and Smetana 2015). Intervention re-
search provides some evidence that increased emotional

competence in adolescence could induce empathy (Castillo
et al. 2013). However, the reported effect sizes are rather
small. Volbrecht et al. (2007) demonstrated that empathy de-
velopment depends both on genetic and early positive
experiences, such as positive affect during interactions with
parents/guardians. Van der Graaff et al. (2014) provided evi-
dence that empathy increases in adolescence as a result of
cognitive development. Therefore, the impact of interventions
on Caring may be limited.

To sum up, previous research provides evidence that the
Five Cs of PYD may be induced by changing the context of
development, for example, by delivering an intervention fo-
cused on promoting PYD. However, the magnitude of the
expected effects may vary across the five constructs. Some
characteristics of individual-context interaction are deeply
rooted in early childhood or even genetics, while others may
be easily influenced by the short-term experiences. Therefore,
it is meaningful to explore the change of Competence,
Confidence, Connection, Character, and Caring in interven-
tion settings separately, to investigate the impact of change in
a developmental context on youth’s positive development.

The School-Based Intervention Program Try
Volunteering

In this study, we evaluated the PYD program called Try
Volunteering which is unique in terms of addressing the
PYD program criteria described by Roth and Brooks-Gunn
(2003) in program development, implementation, and evalu-
ation (Roth and Brooks-Gunn 2016). Roth and Brooks-Gunn
(2016) suggested three defining characteristics of the quality
PYD programs: (1) program goals, targeted towards the Five
Cs of PYD; (2) empowering program atmosphere that encour-
ages positive relationships with adults and peers; (3) program
activities that provide opportunities for practicing new skills
and broadening horizons.

During the two months (8 sessions) long school-based in-
tervention program adolescents participated in activities that
were built specifically to foster the Five Cs of positive youth
development. In this way, the program goal criterion was
targeted. To ensure the appropriate program atmosphere, the
following steps were taken: volunteers with the positive atti-
tude towards adolescents were selected as program leaders;
the program leaders undertook training in order to ensure the
uniformity and the supportive climate of the program delivery;
the program leaders sought to build positive relationships with
and to encourage positive relationships between the partici-
pants; the program structure and activities were organized
with the purpose of empowering youth to take actions and
achieve their goals; the program leaders communicated the
positive behavior expectations to the participating youth; ev-
ery participant could receive individual positive attention and
recognition. After the program delivery, the participants could
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choose to engage in community support-based volunteering
activities under the further supervision of the program leaders
in order to learn how to make important choices and take
responsibility.

The program activities criterion was met by taking the
following actions: the participants were provided with oppor-
tunities for acquiring new skills, nurturing their existing tal-
ents, and dealing with the real situations of their lives. After
the program, the participants learned various volunteering op-
portunities and were given a chance to meet real people from
different volunteer-based organizations. This was done to
broaden participants’ horizons and to provide youth with op-
portunities for getting involved in new challenging activities.

The Present Study

The present study aimed to evaluate within-group time effects
and between-group effects of the intervention program Try
Volunteering on positive youth development at 4-months fol-
low-up. We used the Five Cs model of PYD framework
(Lerner et al. 2005) for both the development and the evalua-
tion of the program. The evidence-based Five Cs model has
rarely been used as a basis for the PYD intervention research
and practice, especially outside the United States of America.
This work contributes to the developmental and intervention
research by addressing this gap.

From the theoretical perspective, we consider the current
intervention as a developmental context that may induce
youth’s thriving. In this study, however, the focus lies not only
on the change in the Five Cs but also on its magnitude. There
is little empirical evidence of change in the Five Cs of PYD
over time, as a result of the PYD intervention. As far as we
know, the magnitude of change in the Five Cs has never been
addressed in previous studies before. Thus, our study contrib-
utes to the further exploration of the five constructs that con-
stitute PYD.

The new perspective has recently been added to the devel-
opmental system theory (Lerner 2004) on which the PYD
framework is based. Belsky (2013) suggested that people dif-
fer in plasticity; therefore, the susceptibility to environmental
influences (both positive and negative) is differential. The
PYD intervention is a developmental context (Roth &
Brooks-Gunn 2016) that influences youth in a (preferably)
positive way. However, according to Belsky’s (2013) view,
the intervention effects could be shaped by individual differ-
ences in plasticity. Therefore, in this study, alongside the tra-
ditional variable-oriented approach, we addressed the person-
oriented approach (Bergman et al. 2003), which is rare in
intervention studies. We believe that presenting both types
of analysis in a single study contributes to better understand-
ing of the program effects in general and the trajectories of the
Five Cs of positive youth development in particular.

Whereas program development and implementation met
the general criteria of PYD programs (Roth and Brooks-
Gunn 2003), we expected that the short-term school-based
intervention program Try Volunteering will foster
Competence, Confidence, Connection, Character, and
Caring. Also, we expected to find the between-group as well
as within-group time effects on all the Five Cs.

Method

Design

The quasi-experimental study design was chosen for the pilot
evaluation of the newly developed PYD intervention program
efficacy. Three available measures (pre-test, post-test, and
follow-up; each four months apart) in the intervention and
control groups were used. Twenty-six ninth-to-tenth-grade
classrooms from two middle schools participated in the pres-
ent study. All adolescents from one school (13 classrooms)
were assigned to the intervention condition and all adolescents
from the other school (10 classrooms) to the control condition.
The assignment was conducted at the school level and not at
the classroom level (Roth and Brooks-Gunn (2016) acknowl-
edged the latter as an available option) in order to avoid the
diffusion of treatment effect described by Cook and Campbell
(1979). The schools were selected for the study based on their
similarity of the structure (both being gymnasiums with ninth
to twelfth graders) and the neighborhood (both located in the
areas with similar neighborhood characteristics, e.g., non-
central location, middle-class apartment housing, etc.).

Participants

The sample used in the current study consisted of 615 partic-
ipants: 351 from the intervention school (44.2% girls, aged
from 13 to 16 (Mage = 15.26; SDage = .69) at pre-test) and 264
from the control school (40 .9% girls, aged from 14 to 17
(Mage = 15.24; SDage = .65) at pre-test). Most of the partici-
pants (92.6%) were Lithuanians. The subjects in the interven-
tion and control groups did not differ in terms of age (t = .30,
p = .63) and gender (χ2 = .650, p = .25).

It should be noted that participants were included in the
study regardless of the number of the program sessions that
they attended as we assumed that all adolescents from the
intervention school could be influenced by the treatment in
one way or another because of the possible diffusion of the
treatment effect (Cook and Campbell 1979). Seventeen per-
cent of the intervention sample attended the full program; 25%
missed one meeting; 35% missed more than one meeting but
attended no fewer than half of the program sessions; 23%
attended less than half of the program sessions, but were pres-
ent at least in one session.
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Procedures

The study was conducted from May 2014 to May 2015 and
consisted of the following stages: program development; se-
lection, training, and supervision of the program leaders; in-
tervention delivery (classroom and school activities); and as-
sessments (pre-test in September 2014, post-test in January
2015, and follow-up in May 2015).

Intervention The short-term school-based PYD program was
developed by the research team of the longitudinal project
BMechanisms of promoting positive youth development in
the context of socio-economical transformations
(POSIDEV)^. Program activities (8 classroom sessions,
45 min each) were delivered once a week during the regular
school hours. Each session was focused on fostering from one
to three Cs of PYD (see Table 1).

Before starting the program, the introductory meeting was
organized to present the intervention program for the school
community. During this meeting, the participants of the pro-
gram, teachers, and school administration had an opportunity
to meet the program developers, program leaders, and repre-
sentatives from volunteer-based organizations.

Participants from 13 classrooms in the intervention school
were divided into 26 smaller groups of 15 or fewer to ensure
the quality of the program delivery. Awide range of individual
and group activities (e.g., group discussions, role-plays, and
personal reflections) were organized during the program ses-
sions. At the end of every session, program leaders provided
some insights of how the strengths of youth could be further
encouraged by taking part in the volunteering activities.

The intervention program was delivered by 28 program
leaders (university students volunteers). Before the interven-
tion, program leaders participated in a two-day training led by
program developers. All program leaders signed volunteering
contracts by which they committed to deliver a full program (8
sessions). When a leader could not deliver a session on the
appointed day, the respective session was rescheduled in col-
laboration with the intervention school and took place before
the due time of the following session. Group supervisions of

the program leaders were organized once a week, right after
the delivery of the session.

After the program delivery, a volunteering fair was orga-
nized during which participants had an opportunity to meet
staff members of the volunteer-based organizations such as
animal shelters, Caritas-run services, child care centers, etc.
Participants could choose whether and where to volunteer.

Assessment Assessment dates and conditions were discussed
with every school before each assessment. Parents/guardians
were informed about the study in writing and informed con-
sents were obtained. Before each assessment, adolescents
were informed of the study purpose and that their participation
was voluntary. Questionnaires were administered by
POSIDEV researcher team in classrooms during regular
school hours. Students who were absent on the day of data
collection were contacted by the school personnel during the
following one or two weeks and asked to fill out the
questionnaire.

Measures

Positive youth development was measured with the Positive
Youth Development Inventory (PYDI) (Arnold et al. 2012).
This questionnaire was chosen because it was developed in-
tentionally as an outcome measure for youth development
programs and because it observes the Five Cs model of
PYD by measuring Competence (14 items; e.g., BI am a cre-
ative person^), Confidence (9 items; e.g., BI feel good about
my scholastic ability^); Connection (8 items; e.g., BI have a
wide circle of friends^), Character (9 items; e.g., BIt is impor-
tant that others can count on me^), and Caring (8 items; e.g.,
BWhen there is a need, I offer assistance whenever I can^).
Each item was rated on a four-point scale: 1 for Strongly
disagree, 2 for Disagree, 3 for Agree, and 4 for Strongly agree.
The Lithuanian version of the questionnaire was developed by
the researchers from the POSIDEV project team. In the cur-
rent study, Cronbach’s alphas ranged across the three mea-
surement points from .74 to .78 for Competence, from .75 to
.80 forConfidence, from .66 to .77 forConnection, from .68 to

Table 1 The list of the Try
Volunteering program sessions
with the corresponding Five Cs

Session Topic PYD goals

1 I can be open to the new experiences. Confidence, Character, Connection

2 I can learn about my strengths Character, Confidence

3 I can cherish my connections with others Connection, Confidence

4 I can understand my own and other people’s feelings Caring, Competence

5 I can survive difficult situations Competence, Character, Caring, Connection

6 I can see life as a meaningful experience Confidence, Connection, Competence

7 I can share what I have with others Caring, Competence, Connection

8 I can become a volunteer Caring, Character
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.79 for Character, and from .81 to .86 for Caring. The results
of the Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) confirmed a good
factor structure of the PYDI (χ2/df = 2.07; RMSEA = .06 [.04;
.08]; CFI/TLI = .95/.92). The test for measurement invariance
between schools revealed that measures were equivalent at
configural (χ2/df = 2.56; RMSEA = .07 [.06; .08]; CFI/
TLI = .93/.91), metric (χ2/df = 2.39; RMSEA = .06 [.05; .08];
CFI/TLI = .93/.91), and scalar (χ2/df = 2.34; RMSEA = .06
[.05; .08]; CFI/TLI = .93/.91) levels.

Data Analysis

To test PYD program efficacy, the latent growth curve model-
ing approach (Muthén and Curran 1997) was adopted. At the
first stage of data analysis, we tested whether a linear growth
occurs in the intervention and the control groups for all the
Five Cs (Competence, Confidence, Connection, Character,
and Caring) of positive youth development. In the current
study, the intercept was centered at the first time-point (i.e.
pre-test); thus all intercept factor loadings were fixed at 1,
and the first slope factor loading at 0. As all three measure-
ment time-points were distributed equally, the next two slope
factor loadings were fixed at 1 and 2 respectively.

An alternative subgroup perspective (Lanza and Rhoades
2013) was also used for the evaluation of the intervention
efficacy. Therefore, in order to apply the person-oriented ap-
proach to the data in the control and the intervention settings,
the latent class growth analysis (Muthén and Muthén 2000)
was conducted simultaneously in the intervention and the con-
trol groups for all the Five Cs.

As the Five Cs were measured with a complex scale
(PYDI; Arnold et al. 2012), we calculated the factor scores
prior to analysis, and, following the recommendations by
Yang et al. (2009), used them for the subsequent latent growth
modeling. As the participants of the intervention and the con-
trol groups were nested into classes, to ensure the correctness
of the effect sizes calculation (Kelley and Preacher 2012), the
analysis was performed by applying the complex data ap-
proach. Based on this approach, the standard errors are com-
puted taking into account complex sampling features
(Asparouhov and Muthen 2006).

All growth and latent class analyses were conducted in
Mplus 7.31 (Muthén and Muthén 1998–2012). As data were
missingmostly due to attrition, it was considered asMissing at
Random (Graham et al. 2003). Therefore, no data imputation
was applied. Full information maximum likelihood (FIML)
estimator was used in all analysis as a method for taking into
account the missing data (Enders 2010).

Effect sizes are seen as an informative and comparable way
to give a quantitative reflection of the phenome-
non change magnitude (Kelley and Preacher 2012).
Followting the recommendation by Durlak (2009), in our
study, the effect sizes with confidence intervals (Thompson

2002) were calculated independently of the statistical signifi-
cance of the change in both the intervention and the control
groups. The correct effect size calculation in the growth-
modeling analysis was applied (Feingold 2009). Therefore,
the difference between the estimated means of the intervention
and the control groups at the final time-point (follow-up) di-
vided by the pooled baseline (pre-test) standard deviation was
calculated to obtain between-group effects. Within-group ef-
fects were computed by subtracting the estimated means at
pre-test from the estimated means at follow-up and dividing
the difference by the standard deviation at pre-test (Lipsey and
Wilson 2001). The bias-corrected estimates of the effect size
(dunb; see Fritz et al. (2012) for exact formula) are provided.

Results

Mean Differences at the Baseline

The t-tests were used to compare the mean factor scores of the
Five Cs in the intervention and the control groups at the pre-
test (see Table 2). The data revealed no significant differences
for either of the Five Cs; thus, the two groups were found
suitable for the quasi-experimental comparison. As the
person-oriented approach was applied to the data, and the
participants were classified depending on the growth pattern,
we also compared the baseline mean factor scores of the Five
Cs for the most numerous classes (the ones that included big-
gest number of participants, compared to other classes) of the
intervention and the control samples (see Table 3). The results
indicated no significant baseline mean differences in the most
numerous classes. Therefore, we used the most numerous
classes for the intervention-control comparison in order to
calculate the intervention effects.

Mean Change Trajectories and Effects

Latent growth modeling analysis was conducted simulta-
neously in the intervention and the control groups to investi-
gate the shape of growth trajectories. As the data included
three measures, the linear growth trajectories were tested for
all the Five Cs of PYD. The Model Fit Indices of the growth
trajectories (see Table 4) confirmed the linear shape of growth
for all the Five Cs in both groups. None of the slopes were
found significant; consequently, all growth trajectories were
considered stable (see Fig. 1). Therefore, the results based on
the growth of mean factor scores indicate that there was no
change observed in the intervention and the control group
over the selected period. However, all variances of intercept
in both groups and some variances of slope in the intervention
group were found significant, indicating possible within-
group change differences. Therefore, the results revealed that
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latent class subgroup analysis was meaningful in both the
intervention and the control groups.

Effect sizes were calculated in order to test for the between-
group and within-group time effects on the mean change.
Most effect sizes appeared to be below .1 (see Table 4), indi-
cating very small between-group and within-group mean ef-
fects of the intervention. A more noticeable between-group
mean effect was found for Competence and Confidence.
However, the effect sizes were still below .2, indicating a small
mean change.

Latent Classes of the Change Trajectories
and the Subgroup Effects

The latent class growth analysis was conducted for all the Five
Cs of positive youth development in intervention and control
groups. The class solution was chosen based on the Akaike
Coefficient (AIC), the sample-size adjusted Bayesian coeffi-
cient (BIC), and Entropy. The latent class analysis revealed
that the best fitting class solutions could be characterized in
terms of having the most numerous classes which in the

intervention group comprises between 78 and 97% of the total
sample, and in the control group between 84 and 97% of the
total sample. As the most numerous classes cover a signifi-
cantly large proportion of the total sample, they were used for
the subgroup efficacy analysis of the intervention.

Competence The two-classes solution appeared to be most
appropriate in both the intervention and the control groups
for Competence (see Table 5). Competence increased signifi-
cantly in the most numerous class (97%) of the intervention
group and decreased significantly in the most numerous class
(90%) of the control group with large between-group effect
size. Thus, the results indicated that intervention is effective in
fostering Competence. Competence growth trajectories for the
most numerous classes and the rest of the samples are shown
in Fig. 2.

Confidence The subgroup analysis revealed that the two-
classes solution was the most fitting in both the intervention
and the control groups for Confidence (see Table 5).
Confidence increased significantly in the most numerous class

Table 3 Mean differences of the
factor scores for the Five Cs of
PYD at the baseline in the most
numerous classes

The Five Cs Intervention group Control group Difference

Mean SD Mean SD F p(F) t p(t)

Competence

Ni = 339; Nc = 237

−.009 .17 −.019 .18 .12 .73 −.64 .52

Confidence

Ni = 324; Nc = 216

−.005 .23 −.053 .22 .50 .48 2.40 .06

Connection

Ni = 339; Nc = 256

−.027 .38 .043 .36 .04 .84 2.26 .05

Character

Ni = 275; Nc = 227

−.081 .27 −.013 .30 3.62 .05 2.67 .06

Caring

Ni = 333; Nc = 264

−.029 .33 .015 .33 .77 .38 −1.60 .11

Note. i intervention group, c control group, SD standard deviation, F the coefficient of Levene’s test for equality of
variances, t the coefficient of the t-test for equality of means

Table 2 Total sample mean
differences of the factor scores for
the Five Cs of PYD at the baseline

The Five Cs Intervention group Control group Difference

N = 351 N = 264

Mean SD Mean SD F p(F) t p(t)

Competence −.003 .18 .003 .20 .93 .34 .41 .68

Confidence .002 .23 −.003 .25 .98 .32 −.25 .80

Connection −.009 .38 .013 .41 1.01 .32 .67 .50

Character −.013 .30 .024 .31 .64 .43 1.46 .15

Caring −.010 .33 .015 .33 .22 .64 .907 .37

Note. SD standard deviation, F the coefficient of Levene’s test for equality of variances, t the coefficient of the
t-test for equality of means
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(97%) of the intervention group and decreased significantly in
the most numerous class (84%) of the control group with large
between-group effect size. Thus, the results indicated that

intervention is effective in fostering Confidence. Confidence
growth trajectories for the most numerous classes and the rest
of the samples are shown in Fig. 3.
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Fig. 1 The growth trajectories of the factor scores estimatedmeans for the
Five Cs of PYD in the intervention (n = 351) and the control groups (n =
264). Note. Total intervention and control group samples were used for

the estimation of trajectories. Pre-test, post-test, and follow-up measures
were 4 months apart each. The indication of stability is based on p statis-
tics of the mean growth

Table 4 Fit indices, estimates, and the effect sizes of the growth trajectories in the total sample

Model Fit Indices Growth factors Effect sizes

χ2 p(χ2) CFI TLI RMSEA [90% CI] MI VI MS VS dunb [90% CI]

Competence .10 [−.06; .26]a

Intervention .024 .876 1.000 1.013 .000 [.000; .072] −.003 .029*** .005 .006*** .06 [−.06; .21]b

Control .052 .869 1.000 1.022 .000 [.000; .100] .003 .022*** −.006 .000 −.08 [−.25; .09]b

Confidence .14 [−.02; .30]a

Intervention .418 .517 1.000 1.010 .000 [.000; .121] .001 .047*** .006 .007** .05 [−.09; .20]b

Control .098 .754 1.000 1.054 .000 [.000; .112] −.001 .036*** −.008 .001 −.08 [−.25; .09]b

Connection .07 [−.09; .23]a

Intervention .062 .803 1.000 1.009 .000 [.000; .089] −.007 .096*** .008 .001 .05 [−.10; .20]b

Control .185 .667 1.000 1.028 .000 [.000; .124] .004 .074*** −.008 .012 −.05 [−.23; .11]b

Character .07 [−.09; .23]a

Intervention .253 .615 1.000 1.004 .000 [.000; .112] −.012 .072*** .009 .012** .07 [−.08; .21]b

Control .405 .524 1.000 1.013 .000 [.000; .139] .016 .065*** −.014 .008 −.11 [−.28; .06]b

Caring .04 [−.11; .20]a

Intervention .100 .751 1.000 1.011 .000 [.000; .097] −.010 .080*** .007 .008 .05 [−.10; .20]b

Control .010 .921 1.000 1.025 .000 [.000; .059] .008 .065*** −.008 .006 −.06 [−.23; .11]b

Note. Intervention group (n = 272), Control group (n = 266)

χ2 Chi-Square, CFI Comparative Fit Index, TLI Tucker Lewis Index, RMSEA Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, M mean, V variance, I
intercept, S slope, CI confidence interval

*** p < .001; ** p < .01
a between-group
bwithin-group
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Connection The results indicated that the two-classes solution
was the most fitting in both the intervention and the control
groups for Connection (see Table 5). Connection increased
significantly in the most numerous class (97%) of the inter-
vention group with moderate within-group effect size. No
change was observed in the most numerous class (97%) of
the control group. However, the between-group effect size
was found very small. Therefore, only the within-group time
intervention effect on Connection was identified from these
results. Connection growth trajectories for the most numerous
classes and the rest of the samples are shown in Fig. 4.

Character The subgroup analysis revealed that in the case of
Character the three-classes solution was the most fitting in the
intervention group, and the two-class solution in the control
group (see Table 5). No change of Character was observed in
the most numerous class (79%) of the intervention group.
However, Character decreased significantly in the most numer-
ous class (87%) of the control group with moderate between-
group effect size. The intervention was shown to have some
effect in protecting against the decrease of Character.

A significant increase of Character was also observed in a
subgroup (18%) of the intervention sample (see Fig. 5).

Table 5 Fit indices, estimates, and the effect sizes of the growth trajectories in the most numerous classes

Classes solution fit indices Growth factors for the most numerous class Effect sizes

n ΔAIC ΔBIC ENT MI VI MS dunb [90% CI]

Competence .54 [.37; .71]a

Intervention (N = 339) 2 23 21 .897 −.009 .027*** .016** .20 [.05; .35]b

Control (N = 237) 2 20 19 .823 −.021 .020*** −.019*** −.27 [−.45; −.09]b

Confidence .61 [.44; .79]a

Intervention (N = 341) 2 13 12 .939 −.009 .041*** .016*** .16 [.01; .31]b

Control (N = 216) 2 8 6 .691 −.051 .024*** −.019* −.25 [−.44; −.06]b

Connection .06 [−.10; .22]a

Intervention (N = 275) 2 16 14 .927 −.025 .099*** .027*** .17 [.02; .32]b

Control (N = 227) 2 10 8 .958 .032 .066*** −.010 −.08 [−.25; .10]b

Character .14 [−.03; .32]a

Intervention (N = 339) 3 14 13 .721 −.078 .052*** −.013 .11 [−.05; .28]b

Control (N = 256) 2 2 1 .700 −.012 .044*** −.036* −.34 [−.53; −.16]b

Caring .09 [−.07; .25]a

Intervention (N = 333) 2 11 9 .830 −.031 .080*** .032*** .16 [.01; .31]b

Control (N = 264) 1 – – – .008 .059*** −.007 .00 [−.17; .17]b

Note. n number of classes,ΔAIC the difference of Akaike coefficient in (n-1)-n classes,ΔBIC the difference of sample-size adjusted Bayesian coefficient
in (n-1)-n classes, M mean, V variance, I intercept, S slope, CI confidence interval

*** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05
a between-group
bwithin-group
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Fig. 2 The latent class growth trajectories of the factor scores estimated
means for Competence in the intervention (n = 351) and the control
groups (n = 264): a most numerous classes; b the rest of the samples.

Note. Percentages in the legend indicate the proportion of the sample in
a current class. Different scales are used in diagrams a. and b.; the
magnitude of growth should be compared only within each part
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However, a similar growth appeared to be characteristic for the
subgroup (13%) of the control sample. The two subgroup
growth trajectories in the intervention and the control samples
are also similar in terms of a higher intercept. Therefore, the
observed growth in the subgroup of the intervention sample
(18%) is unlikely due to the impact of the intervention program.

Caring The results indicated that the two-classes solution was
the most fitting in the intervention group for Caring (see
Table 5). In the control group, the single class solution was
most suitable. Caring increased significantly in the most nu-
merous class (95%) of the intervention group with moderate
within-group effect size. No change of Caring was observed in
the control group (100%). However, between-group effect
size was found small. Therefore, only the within-group time
intervention effect on Caring was indicated. Caring growth
trajectories for the most numerous class of the intervention
group and the rest of the samples are shown in Fig. 6.

Discussion

The aim of the current study was to evaluate the efficacy of the
school-based positive youth development intervention

program Try Volunteering on the Five Cs of positive youth
development (PYD) at the 4-months follow-up after program
delivery. Overall, we found between-group program effects on
competence, confidence and character and within-group ef-
fects on all the Five Cs.

The mean growth results obtained by applying growth
modeling on the whole intervention and control samples re-
vealed no changes in Competence, Confidence, Connection,
Character, and Caring in both groups. These results are in line
with the results of other studies that also used the Five Cs for
the evaluation of program outcomes (e.g., White 2009; Lerner
and Lerner 2013). However, when we applied the person-
oriented approach and conducted the subgroup analysis, some
intervention effects were found on all of the Five Cs.

The most numerous classes of the intervention and the
control groups were used for further evaluation of intervention
efficacy. Having applied the subgroup approach to the data,
we found that the most numerous classes in the intervention
and the control groups comprised high proportions of the total
samples. Thus, the intervention effects were calculated using
substantially large subgroups, excluding only a small number
of participants who in most cases represented opposite and/or
very steep and/or high/low intercept changing trajectories
compared to the most numerous groups which were similar

-0.1

-0.05

0

0.05

0.1

Pre-test Post-test Follow-up

CONFIDENCE SUBGROUP

Intervention/stable (97%)

Control/decreasing (84%)

-0.4

-0.2

0

0.2

0.4

Pre-test Post-test Follow-up

Intervention/high decreasing (3%)

Control/high increasing (16%)

a b

Fig. 3 The latent class growth trajectories of the factor scores estimated
means forConfidence in the intervention (n = 351) and the control groups
(n = 264): a the most numerous classes; b the rest of the samples. Note.

Percentages in the legend indicate the proportion of the sample in a
current class. Different scales are used in diagrams a. and b.; the
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Fig. 4 The latent class growth trajectories of the factor scores estimated
means forConnection in the intervention (n = 351) and the control groups
(n = 264): a the most numerous classes; b the rest of the samples. Note.

Percentages in the legend indicate the proportion of the sample in a
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to mean growth trajectories in terms of intercepts located
around middle scores and relatively flat growth.

Was the Intervention Capable of Fostering the Five Cs
of PYD and at what Magnitude?

The results of the current study revealed that the short-term
school-based PYD intervention program Try Volunteering is
effective in fostering Competence at the within-group and
between-group levels. The overall intervention effect on
Confidence was relatively large. These results confirm previ-
ous findings summarized by Catalano et al. (2004) and sug-
gest that the relatively short intervention program, based on
the PYD framework, could have a significant positive impact
on social-emotional, cognitive, academic, and vocational
competencies.

Our study indicates that the current PYD program is
successful in fostering Confidence with positive within-
group and between-group effects. The overall program
effect on Confidence was relatively large. The results
supported the findings from Pajares and Urdan (2006)

and McLaughlin (2000), indicating that participation in
the PYD intervention may have a positive influence on
general self-efficacy and self-esteem. As self-esteem de-
velops throughout the lifespan (Robins and Trzesniewski
2005), the results of our study suggest that positive
contextual influences during the critical developmental
periods, such as adolescence (Dahl 2004), may boost
it. Adolescents may benefit from this boost in a longer
perspective, because, as found by Orth et al. (2012), an
increase of self-esteem may have the desirable long-term
effects on affectivity, depression, relationships and job
satisfaction as well as general health.

Not only program participants benefited from the program
participation in terms of increase in Competence and
Confidence, but also non-participants suffered from the de-
crease of it. It could be explained by the fact that as the aca-
demic year progresses, work-load and, in turn, the stress level
increases. Stress and burnout make general performance
poorer and induces negative self-evaluations (e.g., Schaufeli
et al. 1993). Therefore, the current program seems to work not
only as a promoting but also as a protective factor and may
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Fig. 6 The latent class growth trajectories of the factor scores estimated
means for Caring in the intervention (n = 351) and the control groups
(n = 264): a the most numerous classes; b the rest of the samples. Note.

Percentages in the legend indicate the proportion of the sample in current
class. Different scales are used in diagrams a. and b.; the magnitude of
growth should be compared only within each part
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reduce possible effects of school-related stress. However, this
idea should be further explored in future research.

We found the within-group time effect of the Try
Volunteering program on the Connection. The Connection
tended to stay stable throughout the academic year in the con-
trol condition and increased significantly in the intervention
group. However, the between-group effect in non-significant
and within-group time effect is relatively small. The interven-
tion program addressed mainly the relationships with peers and
program leaders when the Connection factor also includes the
relationships with parents/guardians and teachers. Therefore,
our results support the idea that in order to foster improved
relationships in broader contexts, the intervention program
should cover more social domains (Catalano et al. 2004).
These results are in line with identity theory, indicating the
possible differences in role identities in different relationships
that, most probably, could be changed only by direct influence.
Also, the significant, but relatively small program effect on
Connection support the idea that relationships development
takes time (Roth and Brooks-Gunn 2003). On the one hand,
the delivered intervention was relatively short (8 meetings), on
the other hand, the change of relationships may take a while,
and further assessments would be reasonable in order to test if
the long-term effect on Connection appears with time.

The results of present study revealed that the current PYD
intervention program is effective in maintaining Character and
works as a protective factor against the decrease of it. We found
that Character decreased during the academic year in the con-
trol group and remained stable in the intervention group.
However, the program effect on Character was relatively small.
The noticeable decrease in morality and integrity in the control
group could be explained by the negative peer and contextual
influence (Caravita et al. 2014). We believe, exactly changing
the context helped to maintain the Character in the intervention
group. The program participants had an opportunity to develop
social-emotional competencies, to improve relationships with
peers as well as to foster empathy. All thes influences affect
treatment of others, which shapes the morality in general
(Killen and Smetana 2015). We also believe that program
leaders may have become older peer models for the program
participants. Therefore, our findings support the idea of
Kirschenbaum (1995) and expand the findings of Van
Goethem et al. (2014), suggesting that older peers could influ-
ence the morality of adolescents in a positive way. In addition,
the relatively small effect sizes of the within-group and
between-group effects on Character support the idea that in
adolescence morality development in general, and moral atti-
tudes, in particular, depend not only on personal relationships
with others but also on implicit theories that are difficult to
change (Van IJzendoorn 1997). We also found an interesting
Character increase tendency in the higher intercept classes both
in intervention and control groups. These results suggest that
the morality and integrity of already highly moral adolescents

tend to increase evenmore during the academic year, regardless
the contextual changes. However, due to the small numbers of
participants in these subgroups, further investigation of the
findings is needed for more appropriate interpretation.

In our study, we found the within-group time effect of the
PYD program Try Volunteering on Caring. The effect size for
this increase was relatively small. Our results confirmed the
findings by Castillo et al. (2013), suggesting that the increase
in empathy with emotional skill training could be achieved,
however, the magnitude of this change is rather modest. The
small within-group effect size and no change at all in the
control group also support the previous findings by
Volbrecht et al. (2007) and Van der Graaff et al. (2014), sug-
gesting that the development of empathy depends more on
brain development and early experiences than on the contex-
tual changes.

Strengths and Limitations

Our study should be considered in light of its strengths and
limitations. Among the strengths are applying the theoretical
PYD approach in the phase of program development, delivery,
and evaluation; the quasi-experimental study design with more
than two measures in testing the efficacy of the current pro-
gram; and use of advanced statistical analysis. The subgroup
effects evaluation, addressing the person-oriented approach,
and the effect sizes calculated for growth and subgroup trajec-
tories, ensuring the correct estimation of program effects.

Among the limitations is using self-report measures for the
evaluation of positive youth development. We believe, addi-
tional parents/guardians and/or teachers reports could be very
much informative for a better understanding of program re-
sults. The other limitation is testing relatively short-term pro-
gram effects, as the last evaluation took place only in four
months after program delivery. Thus, further assessments are
needed in order to test, whether the current program is effec-
tive in a long-term perspective. It is possible that additional
effects would appear, as the development is time-sensitive and
positive influences could stimulate the emergence of positive
developmental cascades (Lewin-Bizan et al. 2010). It should
also be tested, whether fostering the Five Cs of PYD leads to a
decrease of negative outcomes as well as an increase of con-
tribution to self, family, and community, as suggested in the
relational developmental system model of the individual ↔
context relations (Lerner et al. 2005). In addition, the media-
tion modeling should be applied in order to extend our find-
ings from stating that change did happen to the investigation
of the change mechanisms. Finally, we have to note that the
current programwas implemented in a single community (one
school). Thus, in future research, it is necessary to focus on the
extent to which this program might be extended to different
real-world conditions. Further actions should lead to adopting
strategies that enable schools to implement the intervention
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without a substantial involvement of researchers. Therefore,
for now, we can only indicate that the program’s efficacy
results are promising; however, the program effectiveness
evaluation is necessary in order to confirm that program re-
peatedly works and in different settings (Eisner 2009). For the
future research, we also suggest using the Mixed Method
Design (Palinkas et al., 2015) approach that, we believe,
would enrich the quantitative results with insights deriving
from qualitative data.

Conclusion

The results of the current study indicate that changing the
context in the way of implementing the PYD-framework-
based intervention program is meaningful and makes the dif-
ference when seeking to foster healthy and positive adoles-
cents’ development. We believe, integrating evidence-based
positive youth development programs, such as the current
PYD program, into a schools’ curriculum could be a helpful
and logical step to take for schools seeking to accomplish their
extended mission of contributing to youths thriving and well-
being.

Funding This research was funded by the European Social Fund under
the Global Grant measure, grant number VP1–3.1-ŠMM-07-K-02-008.

Compliance with Ethical Standards

Conflict of Interest The authors declare that they have no conflict of
interest.

Ethical Approval All procedures performed in studies involving human
participants were in accordance with the ethical standards of the institu-
tional and/or national research committee and with the 1964 Helsinki
declaration and its later amendments or comparable ethical standards.

Informed Consent Informed consent was obtained from all individual
participants included in the study.

References

Arnold, M. E., & Nott, B. D. (2010a). Linn county 4-H horse program
evaluation. Corvallis: 4-H Youth Development Education, Oregon
State University.

Arnold, M. E., & Nott, B. D. (2010b). 4-H youth voice: Youth choice:
Final program evaluation report. Corvallis: 4-H Youth
Development Education, Oregon State University.

Arnold, M. E., Meinhold, J. L., Skubinna, T., & Ashton, C. (2007). The
motivation for and developmental benefits of youth participation in
county 4-H fairs: A pilot study. Journal of Extension, [On-Line],
45(6). Available at: http://www.joe.org/joe/2007december/rb5.
shtml.

Arnold, M. E., Nott, B. D., & Meinhold, J. L. (2012). The positive youth
development inventory (PYDI). Corvallis: Oregon State University.

Asparouhov, T., & Muthen, B. (2006). Multilevel modeling of complex
survey data. InProceedings of the Joint Statistical Meeting in Seattle
(pp. 2718-2726).

Baker, K. (2001). Optimal developmental outcomes for the child aged six
to twelve: Social, moral, cognitive, and emotional dimensions.
NAMTA Journal, 26(1), 71–93.

Belsky, J. (2013). Differential susceptibility to environmental influences.
International Journal of Child Care and Education Policy, 7, 15–31.
https://doi.org/10.1007/2288-6729-7-2-15

Benson, P. L., & Scales, P. C. (2009). The definition and preliminary
measurement of thriving in adolescence. The Journal of Positive
P s y c h o l o g y, 4 , 8 5–104 . h t t p s : / / d o i . o r g / 1 0 . 1 0 8 0 /
17439760802399240

Bergman, L. R., Magnusson, D., & El Khouri, B. M. (2003). Studying
individual development in an interindividual context: A person-
oriented approach. New York: Psychology Press.

Bowers, E. P., Li, Y., Kiely, M. K., Brittian, A., Lerner, J. V., & Lerner, R.
M. (2010). The five Cs model of positive youth development: A
longitudinal analysis of confirmatory factor structure and measure-
ment invariance. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 39, 720–735.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-010-9530-9

Campbell, L., Simpson, J., Boldry, J., & Kashy, D. (2005). Perceptions of
conflict and support in romantic relationships: The role of attach-
ment anxiety. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 88,
510–531. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.3.510

Caravita, S. C., Sijtsema, J. J., Rambaran, J. A., & Gini, G. (2014). Peer
influences on moral disengagement in late childhood and early ad-
olescence. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 43, 193–207. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10964-013-9953-1

Castillo, R., Salguero, J. M., Fernández-Berrocal, P., & Balluerka, N.
(2013). Effects of an emotional intelligence intervention on aggres-
sion and empathy among adolescents. Journal of Adolescence, 36,
883–892. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2013.07.001

Catalano, R. F., Berglund,M. L., Ryan, J. A., Lonczak, H. S., &Hawkins,
J. D. (2004). Positive youth development in the United States:
Research findings on evaluations of positive youth development
programs. The Annals of the American Academy of Political and
Social Science, 591 , 98–124. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0002716203260102

Chan, C. S., Rhodes, J. E., Howard,W. J., Lowe, S. R., Schwartz, S. E., &
Herrera, C. (2013). Pathways of influence in school-based
mentoring: The mediating role of parent and teacher relationships.
Journal of School Psychology, 51, 129–142. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.jsp.2012.10.001

Cook, T. D., & Campbell, D. T. (1979). Quasi-experimentation: Design
and analysis for field settings. Chicago: Rand McNally.

Dahl, R. E. (2004). Adolescent brain development: A period of vulnera-
bilities and opportunities. Keynote address. Annals of the New York
Academy of Sciences, 1021, 1–22. https://doi.org/10.1196/annals.
1308.001

Durlak, J. A. (2009). How to select, calculate, and interpret effect sizes.
Journal of Pediatric Psychology, 34, 917–928. https://doi.org/10.
1093/jpepsy/jsp004

Durlak, J. A., Weissberg, R. P., & Pachan, M. (2010). A meta-analysis of
afterschool programs that seek to promote personal and social skills
in children and adolescents. American Journal of Community
Psychology, 45, 294–309. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-010-
9300-6

Eichas, K., Albrecht, R. E., Garcia, A. J., Ritchie, R. A., Varela, A.,
Garcia, A., et al. (2010). Mediators of positive youth development
intervention change: Promoting change in positive and problem out-
comes?Child & Youth Care Forum, 39, 211–237. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s10566-010-9103-9

Eisner, M. (2009). No effects in independent prevention trials: Can we
reject the cynical view? Journal of Experimental Criminology, 5,
163–183. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11292-009-9071-y

Enders, C. K. (2010). Applied missing data analysis. New York: Guilford
Press.

Curr Psychol (2020) 39:705–719 717



Feinberg, M. E., Jones, D., Greenberg, M. T., Osgood, D. W., &
Bontempo, D. (2010). Effects of the communities that care model
in Pennsylvania on change in adolescent risk and problem behav-
iors. Prevention Science, 11, 163–171. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11121-009-0161-x

Feingold, A. (2009). Effect sizes for growth-modeling analysis for con-
trolled clinical trials in the same metric as for classical analysis.
Psychological Methods, 14, 43–53. https://doi.org/10.1037/
a0014699

Fritz, C. O., Morris, P. E., & Richler, J. J. (2012). Effect size estimates:
Current use, calculations, and interpretation. Journal of
Experimental Psychology: General, 141, 2–18. https://doi.org/10.
1037/a0024338

Gestsdottir, S., & Lerner, R. M. (2008). Positive development in adoles-
cence: The development and role of intentional self-regulation.
Human Development, 51, 202–224. https://doi.org/10.1159/
000135757

Graham, J. W., Cumsille, P. E., & Elek-Fisk, E. (2003). Methods for
handling missing data. In. J. A. Schinka, & W. F. Velicer, (Eds),
Handbook of psychology (pp. 87–114). New York: Wiley. https://
doi.org/10.1002/0471264385.wei0204.

Greenberg, M. T., Weissberg, R. P., O'Brien, M. U., Zins, J. E.,
Fredericks, L., Resnik, H., & Elias, M. J. (2003). Enhancing
school-based prevention and youth development through coordinat-
ed social, emotional, and academic learning. American
Psychologist, 58, 466–474. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.58.
6-7.466

Heck, K. E., & Subramaniam, A. (2009). Youth development frameworks.
[Monograph]. Davis: 4-H Center for Youth Development,
University of California.

Hogg, M. A., Terry, D. J., & White, K. M. (1995). A tale of two theories:
A critical comparison of identity theory with social identity theory.
Social Psychology Quarterly, 255–269. https://doi.org/10.2307/
2787127

Kelley, K., & Preacher, K. J. (2012). On effect size. Psychological
Methods, 17, 137–152. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028086

Killen, M., & Smetana, J. G. (2015). Origins and development of moral-
ity. In M. E. Lamb (Ed.) Handbook of child psychology and devel-
opmental science, vol 3, 7th edition (pp. 701–749). Editor-in-Chief,
R. M. Lerner: NY: Wiley-Bleckwell. doi: https://doi.org/10.1002/
9781118963418.childpsy317.

Kirschenbaum, H. (1995). 100 ways to enhance values and morality in
schools and youth settings. Massachusetts: Pearson Education.

Kobak, R. R., & Sceery, A. (1988). Attachment in late adolescence:
Working models, affect regulation, and representations of self and
others. Child Development, 59, 135–146. https://doi.org/10.2307/
1130395

Lanza, S. T., & Rhoades, B. L. (2013). Latent class analysis: An alterna-
tive perspective on subgroup analysis in prevention and treatment.
Prevention Science, 14, 157–168. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-
011-0201-1

Lerner, R. M. (2004). Diversity in individual↔context relations as the
basis for positive development across the life span: A developmental
systems perspective for theory, research, and application (The 2004
Society for the Study of HumanDevelopment Presidential Address).
Research in Human Development, 1(4), 327–346.

Lerner, R. M., & Lerner, J. V. (2013). The positive development of youth:
Comprehensive findings from the study of positive youth
development. Medford, MA: Institute for Applied Research in
Youth Development, Tufts University.

Lerner, R. M., Lerner, J. V., Almerigi, J. B., Theokas, C., Phelps, E.,
Gestsdottir, S., et al. (2005). Positive youth development, participa-
tion in community youth development programs, and community
contributions of fifth-grade adolescents findings from the first wave
of the 4-H study of positive youth development. Journal of Early

Ado l e s c en c e , 25 , 1 7–71 . h t t p s : / / d o i . o rg / 1 0 . 1177 /
0272431604272461

Lewin-Bizan, S., Bowers, E. P., & Lerner, R. M. (2010). One good thing
leads to another: Cascades of positive youth development among
American adolescents. Development and Psychopathology, 22,
759–770. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579410000441

Lipsey, M. W., & Wilson, D. B. (2001). Practical meta-analysis.
Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications.

Masten, A. S., & Coatsworth, J. D. (1998). The development of compe-
tence in favorable and unfavorable environments: Lessons from re-
search on successful children. American Psychologist, 53, 205–217.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.53.2.205

McLaughlin, M. W. (2000). Community counts: How youth organiza-
tions matter for youth development. Washington, DC: Public
Education Network.

Mueller, M. K., Phelps, E., Bowers, E. P., Agans, J. P., Urban, J. B., &
Lerner, R. M. (2011). Youth development program participation and
intentional self-regulation skills: Contextual and individual bases of
pathways to positive youth development. Journal of Adolescence,
34, 1115–1125. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2011.07.010

Muthén, B. O., & Curran, P. J. (1997). General longitudinal modeling of
individual differences in experimental designs: A latent variable
framework for analysis and power estimation. Psychological
Methods, 2, 371–402. https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.2.4.371

Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (1998-2012). Mplus user’s guide,
Seventh Edition. Los Angeles: Muthén & Muthén.

Muthén, B., & Muthén, L. K. (2000). Integrating person-centered and
variable-centered analyses: Growth mixture modeling with latent
trajectory classes. Alcoholism: Clinical and Experimental
Research, 24, 882–891. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-0277.2000.
tb02070.x

Orth, U., & Robins, R. W. (2014). The development of self-esteem.
Current Directions in Psychological Science, 23, 381–387. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0963721414547414

Orth, U., Robins, R. W., & Widaman, K. F. (2012). Life-span develop-
ment of self-esteem and its effects on important life outcomes.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 102, 1271–1288.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025558

Overton, W. F. (2013). Relationism and relational-developmental sys-
tems: A paradigm for developmental science in the post-Cartesian
era. Advances in Child Development and Behavior, 44, 21–94.
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-397947-6.00002-7

Pajares, F., & Urdan, T. C. (2006). Self-efficacy beliefs of adolescents.
Greenwich, Connecticut: IAP.

Palinkas, L. A., Horwitz, S. M., Green, C. A., Wisdom, J. P., Duan, N., &
Hoagwood, K. (2015). Purposeful sampling for qualitative data col-
lection and analysis in mixed method implementation research.
Administration and Policy in Mental Health and Mental Health
Services Research, 42, 533–544. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10488-
013-0528-y

Robins, R. W., & Trzesniewski, K. H. (2005). Self-esteem development
across the lifespan.Current Directions in Psychological Science, 14,
158–162. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0963-7214.2005.00353.x

Roth, J. L., & Brooks-Gunn, J. (2003). Youth development programs:
Risk, prevention and policy. Journal of Adolescent Health, 32,
170–182. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1054-139X(02)00421-4

Roth, J. L., & Brooks-Gunn, J. (2016). Evaluating youth development
programs: Progress and promise. Applied Developmental Science,
20, 188–202. https://doi.org/10.1080/10888691.2015.1113879

Scales, P. C., Benson, P. L., Leffert, N., & Blyth, D. A. (2000).
Contribution of developmental assets to the prediction of thriving
among adolescents. Applied Developmental Science, 4, 27–46.
https://doi.org/10.1207/S1532480XADS0401_3

Schaufeli, W. B., Maslach, C. E., & Marek, T. E. (1993). Professional
burnout: Recent developments in theory and research. Philadelphia:
Taylor & Francis.

Curr Psychol (2020) 39:705–719718



Schmid, K. L., Phelps, E., & Lerner, R. M. (2011). Constructing positive
futures: Modeling the relationship between adolescents’ hopeful fu-
ture expectations and intentional self regulation in predicting posi-
tive youth development. Journal of Adolescence, 34, 1127–1135.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2011.07.009

Shek, D. T. L., & Sun, R. C. F. (2010). Effectiveness of the tier 1 program
of project P.A.T.H.S.: Findings based on three years of program
implementation. The Scientific World Journal, 10, 1509–1519.
https://doi.org/10.1100/tsw.2010.122

Theokas, C., Almerigi, J. B., Lerner, R. M., Dowling, E. M., Benson, P.
L., Scales, P. C., & von Eye, A. (2005). Conceptualizing and model-
ing individual and ecological asset components of thriving in early
adolescence. Journal of Early Adolescence, 25, 113–143. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0272431604272460

Thompson, B. (2002). What future quantitative social science research
could look like: Confidence intervals for effect sizes. Educational
Researcher, 31, 25–32. https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X031003025

Tolan, P., Ross, K., Arkin, N., Godine, N., & Clark, E. (2016). Toward an
integrated approach to positive development: Implications for inter-
vention. Applied Developmental Science, 20, 214–236. https://doi.
org/10.1080/10888691.2016.1146080

Van der Graaff, J., Branje, S., De Wied, M., Hawk, S., Van Lier, P., &
Meeus,W. (2014). Perspective taking and empathic concern in adoles-
cence: Gender differences in developmental changes. Developmental
Psychology, 50, 881–888. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034325

Van Goethem, A. A., van Hoof, A., van Aken, M. A., de Castro, B. O., &
Raaijmakers, Q. A. (2014). Socialising adolescent volunteering:

How important are parents and friends? Age dependent effects of
parents and friends on adolescents’ volunteering behaviours.
Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 35, 94–101.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2013.12.003

Van IJzendoorn, M. H. (1997). Attachment, emergent morality, and ag-
gression: Toward a developmental socioemotional model of antiso-
cial behavior. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 21,
703–728. https://doi.org/10.1080/016502597384631

Volbrecht, M. M., Lemery-Chalfant, K., Aksan, N., Zahn-Waxler, C., &
Goldsmith, H. H. (2007). Examining the familial link between pos-
itive affect and empathy development in the second year. The
Journal of Genetic Psychology, 168, 105–130. https://doi.org/10.
3200/GNTP.168.2.105-130

White, D. J. (2009). The effect of youth participatory evaluation and
youth community action training on positive youth development
(Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from Oregon State University
Scholars Archive. (http://hdl.handle.net/1957/13732).

Yang, C., Nay, S., & Hoyle, R. H. (2009). Three approaches to using
lengthy ordinal scales in structural equation models: Parceling, la-
tent scoring, and shortening scales. Applied Psychological
Measurement , 34 , 122–142. ht tps : / /doi .org/10.1177/
0146621609338592

Youngblade, L. M., Theokas, C., Schulenberg, J., Curry, L., Huang, I. C.,
& Novak, M. (2007). Risk and promotive factors in families,
schools, and communities: A contextual model of positive youth
development in adolescence. Pediatrics, 119, 47–53. https://doi.
org/10.1542/peds.2006-2089H

Curr Psychol (2020) 39:705–719 719


	Promoting positive youth development through a school-based intervention program  Try Volunteering
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Positive Youth Development
	Program Participation as a Context for Fostering Positive Youth Development
	How the Five Cs of PYD Could be Influenced by the Context of Interventions
	The School-Based Intervention Program Try Volunteering
	The Present Study

	Method
	Design
	Participants
	Procedures
	Measures
	Data Analysis

	Results
	Mean Differences at the Baseline
	Mean Change Trajectories and Effects
	Latent Classes of the Change Trajectories and the Subgroup Effects

	Discussion
	Was the Intervention Capable of Fostering the Five Cs of PYD and at what Magnitude?
	Strengths and Limitations
	Conclusion

	References


