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This thesis investigates the impact of after-school programs on youth in rural communities. A case 

study of the Fusion Youth Activity and Technology Centre in Ingersoll, Ontario was conducted to 

explore the relationship between program participation and the development experiences of youth 

participants ages 12 to 18 years. The Youth Experience Survey created by Hansen and Larson (2002) 

was selected for this study to assess the positive and negative youth development experiences of 

Fusion youth participants, measuring experiences within conceptual domains of Identity Work, 

Initiative, Basic Skills, Positive Relationships, Team Work and Social Skills, Adult Networks and 

Social Capital, and Negative Experiences.  The study found that all domains measuring positive 

youth development experiences were positively correlated, with the strongest experiences 

associated with the domains of Identity Work, Basic Skills, Positive Relationships, and Team 

Work and Social Skills. In addition, the study concluded that participants’ youth development 

significantly increased with duration of membership and intensity of participation at Fusion. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 
 

 

Life is full of challenges, stresses, and risks. Neither parents nor society can always protect 

young people from such adversities. Rather, facing challenges is part of growing up. However, if 

prepared, youth can overcome such hardships and continue to thrive and become successful 

functioning adults. By facilitating positive youth development through strengthening 

developmental experiences, youth can achieve a healthy and happy life. After-school programs 

(ASPs) are an attempt to deal with some of the challenges of youth. 

 

The few unsupervised hours between the end of the school day and a parent or guardian’s return 

to home are peak hours for juvenile delinquent behaviour, such as experimentation with drugs, 

alcohol, cigarettes and sex (Fight Crime: Invest in Kids, 2009). After-school programs are 

earning a reputation for affecting adolescents positively. There is consensus regarding this point 

amongst parents, education providers, front-line workers, private and public donors, and other 

involved parties wanting to develop a standard model of after-school programming (Wilson et 

al., 2009; Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2003). 

 

According to Halpern (1999), there are four factors that have helped create the growing interest 

in after-school programs: neighbourhoods are perceived as being no longer safe, it is increasingly 

believed that children should be supervised by adults, some children require more time and 

attention to learn material taught in school, and it is increasingly recognized that all children 

deserve equal opportunities to access enriching activities. Research also suggests that the relation 
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between program participation and positive outcomes may be particularly strong for youth from 

a low socio-economic status (Mahoney et al., 2009; Marsh, 1992; Pedersen & Seidman, 2005). 

 

This research will investigate the Fusion Youth Activity and Technology Centre as a case study. 

Fusion is a youth activity and technology centre located in Ingersoll, Ontario, offering after 

school and weekend programming to youth between the ages of 12 and 18. They facilitate 

recreational activities such as playing sports, cooking, and making art. They also employ leading 

edge technology to help participants develop skills in graphic design, music and media 

production (Fusion Youth Centre, 2010). Fusion provides access to activities, equipment, 

facilities and professional support that are essential for young people, helping them to become 

more highly motivated (Fusion Youth Centre, 2010). 

 

Problem Statement 

Rural towns and villages are admired for their seemingly quiet atmosphere and friendly 

neighbourhoods, portrayed against a picturesque backdrop of nature. These quaint rural areas are 

popular amongst affluent incomers, cottage owners wanting to get away from the city, and 

retirees seeking an idyllic lifestyle (Shucksmith, 2004). However, this rural idyll can be 

unfavourable to children and young people. Experiencing considerable social marginalization in 

rural areas, children and young people may be visible and yet their needs may be both invisible 

and left unmet. Public spaces have become increasingly restricted to young people, forcing them 

to “hang out” with their peers in spaces shared by the rest of the community, such as streets and 

near town monuments (Shucksmith, 2004; Katz, 1998). In addition, the growing use of drugs and 

alcohol by young people in rural areas can be linked to the lack of recreational and leisure 



3 

 

facilities (Katz, 1998; Meek, 2008). Thus, the lack of facilities reinforces strained relations 

between youth and older residents or the community at large. Such visibility of youth is subject 

to adult scrutiny and they are more readily stigmatized (Shucksmith, 2004; Meek, 2008; Smith et 

al., 2002). 

 

Such challenges are faced by the youth of Ingersoll. Ingersoll is a town of 12,000 people that has 

evolved from an agricultural community to one of industry and commerce (Town of Ingersoll, 

2008). The youth of Ingersoll experience social marginalization due to inadequate public 

transportation and limited recreational facilities and public space (Fusion Youth Centre, 2010). 

In May 2004, the Youth Planning Group in conjunction with the Ingersoll Town Council 

identified the need for a youth centre to meet the diverse needs of the local youth (Fusion Youth 

Centre, 2010). In response, The Town of Ingersoll established the Fusion Youth Centre in 2005. 

Applying strategies that are flexible to the needs of the youth, Fusion is the first establishment of 

its kind in Ingersoll that offers both drop-in and organized recreational opportunities for its 

participants (Fusion Youth Centre, 2010). This research study assessed the adolescents’ 

development experiences which occurred through their participation at Fusion. 

 

Goal Statement 

The goal of this research was to investigate the relationship between program participation at the 

Fusion Youth Centre and the development experiences
1
 of adolescents ages 12 to 18 years. 

 

                                                 
1
 Youth engage in these developmental experiences in order to promote health and well-being.  
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Objectives 

 To examine what impact participation at the Fusion Youth Centre has on youths’ 

development of: 

 Identity work 

 Initiative  

 Basic skills 

 Positive relationships 

 Team work and social skills 

 Adult networks and social capital 

 Negative experiences 

 

 To determine if there are differences in regards to development experiences among Fusion 

Youth Centre participants based on: 

 Sex 

 Age 

 Current grade in school 

 Length of membership 

 Frequency of participation 

 

Methodology and Data Sources 

The Youth Experience Survey (YES) was developed by Hansen and Larson (2002) to study the 

psychological factors and interpersonal skills developed by high-school aged adolescents during 

extracurricular activities. YES 1.0 has been revised by Hansen and Larson (2005) to create YES 

2.0, and I further modified it to appropriately correspond with the objectives of this investigation. 

The principal functions of YES 2.0 are the same as those of YES 1.0; however the revised 
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instrument is shorter than the original and is backed by stronger evidence of scale reliability and 

validity (Hansen & Larson, 2005) [see Appendix A for the original YES 2.0 and Appendix B for 

the adapted YES 2.0]. The adapted version of YES 2.0 is comprised of 17 sub-domains of 

positive development experiences within six conceptual domains of positive development 

experiences: Identity Work, Initiative, Basic Skills, Positive Relationships, Team Work and 

Social Skills, and Adult Networks and Social Capital. In addition, YES 2.0 tests for one 

conceptual domain of negative development, which is then comprised of four sub-domains of 

negative development experiences that interfere with positive youth development. The specific 

changes made in YES 2.0 to better correspond to the needs of this investigation are itemized in 

Appendix C.  YES will map the learning experiences of the young participants of Fusion.  It is 

the aim of this study to evaluate if adolescents reported the 21 types of development experiences 

across the full variety of organized activities, programs and services offered by Fusion. 

 

The YES instrument was administered as a self-report paper survey, and was distributed to the 

youth attending Fusion. Data for these analyses came from a representative sample of adolescent 

ages 12 to 18 years. To assess the 21 development experiences, a total of 66 items were posed in 

Likert rating format. This format was used in the survey because it balanced gathering a great 

depth of information with providing a relatively simplistic coding option. Descriptive statistics, 

data grouping techniques, reliability analysis, regression analysis and inferential statistics were 

completed to analyze the results of the survey. Microsoft Excel 2007 was used to check the 

survey data for response errors and to calculate descriptive statistics, such as means and standard 

deviations. The statistical program SPSS version 19.0 was used to calculate all other statistics, 
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such as the Cronbach’s alpha, item-total correlation with scale, correlation matrix, and regression 

analysis. 

 

The differences in development experiences based on demographics were assessed, where each 

independent variable was categorized as the following: 

 Age: 12 to 14 years, 15 to 18 years 

 Sex: female, male 

 Current grade in school: grades 6 to 8, grades 9 to 12 

 Length of membership: less than 6 months, 1 year to less than 3 years, 3 year to less than 

5 years, 5 years or more 

 Frequency of participation in the last month: 1 to 7 days, 8 to 14 days, 15 to 21, more 

than 21 days 

 

The staff at Fusion was appointed the responsibility of administering the survey amongst the 

youth and monitored the participants as they completed the survey. The identities of the 

participants are not required for the self-administered questionnaire. 

 

Significance of the Research  

This research contributes to the limited literature available on the effects of after-school 

programs on adolescent functioning for youth living in Ingersoll, Ontario, Canada. This 

investigation provides insight as to how program participation at the Fusion Youth Centre affects 

the development experiences of adolescents. Living in a rural town with limited recreational, 

educational and cultural outlets for its youth, Fusion seeks to empower these young adults by 
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creating a space which will enhance young people’s competence, connections, character, 

confidence and compassion (OCCF, 2005). Furthermore, it is hoped that these research findings 

can offer a model which can be applied to other rural Canadian towns. 

 

Limitations and Assumptions 

The original YES was designed by Hansen and Larson (2002) as a general instrument to evaluate 

youth development experiences across all types of organized youth activities and programs. It is 

important to note that the sample population for this research varied in two ways from the 

intended target population in Hansen and Larson’s study (2002, 2005). First, the YES has been 

successfully tested with over 500 youth in grades nine through twelve, and considered 

appropriate for high school youth ages 14 to 18 years. However, this study’s sample age range is 

from 12 to 18 years. Thus, the original language has been modified to reflect the language used 

by younger adolescents and allow the survey to be more accessible by younger participants [refer 

to Appendix C]. Second, the YES was developed with racially diverse youth in mind from low 

socio-economic backgrounds, particularly African Americans. Fusion is open to all, regardless of 

race or socio-economic status (SES). This means that many Fusion participants come from a low 

SES, while others from a higher SES. It is speculated that youth from lower SES may have 

gained more from participating at Fusion since they may be missing out on extracurricular 

activities which could involve a high cost to join, such as little league sports or dance classes. 

Members can access similar programming at Fusion for a one-time low membership fee. In 

addition, Fusion has very limited racial diversity, so that aspect of the target population intended 

to be measured by the original YES was amiss.  
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The findings obtained during this research are invaluable. However, it is pertinent to understand 

that the YES instrument is not a conclusive categorization of all of the development experiences. 

The six domains and 17 sub-domains of positive experiences do not represent all positive 

development experiences that some organized activities may provide, such as specialized 

learning experiences within sports and arts (Hansen & Larson, 2002). Furthermore, the effects of 

respondent’s self selection may be present in the data. Self-reporting is an efficient means to 

collecting youth experiences, however it would be beneficial if future research would conduct 

independent verification of these experiences (Hansen & Larson, 2002; Wilson et al., 2009; 

Dworkin et al., 2003). Contributing factors for the small sample size (e.g., 113 completed 

surveys) can be attributed to respondents refusing to complete the self-administered survey and 

the Fusion staff unable to recruit more participants.  

 

The Youth Experience Survey is a dependable instrument, tested in several different phases to 

confirm its reliability. However, because there were no tests or interviews taken of the youth 

prior to their participation at Fusion as a baseline to work from, it is difficult to determine the 

raw effects of participation on youth development experiences. Thus, this research can only 

conclude the perceived improvements (or deteriorations) of one’s skills and experiences since 

participating at Fusion. Each individual’s starting capacity (e.g., prior to participating at Fusion) 

and current capacity (e.g., thus far at Fusion) is an element of subjectivity. For example, a youth 

may indicate they have not tried new things at Fusion, when in fact they are engaged in several 

new activities that they have not participated in anywhere else prior to joining Fusion. 

Conversely, a youth may have been exposed to various activities prior to joining Fusion, but they 

still agreed they have tried new things at Fusion. 
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A potential limitation of the study was the use of Likert-type scales to measure the extent to 

which the respondent agreed or disagreed to each survey item. It is argued that means or standard 

deviations cannot be calculated for such a type of scale since the specific amount of difference 

between each statement cannot be determined (Agresti and Finlay, 1997). In other words, the 

results are strictly categorical, and the distance between scale measures such as Yes, definitely 

(score 4 on the 4-point Likert scale) and Quite a bit (score 3 on the 4-point Likert scale) is not 

known with precision.  

 

Statistical values presented in this study were rounded to two-decimal points. Many of the 

analyses were based on a two-decimal point precision, such as omitting a survey item from the 

analysis if the item-total correlation to scale was less than 0.30. If values were rounded to one-

decimal point then a loss of information would be apparent since the Likert-type scale is only out 

of four points, so the extra precision reveals considerable information. For example, there is a 

noticeable difference between two values of 2.05 and 2.14, but if they were to be rounded to one-

decimal point then both values are now equal to 2.1. However, similar to the limitations of using 

a Likert-type scale for this study, it is difficult to prove the accuracy a two-decimal point 

precision implies because calculating the categorical responses is not very precise to begin with.  

 

To better picture the results, the domains, sub-domains, and items were discussed in terms of an 

arbitrary “majority” or “minority”. For instance, if a result did not have a majority of respondents 

highly agreeing to it, then it may be speculated that Fusion does not have the ability to instill that 

particular skill or experience in all participants. However, it is imperative to keep in mind that 
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Fusion has a growing membership base with over 1600 participants and it is a great 

accomplishment if a large proportion of youth did agree to have learned a skill or gained an 

experience. For example, in this study less than fifty percent of the respondents agreed that they 

have learned of ways to motivate or push themselves at Fusion (46.9%), then that percentage 

extrapolated to the whole population would account for approximately 752 participants who have 

gained that positive attribute, which is a very large number indeed! 

 

Due to an oversight during the final revisions of the adapted YES, a gap was present in the fourth 

qualifying demographic question. The question asked How long have you been a member at 

Fusion? with four answers to choose from: Less than 6 months, 1 year to less than 3 years, 3 

years to less than 5years, and 5 years or more. However, there is a discontinuation of time since 

the interval of 6 months to less than 1 year was not accounted for. This apparent disconnection of 

time could have lead to a loss of precise information. Thus, to compensate for this error, the first 

two categories were collapsed in order to capture those respondents who would have otherwise 

gone amiss. For the purpose of analysis, the three intervals of time considered were less than 3 

years, 3 years to less than 5 years, and 5 years or more. 

 

Organization of the Study 
 

The thesis is organized as follows. First, a Literature Review introduces the context and 

theoretical foundations of the research. The Methodology chapter introduces the survey 

instrument, research design, and data analysis techniques employed. This is followed by the 

Results chapter, which describes the results of the data analyses in relation to the research 
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objectives. The Discussion chapter interprets the results and examines their implications, offers a 

summary of the study’s findings, and makes suggestions for future research.  
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

 

This literature review situates my research, emphasizing how it fits into its larger academic 

context by highlighting some of the major trends in theory, research and practice that I found to 

be relevant to my study. Literature related to the application of positive youth development 

methods in after-school programs and its effects on adolescent functioning is scarce within the 

Ontario context, especially in regards to rural towns. Thus, the purpose of this investigation is 

both to begin this kind of research and to establish the need for further research in this area. This 

chapter is informed by three themes: the challenges encountered by rural youth; approaches to 

positive youth development; and the function, role and efficacy of after-school programs. 

 

Challenges for Rural Youth 

An Overview of the Issues Encountered by Rural Youth 
Young people’s feelings about life in rural communities are complex. Young people are known 

to construct their own sense of belonging and moral rules (Smith et al., 2002). Rural youth who 

perceive their community as a space of possibilities can be seen as deliberately constructing, 

mobilizing and projecting a positive perception of their community. While some young people 

demonstrate a strong commitment to rural areas as a place to live, there are others who view their 

rural communities as a place to escape from. 
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As has been concisely summarized by the youth and non-youth members of The Ontario Rural 

Council (2007), young people living in rural areas may encounter a few of these issues: lack of 

recreational facilities and public space, stereotypes that limit youth, the need for adequate public 

transportation, and out-migration.  

 

Recreational Facilities and Public Space 
Young people in rural areas have limited access to public spaces where they can get away from 

adults and occupy space the way they would like to. Due to the lack of public space accessible to 

young people, they are highly visible in their communities. Such visibility is subject to adult 

scrutiny and is more readily stigmatized (Shucksmith, 2004; Meek, 2008; Smith et al., 2002). In 

addition, a lack of recreational and leisure facilities can be linked to the increasing use of drugs 

and alcohol amongst rural youth (Katz, 1998; Meek, 2008). As explained by Panelli et al. (2002), 

amenities must be youth appropriate and be something that the youth want, such as skateparks, 

cinemas, clubs, parks and other sporting facilities. Typically, these facilities exist in larger, 

neighbouring towns or cities served by unreliable, infrequent and expensive public transport. In 

many rural communities, common complaints focus on limited local bus routes and the lack of 

bus fare subsidization for young people (ie: Panelli et al., 2002; TORC, 2007). 

 

Out-Migration 
Ni Laoire (2000) explains that there are several reasons why a young person may leave their 

rural home. There may be limited or inadequate employment opportunities available, where 

youth are paid low wages and feel under-valued, for instance, whereas migration means to seek 

better economic opportunities with higher pay and benefits as compared to the available local 
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options. Education in rural towns and villages may be limited to elementary and high schools; 

thus, an individual must migrate if they aspire to higher education. Some individuals may also 

feel claustrophobic in their home towns, wanting to break free and travel the world (or at least 

travel to neighbouring towns and cities). Migration may even be seen as a necessary step to 

growing up. Jamieson (2000) reviewed two underlying factors for a young person to stay behind 

in their rural community: failure to do well academically in high school and a resultant inability 

to attain higher education, or they never thought of leaving because they were content being with 

family and friends, surrounded by familiarity.  

 

Positive Youth Development 

Traditional approaches to youth development consider young people as “problems to be solved,” 

where the risks they pose must be mitigated and their liabilities managed. Deficit based programs 

concentrate on treating a specific problem, such as substance abuse, violence, and school failure, 

but they do not invest in the long term potential of the youth (Restuccia & Bundy, 2003). In 

pathological terms, health is defined as the absence of disease or health compromising 

behaviours. This, however, is an incomplete view of subjective well-being (Park, 2004a). As the 

field of youth development advances, researchers are recognizing that successful development is 

greater than the avoidance of problems. A contemporary concept of health must include skills, 

behaviours and competencies needed to succeed in employment, education, and civic life 

(Benson, 2002). In the simple terms used by Pittman and Irby (1996), “problem-free is not fully 

prepared.” 
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A paradigm shift occurred in youth development in the early 1990s—rather than fixing single-

issue problems for troubled kids, the focus turned to the broader development needs of all youth, 

“troubled” or not (Pittman & Irby, 1996). Positive youth development advocates seek to provide 

young people with the supports they need to be successful in a life that is full of facing 

challenges, rather than coaching them regarding how to avoid a single hurdle. Positive youth 

development (PYD) is a toolbox that provides youth with various support systems to guide them 

through a successful transition into adulthood, and enables them to attain short-term and long-

term outcomes (Restuccia & Bundy, 2003). PYD is most successful when the entire community, 

including young people, are involved in creating the opportunities needed for youth to grow into 

healthy adults. 

 

Positive youth development seeks to promote policies and programs that will enhance young 

people’s competence, connections, character, confidence and compassion (OCCF, 2005). From 

traditional perspectives, young people are preferred to be compliant, voiceless members of 

society. However, PYD portrays youth as respected partners and not just program clients because 

it is understood that youth can influence their surroundings and social contexts (Edwards et al., 

2007). A holistic approach is adopted within PYD by engaging youth, families, schools and the 

whole community to ensure that an environment is created which will support youths’ physical, 

personal, social, emotional, intellectual and spiritual development (Wentworth, 1982). 

 

Youth Development Strategy 
Figure 1, below, developed by the Community Network for Youth Development (CNYD), 

outlines the organizational practices needed to promote positive youth development outcomes. 
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Figure 1: Organizational practices, key experiences, and outcomes to ensure PYD 
Source: “Positive Youth Development:  A Literature Review,” by Restuccia, D. & Bundy, A. (2003). Learning in 

Communities/Providence, p.3. Rhode Island KIDS COUNT. 

 

As summarized by Restuccia and Bundy (2003, p.4), the eight organizational practices that 

support youth development and learning are: 

1. Low ratios of youth to staff/volunteers ensure deep and meaningful relationships are 

built. 

2. Safe, reliable and accessible activities and spaces to encourage attendance.  

3. Flexibility in allocating available resources to those aspects of the program that will 

attract youth and promote their development. 

4. Continuity and consistency of care provided by adults to support and guide young 

people throughout their adolescence. 

5. High, clear and fair standards set by the program will encourage young people to meet 

higher expectations. 
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6. Ongoing, results-based staff and organizational improvement process will allow 

program staff to establish and monitor the desired outcomes for themselves, their 

organization and the participating youth. 

7. Youth involvement in the planning and execution of a program will promote a sense of 

ownership, responsible behaviour and leadership skills.  

8. Community engagement encourages youth and the community to engage in a dialogue, 

providing participants with powerful experiences of personal efficacy and facilitating 

changes in prevalent negative attitudes concerning young people. 

 

As summarized by Restuccia and Bundy (2003, p.5-6), the following are experiences and 

interactions that young people must be subjected to in order for healthy development to occur: 

1. A sense of physical and emotional safety must exist in order for youth to feel protected 

from harm and accepted by a group. 

2. Multiple supportive relationships help young people through adolescence by offering 

adult-child and peer relationships. 

3. Meaningful participation encourages young people to internalize the purpose of the 

program, which increases their sense of belonging. 

4. Community involvement allows youth to gain a sense of purpose, while overcoming the 

negative stereotypes that people hold against them. 

5. Challenging and engaging learning experiences that build skills can lead to the 

exploration of career options. 

Such crucial organizational practices and key experiences can lead to desired outcomes—in 

terms of the development stages of youth and early adulthood—which programs should strive 
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towards. Programs employing PYD strategies are effective because they enable youth to achieve 

self-sufficiency, maintain healthy family and social relationships, and contribute to the 

community as young adults. 

 

It Takes a Village to Raise a Child 
As the old African proverb states, “it takes a village to raise a child.” The engagement of the 

various stakeholders involved in a young person’s life is crucial for successful PYD. Benson 

(2002) investigates the most influential sources: family, school, neighbourhood, national and 

local youth organizations, faith community, and primary supports. A family is perhaps the most 

influential source in generating PYD. Success-promoting families nurture, support and 

discipline. In addition, such families seek opportunities and mitigate risks in other linking 

ecologies, while parents model civic engagement. The role of schools is also instrumental 

because they have the capacity to educate young people and generate the development strength 

needed for societal well-being. A school has access to resources that can positively impact 

development, which can in turn enhance academic achievement. Benson (2002) argues that the 

neighbourhood, national and local youth organizations, faith communities, and primary supports 

(ie: before and after-school programs, sports teams, arts programs) can only strengthen PYD. 

The potential effects of the aforementioned sources of PYD are maximized through: sustained 

relationships with adults, both within and beyond the family; peer group influence; socializing 

systems; community level social norms, ceremony, ritual, policy and resource allocation; and 

programs, including school-based and community-based efforts to nurture and build skills and 

competencies (Benson, 2002; Granger, 2002). 
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Politics of Youth 
It is unfair and presumptuous to view young people as an all-encompassing, homogenous group, 

according to which view well-intentioned adults and politicians make decisions for them with a 

“one size fits all” solution. Youth feel marginalized when their opinions and voices are not heard 

regarding issues that may directly affect them (Editorial, 2002). There are remarkable differences 

in how groups of youth from the same community experience and talk about their lives. A young 

person’s identity is unique and important, defined by categories such as gender, age, ethnicity, 

and ability (Smith et al., 2002). A young person has the ability to construct their own meanings 

to relate to their surroundings and to negotiate the norms set by adults (Valentine, 1997; Smith et 

al., 2002). Youth can occupy multiple positions and work at constituting their own social 

relations in terms of laws, ethics, politics and kinship (Editorial, 2002). 

 

Meaningful Youth Engagement 
Encouraging youth to participate in community development can help actively bring their needs 

to the forefront of local political agendas. If such participation is adequately promoted, young 

people can contribute substantially to their own lives and to the sustainability of their 

communities (Taylor-Gooby, 1998). Youth’s sense of ownership over communities may grow 

(Jenstch, 2006). Young people who participate may gain proficiency in planning, organizational 

and decision-making skills, and further enhance their knowledge of how “adult structures” work 

(Gray, 2001). In addition to learning these skills, involvement in community activities is likely to 

forge a sense of belonging between young people and their communities (Taylor-Gooby, 1998). 
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Barriers to Successful Implementations of PYD Strategies 
Restuccia and Bundy (2003) investigate the three most common barriers to the widespread 

implementation of PYD. First, disregarding that such strategies even exist and believing that they 

are ineffective slows down the adoption of such an approach. Adults can be very suspicious of 

youth. Such a crippling stigma in relation to youth forces young people to face social exclusion 

by adults and prevents them from participating in community life. In addition, the concerned 

public may not be familiar with such strategies because PYD is still a relatively new approach to 

youth development. Second, institutional resistance may occur amongst traditional youth 

development practitioners. These practitioners may be affixed to their top-down model of 

preventing single-issue problems by providing specific services to troubled youth. 

Understandably, it is difficult for adults to allow young people to lead in fear of failure and 

disapproval. Such a power shift requires the involvement of strong adults with skills to empower 

young people, and with a genuine belief that youth are capable and can contribute. Finally, 

translating theory into practice takes remarkable effort—limited resources, a lack of funding and 

developing a high-quality workforce are a few of the hurdles faced by in-school and after-school 

programs. Programs struggle financially to hire, train and retrain educators and staff to deliver 

PYD programming. 

 

Function, Role and Efficacy of After-School Programs 

Information on how children in Canada spend their after school-time and on current 

programming levels is scarce, and a standard measure of need or demand is not available. 

Consequently, all references used are American-based.  In this literature review, after-school 

program participation refers to school-based extracurricular activities engaged in by children and 
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adolescents, primarily in senior kindergarten to grade twelve. These activities are organized and 

supported by schools and occur on school grounds, unless otherwise mentioned. 

 

Overview of After-School Programs 
After-school programs (ASPs) are a topic of great interest as the number and quality of programs 

increases. In the North American setting, a student can take on one to three after-school 

extracurricular activities, on average, most of which occur as part of an ASP (Marzke & Bruns 

2003). Concisely reviewed by the Afterschool Alliance, a few of the positive outcomes of ASPs 

in regards to youth functioning are: improved school attendance, increased engagement in 

learning, improved test scores and grades, positive impact on children’s self-concept and 

decision making skills, reduced truancy and improved behaviour in school, and children are kept 

safe under adult supervision (Afterschool Alliance, 2011).  

 

The Role and Function of After-School Programs 
After-school programs are structured for students from the ages of 5 to 18 and typically operate 

for a few hours in the afternoon at the end of a normal school day. Such programs offer a range 

of different services, such as homework help and competence building activities like sports and 

the arts, while also offering opportunities for youth to develop personal and social skills (Durlak 

et al., 2010; Wilson et al., 2009). After-school programs can vary substantially in terms of a 

number of factors, such as the size of the program; funding received from private and/or public 

donors; hours of operations may last for a few hours per day or extend to weekends and the 

summer holidays; different activities may be offered according to the program’s mission and 

goals; a program can focus on a few children or have a greater range and reach hundreds of 
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youth; and program participation may be limited to children of certain age groups—these are 

only a few ways in which ASPs may differ from one another. After-school programs have 

become a common solution for many parents who work well into the afternoon, as they provide 

children with an adult supervised and safe environment. Furthermore, ASPs allow children to 

develop skills and competencies outside of the classroom and home settings (Durlak et al., 

2010). 

 

There are many other reasons why a child may join an ASP. After-school programs provide a 

safe place during the supervision gap between the end of the typical workday and the traditional 

school day. After-school programs allow youth to engage in positive activities with their peers, 

providing them with opportunities that can surely generate social and human capital, allow 

individuals to explore their identity, and offer a challenging setting outside of academics 

(Mahoney et al., 2010). However, when reasons for joining a program are influenced by extrinsic 

factors such as parents, stipends or requirements enforced by schools, positive outcomes become 

stunted and are rarely experienced (Feldman & Matjasko, 2005). Many authors have illustrated 

that, if they willingly participate in ASPs regularly over a long period of time, then children 

attend school more regularly, teachers report less delinquent behaviour in classrooms, and a 

significant positive effect is seen in terms of academic achievement (ie: Holland & Andre, 1987; 

Durlak et al., 2010; Dietel, 2009). In addition to academic achievement, involvement in ASPs 

can better prepare children for life in general, allowing them to feel a sense of belonging which 

can boost their self-confidence. Personal bonding and mutual trust enable youth to develop 

supportive networks with high-achieving peers and adults (Feldman & Matajasko, 2005). 
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Finally, a very common reason that is perhaps the principal reason why children chose to join an 

ASP is simply to spend time with their friends while engaged in leisurely, recreational activities. 

 

Attendance Affects Behaviour and Academic Achievement 
It is understood that attending an ASP regularly will ensure positive outcomes (Wilson et al., 

2009).  As the saying goes, “practice makes perfect.” But how often and for how long should a 

child attend an ASP? How many activities should they be involved in? Huang et al. (2008) 

conducted an evaluation for Los Angeles’ Better Educated Students for Tomorrow (LA’s BEST) 

after-school programs. They found that mathematical achievements were significantly improved 

when students attended the program for more than 100 days per school year, as compared to less 

than 20 days, 21 to 50 days, and 51 days to 100 days. Similarly, Frankel and Daley (2007) used 

attendance intervals to evaluate Beyond the Bells Partner Agencies after-school programs. They 

also found a positive correlation between high levels of ASP attendance (100 days per year for 

elementary school students and 50 days per year for middle school students) and the production 

of positive outcomes, such as significant improvements in terms of mathematics and language art 

scores, as well as more regular school attendance and improved teacher assessed behaviour. In 

yet another study, Lauver (2002) found that students attending the Cooke Middle School After 

School Recreation Program regularly and frequently were also likely to spend more time on their 

homework and to attend school with greater regularity than those students who did not attend the 

ASP regularly and frequently. 

 

The Youth Experience Survey (YES) of Sports and Nonsports 
The Youth Experience Survey (YES) was developed by Hansen and Larson (2002)  to study the 

psychological factors involved and interpersonal skills developed during activities focusing on 
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areas such as faith and service, academic and leadership, performance and fine arts, community 

and vocational, and sports. Dworkin et al. (2003) found two significant empirical results: (1) 

faith-based and service activities were consistently associated with positive experiences and less 

negative experiences, and (2) sports were strongly associated with gaining self-knowledge and 

developing emotional and physical skills, but they also had the strongest association with 

negative peer interactions as compared to all other activities. Although Dworkin et al. (2003) did 

not take into account the potential effects of self selection, it is evident from their study that 

prosocial activities decrease overall risky behaviour, whereas sports increase overall risky 

behaviour. Wilson et al. (2009) took the YES instrument and conducted a study with the 

objectives of measuring development experiences during ASP participation on the part of 

minority, low-SES youth, and comparing pre-existing characteristics of youth in three categories 

of activities (ie: basketball and football, other sports, and nonsports). A total of 447 middle 

school students were randomly assigned to control and treatment groups, where the treatment 

group received ASP three days per week for three hours per day and the control group continued 

receiving their usual treatment. Youth in the sample were highly involved in a variety of after-

school activities; however, all students were asked to complete the YES and select one of 42 

activities listed as their “reference activity.” Basketball and football participants were more 

likely to be male and older than those participants who fit within the other two categories (ie: 

other sports and nonsports). At pretest, risky behaviour was present for basketball and football 

participants—they were more likely to report delinquency, less positive peers, and had a 

significantly lower GPA than those participating in nonsports. Basketball and football 

participants reported a significantly greater number of negative experiences—lower GPAs, more 

delinquency, and more problematic classroom behaviours. Wilson et al. (2009) suggest that these 
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sports may create stress and social exclusion as compared to nonsports. Although YES was a 

reliable instrument for this study, however, the authors could not conclude if participation in 

basketball and football can be directly correlated with negative experiences because these youth 

were more likely to be at-risk at pre- and post-test, and reported more negative experience during 

their activities. 

 

Student Perception of the Disciplinary Environment 
Disciplinary policies in effect at an ASP may differ quite greatly from the policies and expected 

behavioural norms existing in a school. James-Burdumy, Dynarksi, and Deke (2008) conducted a 

national evaluation investigating the effectiveness of the U.S. Department of Education’s  21
st
 

Century Community Learning Centers (CCLC) on youth behaviour. A total of 2,308 elementary 

school students and 4,264 middle school students were assigned to this evaluation, out of which 

1,258 elementary school students and 1,782 middle school students were randomly assigned to a 

21
st
 CCLC control group where they were offered academic assistance, organized sports, 

enrichment activities, and free time to play. The study found evidence that the 21
st
 CCLC after-

school programs contributed to behaviour problems. James-Burdumy et al. (2008) provided three 

hypotheses for such a correlation: (1) students experience higher levels of fatigue since they 

spend longer hours in school compared to the few hours they spend in the ASP, (2) although in a 

supervised setting, students may be influenced negatively by peers in the ASP, and (3) in school 

there is a lower tolerance for misbehaviour than in the ASP. The authors concluded that if 

students behaved at school the way they did at the 21
st
 CCLC programs, their negative behaviour 

would not be accepted and, in turn, the students would experience disciplinary action. In addition 

to their hypotheses, the authors noted that students who attended these ASPs perceived their 

school to have a stricter disciplinary environment than the 21
st
 CCLC program. 
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Being Psychologically Invested 
It is not enough to merely be present or attend an ASP; rather, to experience the positive 

outcomes that may emerge from participating in after-school programming, the participant must 

be psychologically engaged with the tasks and challenges of the programming (Benson et al., 

2006). If youth can personally connect with an activity by internalizing its moral objectives, then 

they will experience an increased psychological engagement, which will further increase their 

learning and participation (Hidi & Renninger, 2006). Dawes and Larson (2011) succinctly 

review three motivation theories, explaining the importance of psychological engagement as a 

necessary step to deeper learning. First, the flow theory suggests that the challenge at hand must 

match the person’s skill level so the task can have some meaning for them (Csikszentmihalyi, 

1975). Second, the interest theory suggests that a person will become engaged if they gain some 

knowledge in exchange for taking on a task, which makes it more personally meaningful (Hidi & 

Renninger, 2006). Finally, the self-determination theory suggests that, for deep psychological 

engagement to be realized, the activity must have a greater purpose for the individual than 

merely being involved which can be associated with more than just positive feelings (Ryan & 

Deci, 2000). Dawes and Larson (2011) sampled a hundred ethnically diverse youth from ten 

different arts and leadership ASPs, conducting interviews to understand the process of 

motivational change. They found many of the youth to demonstrate personal connections to 

some of the following different types of goals: goals involving learning for the future, goals to 

obtain a sense of personal competence, and goals that go beyond the personal self. According to 

these findings, when individuals identify with an activity and its goals, they experience more 

ownership over the activity and are more invested in its outcomes (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Dawes 

and Larson (2011) concluded that the most successful programs were those which fused fun, 



27 

 

recreational activities with tasks that had a purpose (ie: civic activism, faith-based, charity 

fundraising) in an encouraging environment.  

 

Efficacy of After-School Programs  
Researchers investigating ASPs have long been interested in the relationship between 

participation in these activities and the social outcomes, academic achievement, and educational 

attainment of adolescents. Stemming from decades of investigation by sociologists, this line of 

inquiry has uncovered positive associations between participation and adolescent functioning 

(Feldman & Matjasko, 2005). After-school programs can improve a child’s social, emotional and 

academic competency, increase interpersonal skills and prosocial behaviours, and in some cases 

reduce negative behaviours at home, school and within the local community. However, how do 

we assess if a program has the capacity to effectively produce the desired results? The following 

are only four of the many practices implemented in various ASPs to ensure a higher rate of 

positive outcomes: having influential front-line staff; involving stakeholders; measuring 

attendance; and having participants internalize the objectives of the program. 

 

When they are part of an ASP, youth interact with ASP staff on a frequent basis. Besides parents 

and teachers, the staff at an ASP can become influential adults in a child’s life. Youth are more 

receptive to staff who adopt a youth-centered pedagogical style (Durlak et al., 2010). Positive 

staff-child relations have been associated with a positive psychosocial climate, an increase in 

participants’ sense of belonging and positive academic outcomes (Wilson et al., 2009; Durlak et 

al., 2010). Youth excel in programs where they are given a chance to master a skill taught by an 

adult (Marzke & Bruns, 2003), although staff may feel too overwhelmed to take on teaching in 
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addition to their other responsibilities, such as administrative duties, basic cleaning, and setting 

up activities or making meals.  

 

There is a direct connection between ASPs and youth development. There are, however, other 

factors that influence this causal effect, and a program should be developed in response to the 

needs of diverse stakeholders. To fully understand the links between the many domains, a 

holistic approach must be taken in order to effectively develop a framework that can examine the 

ASP environment in all its complexity (Durlak et al., 2010). By conducting a stakeholder survey, 

a space for dialogue can be created amongst, for example, youth, parents, front-line staff, public 

agencies, donors, schools and community-based organizations. In such a manner, ASPs can be 

systematically developed to address issues of equity, availability and accessibility according to 

local community needs and preferences (Holleman et al., 2010). Durlak et al. (2007) defined 

systems change as “attempts to change the roles, behaviours, and relationships among members 

of one or more social systems” (pp. 272). The two main social systems they refer to are 

microsystems (ie: groups such as families, schools, community-based organizations) and 

mesosystems (ie: links between microsystems such as family-school partnerships). Attempting to 

change such social systems requires people to “(a) modify the organizational structure and daily 

practices of relevant system or group, or (b) attempt to forge synergistic links or connections 

between one or more systems” (pp. 272).  

 

Low and sporadic attendance is the norm in many ASPs. As pointed out by Dietel (2009), there 

is a distinct problem in terms of how attendance is measured—different programs measure 

attendance in different ways, and many ASPs consider any attendance to be full participation. 
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Dietel (2009) reviews the three factors that influence activity “dosage”: intensity, duration and 

breadth. Intensity refers to how frequently youth attend a program, duration is expressed by the 

number of years youth attend the program for, and breadth refers to the variety of activities they 

participate in within and across programs. From Dietel’s article, we may conclude that, regarding 

intensity, a student must attend an ASP for at least 50 to 100 days per school year for it to have a 

significantly positive effect on the youth’s functioning (Huang et al., 2008; Frankel & Daley, 

2007; Lauver, 2002), and students who are involved in three to five or more ASPs (regarding 

breadth) have shown significantly higher test scores in mathematics, science and reading when 

compared to nonparticipants (Baker & Witt, 1996). 

 

From the moment youth enter the door, they may not necessarily be motivated by the program’s 

activities. As Dawes and Larson (2011) have outlined, many youth can eventually become 

psychologically and emotionally engaged in an activity through the experiences they encounter 

during their participation in that activity. Youth are encouraged to develop a personal connection 

with the program activities so as to experience a sense of ownership over the activity and to 

become invested in the program outcomes. Findings suggest that youth become highly motivated 

when they are able to connect what they have learned through an activity to their possible future 

career paths (Dawes & Larson 2011). 

 

Summary 

There are different possible ways of growing up in rural areas. It is only unfair to assume young 

people as an all-encompassing, homogenous group; whereby well-intentioned adults and 

politicians make decisions for them with a ‘one size fits all’ solution. Youth feel marginalized 
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when their opinions and voices are not heard regarding issues that may directly affect them. A 

young person’s identity and adolescent functioning is unique and important. Effective after-

school programming can positively influence adolescent functioning. The subsequent recipe is 

neither an exclusive nor exhaustive list of components impacting positive youth development. 

After-school programs are successful when they are organized and supervised by adults (Durlak 

et al., 2010), and adults offer to teach mastery-oriented skill which are well received by youth 

(Marzke & Bruns, 2003). When a youth can identify with the purpose of an activity they can take 

ownership of the task (Restuccia and Bundy, 2003; Jenstch, 2006), while being psychologically 

and emotionally invested with an activity’s objectives, their engagement increases (Ryan & Deci, 

2000). Academic achievement can be positively affected when a youth attends ASPs regularly 

and frequently, and when they actively participate in a breadth of ASPs (Holland & Andre, 1987; 

Durlak et al., 2010; Dietel, 2009). 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 
 

 

This chapter focuses on the design and development of the Youth Experience Survey, the survey 

instrument and the pilot test, and offers an overview of the analysis process. The study examines 

the relationship between program participation at the Fusion Youth Centre and the youth 

development experiences of adolescents aged 12 to 18 years, as measured by the Youth 

Experience Survey (YES) created by Hansen and Larson (2002). The YES was selected for this 

study because it is an established instrument and a standardized test of measure, which fits with 

the needs of the research objectives. The YES is a self-report questionnaire consisting of 66 

items that was adapted, for the purposes of this investigation, for distribution to youth 

participants at the Fusion Youth Centre.  

 

Design and Development of the Youth Experience Survey  

The YES was designed to evaluate high-school aged adolescents’ development of psychological 

factors and interpersonal skills during extracurricular activities. It was developed through 

multiple steps, starting with focus groups led by youth in high school, which were used to 

capture the language and concepts that describe their development experiences in relation to 

organized activities and programs (Hansen and Larson, 2002). These experiences were further 

assessed by adult experts, whom then reviewed and discarded topics considered irrelevant to 

youth development (Hansen and Larson, 2002; 2005). Finally, psychometric testing of the items 

was conducted for additional refinement (Hansen and Larson, 2002 & 2005). 
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Hansen and Larson revised YES 1.0 to create YES 2.0 (2005), which was then further modified 

to meet this investigation’s objectives. The principal functions of YES 2.0 are the same as those 

of YES 1.0; however, the revised instrument is shorter than the original and is supported by 

stronger evidence in terms of scale reliability and validity (Hansen & Larson, 2005) [see 

Appendix A and B for YES 2.0 original and adapted]. As outlined in Figure 2, the conceptual 

framework developed for this research is of the modified version of YES 2.0 which shows the 

breakdown of the YES domains, sub-domains and items. 

 

 

Figure 2: Conceptual Framework of Adapted YES 2.0 

 

 

The adapted version of YES 2.0 used in this study assessed the positive and negative youth 

development experiences of adolescents participating in programming at the Fusion Youth 

Centre. This version of YES is comprised of 17 sub-domains that measure the impact of 

experiences within six conceptual domains of positive youth development: Identity Work, 

Youth Experience 
Survey 2.0  

(adapted for this research) 

 

6 Conceptual Domains of 
Positive  Youth Development 

Experiences: 

- Identity Work 

- Initiative 

- Basic Skills 

- Positive Relationships 

- Team Work and Social Skills 

- Adult Networks and Social 
Capital 

 

17 Sub-Domains of Positive 
Youth Development 

Experiences: 

- 53  items testing these    
experiences  

 

1 Conceptual Domain of Negative 
Youth Development Experiences: 

- Negative Experiences  

 

4  Sub-Domains of 
Negative Youth 

Development Experiences: 

- 13 items testing these 
experiences  
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Initiative, Basic Skills, Positive Relationships, Team Work and Social Skills, and Adult Networks 

and Social Capital. In addition, this revised YES evaluates one conceptual domain of negative 

youth development, which is comprised of four sub-domains of negative youth development 

experiences that interfere with positive youth development.  

 

Pilot Test 

The survey items were evaluated prior to distributing the survey to the youth participants at 

Fusion. Because the age range of the respondents for this survey (12-18 years old) differs from 

the age range recommended by Hansen and Larson (2002; 2005) (14-18 years old), a review of 

the instrument was conducted in order to evaluate the appropriateness of the survey items’ 

wording for the younger adolescents. The nine reviewers were not Fusion participants; however, 

they were involved in at least one after-school program for at least six months and their ages 

ranged from 9 to 16 years. Younger youth were intentionally selected to test the clarity and 

legibility of the survey questions, using the logic that if they understood the YES items then 

older youth would as well. 

 

The vocabulary used in the YES is meant to be appropriate for high school aged youth; however, 

some abstract concepts were suspected to be beyond the comprehension of younger youth in 

middle and elementary schools (Hansen and Larson, 2002). Following the review, several of the 

items in the YES were reworded, and the Inappropriate Adult Behaviour sub-domain was 

removed entirely because it was deemed unsuitable for the younger youth. Thus, for this study, 

several items of the YES were made more appropriate for a younger respondent group. Simple 

and field-specific terminology was considered appropriate; for instance, “putting things off” was 
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used instead of “procrastinating.” In addition, although the YES was designed as a general 

instrument which can be used across all types of youth activities and programming, for this study 

the items were worded to be specific to Fusion and its activities. The specific changes made to 

the YES 2.0 to make it better correspond to the needs of this investigation are itemized in 

Appendix C.   

 

Survey Instrument 

Fusion participants were asked to express the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with 

items by scoring each item using a 4-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1=Not at all to 4=Yes, 

definitely. Demographic information was also collected regarding respondents’ sex, age, grade 

level, the number of years they have been a member at Fusion, and the number of days they 

participated at Fusion in the last month. Furthermore, respondents were asked to check off any of 

the 23 programs offered at Fusion that they have participated in. The identities of the respondents 

were not required; however, respondents who wished to participate in a feedback session were 

asked to indicate this at the end of their survey by providing a contact email address. At the 

feedback session, results from this research will be shared with the participants, and in return it is 

hoped that insight will be gained from the adolescents regarding how appropriately the analysis 

“paints their real picture.” 

 

As demonstrated by Palys & Atchison (2008), the language used within a survey can greatly 

affect the data collected. In this regard, the YES survey questions were created using personal 

wording (e.g., I set goals for myself at Fusion) to better serve the survey objective. Furthermore, 

the YES items are worded in a manner that encourages the respondent to focus on their present 
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or their recently past participation at Fusion. Stone et al. (2000) explain that the further a 

respondent is removed from the present, the less accurate their recollection of the event or 

experience will be.  

 

The YES adapted for this research is an eight page self-report instrument in paper format. Visual 

appeal and perceived ease of completion are fundamental to engaging adolescent respondents 

and gaining desired response rates (Palys & Atchison, 2008). Visual interest was created by 

employing a font more animated than the traditionally-used Times New Roman, as well as by 

varying the font settings. The headings for each domain and sub-domain, as seen in the original 

YES, were not included in the adapted version of the YES, in order to create a less cluttered 

appearance. The result was a clean appearance that, while dynamic, remains youth-appropriate 

[see Appendix B for the YES used in this study]. 

 

Participant Recruitment 

To recruit youth participants, attractive posters were created and posted throughout the Fusion 

Youth Centre [see Appendix D]. Youth were given the opportunity to participate in this study 

between April 30 to May 25, 2012. The staff at Fusion was made responsible for administering 

the survey amongst the youth. Staff responsibilities included distributing the surveys, being 

present while the youth completed the survey in case there were any technical difficulties (e.g., 

unable to understand a question), collecting the completed surveys, and, finally, carrying out a 

raffle draw. As an incentive, a raffle was organized for the respondents, for a chance to win one 

of three prizes; the prizes were an iPod, a pizza party for ten friends, and a $15 Subway card. 

[see Appendix E].  



36 

 

Analysis 

Completed surveys were screened in order to ensure that the quality criteria for inclusion were 

met. Hansen and Larson (2002) utilized the following criteria to recognize youth who did not 

take the YES instrument seriously: (1) more than 40% of the items were left unanswered 

(respondents may have quit responding part way through the survey), and (2) responses are 

repetitive (more than 80% of the responses are 1’s or 3’s). In total, 122 Fusion members 

participated in the survey and 113 usable questionnaires were obtained. 

 

A number of methods were used to analyze the survey, including descriptive statistics, data 

grouping techniques, reliability analysis, regression analysis and inferential statistics. Microsoft 

Excel 2007 was used to check the survey data for response errors and to calculate descriptive 

statistics, such as means and standard deviations. The statistical program SPSS version 19.0 was 

used to calculate all other statistics.  

 

The means, standard deviations, and item-total correlation with scale for the YES items are 

presented in Table 6 in the next chapter. The 66 items were grouped according to sub-domains, 

which were then further categorized according to their super-ordinate domains. Mean scores 

were shown out of four based on the respondent’s agreement or disagreement on each scale 

items, with Yes, definitely receiving a score of 4 and Not at all a score of 1. The item-total 

correlation with scale is a test of reliability and shows how highly correlated each item is with 

the sub-domain as a whole (Field, 2005). An item-total correlation can have an value between 0 

and 1; where 0.70 to 1.00 indicates a strong correlation, 0.30 to 0.69 indicates medium 

correlation, and 0.00 to 0.29 indicates a weak correlation (Duhachek and Iacobucci, 2004). An 
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item-total correlation less than 0.3 illustrates that the item does not measure as strongly as the 

other items included in that sub-domain (Field, 2005).  

 

The means, standard deviations, and Cronbach’s alphas for the YES domains and sub-domains 

are presented in Table 8 in the following chapter. Cronbach’s alpha is yet another test of 

reliability and an indicator of internal consistency that was calculated for each domain and sub-

domain. The alpha coefficient ranges in value from 0 to 1; the higher the score, the more reliable 

the generated scale is (Kline, 1999). In addition, it is useful for understanding the extent to which 

the ratings from the respondents hold together to measure a common dimension (Tabachnick and 

Fidell, 1983; Kline, 1999). If the Cronbach’s alpha among the respondents is low, then this 

indicates that the majority of the variance in the total composite score is highly due to error 

(Duhachek and Iacobucci, 2004). The YES domains and sub-domains will be considered an 

established scale if their coefficient value is above 0.70 (Kline, 1999). 

 

The correlations among all YES positive and negative development experience domains are 

presented in a correlation matrix in the next chapter (Table 9). Correlations were tested for 

significance at the 5% level (p≤0.05) to insure the linear relationships were not independent. The 

correlation coefficient may take on any value between positive and negative one (e.g., -1.00 ≤ r ≤ 

+1.00). Taking the absolute value of the correlation coefficient measures the strength of the 

relationship; where 0.70 to 1.00 indicates a strong correlation, 0.30 to 0.69 indicates medium 

correlation, and 0.00 to 0.29 indicates a weak correlation (Duhachek and Iacobucci, 2004). The 

sign of the correlation coefficient defines the direction of the relationship, either positive or 

negative. A positive correlation coefficient means that as the value of one variable increases, the 
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value of the other variable increases; as one decreases the other decreases (Kline, 1999). A 

negative correlation coefficient indicates that as one variable increases, the other decreases, and 

vice-versa (Kline, 1999). Thus, a correlation coefficient of r=0.00 indicates the absence of a 

linear relationship and correlation coefficients of r=±1.00 indicate a perfect linear relationship. 

The diagonals of a correlation matrix need not be computed because the correlation of any 

variable with itself is always 1.00. In addition, the correlation coefficient is non-directional, thus 

the correlation matrix is symmetrical around the diagonal (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1983). 

 

As seen in the following chapter, a regression analysis was used to estimate the effects of the 

independent variables (e.g., sex, age, grade, length of membership at Fusion, and frequency of 

participation at Fusion in the last month) on youth development. In a linear regression model, it 

is assumed that the dependent variable (e.g., youth development) is a function of one or more of 

the independent variables plus an error introduced to account for all other factors (Agresti and 

Finlay, 1997). The goal of a regression analysis is to obtain estimates of the unknown parameters 

β1...βk that indicate how a change in one of the independent variables affects the values taken by 

the dependent variable (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1983). While in a correlation matrix the emphasis 

is on the strength of a coefficient r that describes the relationship between two variables, in a 

regression the interest is directional as one variable is predicted and the other is the predictor. 

Once the parameters are determined of the significant and non-significant independent variables, 

the coefficient of determination (R
2
) is then calculated. R

2 
predicts the proportion of the variance 

explained by the regression model, providing a measure of ability to predict the dependent 

variable (Kline, 1999). The value of R
2 

ranges between 0.00 and 1.00; the higher the coefficient 

value, the better the regression fits the data. 
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The next chapter presents the survey responses, as well as the result of the analysis procedures 

used to interpret and describe the responses. Results are presented and discussed as they relate to 

the impact of participation at the Fusion Youth Centre has on youths’ development of Identity 

Work, Initiative, Basic Skills, Positive Relationships, Team Work and Social Skills, Adult 

Networks, Social Capital, and Negative Experiences. Data analysis was a three step process, 

starting with the calculation of descriptive statistics for respondent characteristics and each YES 

domain, sub-domain and item. Second, data grouping techniques were used where appropriate. 

And third, the calculation of inferential statistics to conclude how the demographic variables 

affect youth development experiences. In addition, differences in development experiences are 

presented in regards to the demographics of Fusion Youth Centre participants, including sex, 

age, current grade in school, length of membership, and frequency of participation. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 
 

 

This chapter includes a comprehensive overview of the results of data analysis procedures. The 

Youth Experience Survey (YES) was divided into six positive development experience domains 

consisting of Identity Work, Initiative, Basic Skills, Positive Relationships, Team Work and 

Social Skills, and Adult Networks and Social Capital. One domain of negative development 

experiences was also assessed. Demographic information was collected in the YES in addition to 

measuring youth development experiences. The analysis process occurred in three steps. First, 

descriptive statistics were calculated in order to describe respondent characteristics, such as the 

means, standard deviations, item-total correlation with scale, and Cronbach’s alpha for the YES 

domains, sub-domains and items. The second step consisted of data grouping techniques to 

collapse the five demographic characteristics (e.g., sex, age, current grade in school, length of 

membership at Fusion, frequency of participation at Fusion in the last month) to evaluate the 

differences in development experiences. The third step involved the use of inferential statistics, 

such as a correlation matrix and regression analysis, in order to analyse the relationship among 

the independent variables and the development experience domains, sub-domains and items.  

 

  



41 

 

Demographic Information 

Descriptive analysis indicates that 63 percent (Nmale=71, 62.8%) of the 113 respondents to this 

YES were male. The mean age for all respondents was 14.3 years with median of 14 years and a 

range of 12-18 years. Age was fairly evenly distributed between the two age ranges (Table 1); 53 

percent of youth were 12-14 years old and 47 percent were 15-18 years old (46.9%). 

 

Table 1 

Age of participants 

 

Age (in years) N Percentage 

12  24 21.2 

13  19 16.8 

14  17 15.0 

15  17 15.0 

16  24 21.2 

17  9 8.0 

18  3 2.8 

Total 113 100.0 

Mean = 14.3, Range = 12-18, and Median = 14 

 

 

As seen in Table 2, less than half of the youth were in grades 6 to 8 (N=47, 41.6%) and the 

remainder were in grades 9 to 12 (N=57, 50.4%). Two respondents indicated they were home 

schooled at a grade four level, and another two respondents were doing a victory lap (e.g. 

students completing grade 12 courses for a second year). In cases where youth indicated they 

were home schooled or repeating an additional year, those surveys were omitted from this 

study’s analysis because this study was only interested in investigating the effects of current 

grade in school on a youth’s development experiences. 
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Table 2 

Grade level 

 

Schooling N Percentage 

Grade 6 9 8.3 

Grade 7 14 13.0 

Grade 8 24 22.2 

Grade 9 12 11.1 

Grade 10 25 23.1 

Grade 11 14 13.0 

Grade 12 6 5.5 

Home schooled 2 1.9 

Victory lap 2 1.9 

Total 108 100.0 

* 5 missing cases from the survey because item unanswered 

 

In order to facilitate subsequent analysis, respondent length of membership at Fusion was 

converted to three categories of ordinal data (Table 3). Nearly 70 percent of the respondents have 

been attending Fusion for less than three years (Nmale=47, Nfemale=32). Whereas 21 percent of the 

sample have been attending Fusion for three years to less than five years (Nmale=15, Nfemale=8). 

Only 7 percent of the respondents indicated they have been a member for five years or more 

(Nmale=6, Nfemale=2). There were more males consistently for each category. 

 

Table 3 

Membership characteristics 

 

Length of membership N Percentage 

Less than 3 years 79 71.8 

3 years to less than 5 years 23 20.9 

5 years or more 8 7.3 

Total 110 100.0 

* 3 missing cases from the survey because item unanswered 

 

Respondents indicated the number of times they attended Fusion in April 2012, which was the 

month previous to the time they completed the YES. Frequency of participation was presented in 

two categories in order to facilitate comparison and analysis (Table 4). Fifty-seven percent of the 

respondents attended Fusion 1 to 14 days in the last month, whereas the remainder of the 

respondents attended more than 15 days in the last month (42.7%). 
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Table 4  

Participation characteristics 

 

Frequency of participation in the 

last month (April 2012) 

N Percentage 

1 to 14 days in the last month 63 57.3 

More than 15 days in the last month 47 42.7 

Total 110 100.0 

* 3 missing cases from the survey because item unanswered 

 

Fusion offers a variety of programs to its youth members. Refer to Appendix F to view the 

complete list of programs and the total number of respondents in each program by male and 

female. According to the survey sample, the four most popular programs are the Art Program 

(N=34, 30.1%), Skate Park (N=29, 25.7%), Recording Studio (N=26, 23.0%), and Open Jam 

Session (N=24, 21.2%). Table 5 illustrates that there are more males than females participating in 

the Open Jam Session (Nmale=15, Nfemale=9), Skate Park (Nmale=23, Nfemale=6), and Recording 

Studio (Nmale=15, Nfemale=11), whereas there are more females belonging to the Art Program 

(Nmale=14, Nfemale=20). 

Table 5 

Program characteristics 

 

Program N Percentage 

Art Program 

Male  14 12.4 

Female 20 17.7 

Total 34 30.1 

Open Jam Session 

Male 15 13.3 

Female 9 7.9 

Total 24 21.2 

Skate Park 

Male 23 20.4 

Female 6 5.3 

Total 29 25.7 

Recording Studio 

Male 15 13.3 

Female 11 9.7 

Total 26 23.0 
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YES Item Properties 

The means, standard deviations, and item-total correlation with scale for the YES items are 

presented in Table 6. As shown, most items had high item-total correlation, with only two items 

below 0.30 which were omitted from the study’s analysis (Fusion has me stressed out, r=0.28; 

and There are cliques or different groups at Fusion, r=0.23).  

 

Table 6 

YES item mean, standard deviation, and item-total correlation with scale (n = 113) 

Survey questions 7 – 27 

 

Development Experience Domains, Scales,  

and Items 

M 

 

SD Item-Total 

Correlation 

with scale 

IDENTITY WORK 

Identity Exploration 

7.a)  I try new things 2.97 0.94 0.36 

7.b)  I try new ways of acting around people 2.43 1.01 0.38 

7.c)  I do things here I don’t get to do anywhere else 2.80 0.98 0.39 

Identity Reflection 

8.a)  I started to think more about my future because of 

Fusion 

2.36 1.05 0.57 

8.b) Fusion has got me thinking about who I am 2.41 0.97 0.63 

8.c) Fusion has been a positive turning point in my life 2.85 1.03 0.67 

INITIATIVE 

Goal Setting 

9.a)  I set goals for myself at Fusion 2.38 1.01 0.70 

9.b)  I learned to find ways to achieve my goals 2.50 1.01 0.82 

9.c)  I learned to consider possible obstacles when making 

plans 

2.47 1.03 0.73 

Effort 

10.a)  I put all of my energy into Fusion 2.45 0.95 0.54 

10.b)  I learned to push myself 2.48 1.02 0.67 

10.c)  I learned to focus my attention 2.46 1.11 0.69 

Problem Solving 

11.a)  I observe how others solve problems and learn from 

them 

2.32 1.08 0.75 

11.b)  I learned about making plans for solving a problem 2.33 0.98 0.83 

11.c)  I use my imagination to solve a problem 2.34 1.07 0.68 
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Development Experience Domains, Scales,  

and Items 

M 

 

SD Item-Total 

Correlation 

with scale 

Time Management 

12.a) I learned about organizing and not procrastinating (ie: 

not putting things off until the last minute) 

2.23 1.05 0.70 

12.b)  I learned about setting priorities 2.35 1.00 0.76 

12.c)  I practice self discipline 2.40 1.09 0.65 

BASIC SKILLS 

Emotional Regulation 

13.a)  I learned about controlling my temper 2.50 1.13 0.56 

13.b)  I became better at dealing with fear and anxiety 2.27 1.09 0.66 

13.c)  I became better at handling stress 2.35 1.05 0.77 

13.d)  I learned that my emotions affect how I perform 2.46 1.07 0.63 

Cognitive Skills (Since joining Fusion, I have improved on my...) 

14.a)  Academic skills (reading, writing, math, etc.) 2.14 1.05 0.56 

14.b)  Skills for finding information 2.43 1.08 0.73 

14.c)  Computer and/or Internet skills 2.59 1.17 0.64 

14.d)  Artistic and/or creative skills 2.66 1.16 0.54 

14.e)  Communication skills 2.73 1.07 0.58 

Physical Skills (Since joining Fusion, I have improved on my...) 

15.a)  Athletic and/or physical skills 2.85 1.03 -- 

POSITIVE RELATIONSHIPS 

Diverse Peer Relationships 

16.a)  I made friends with someone of the opposite gender 3.01 1.13 0.74 

16.b)  I learned I had a lot in common with people from 

different backgrounds 

2.78 1.05 0.73 

2.36 2.36 1.21 0.70 

16.d)  I made friends with someone from a different social 

class (ie: someone richer or poorer) 

2.67 1.16 0.71 

Prosocial Norms 

17.a)  Learned about helping others 2.72 1.06 0.78 

17.b)  I was able to change my school or community for the 

better 

2.24 1.08 0.59 

17.c)  Learned to stand up for something I believed was 

morally right 

2.76 1.03 0.69 

17.d)  We discussed what is right and wrong 2.60 1.08 0.64 

TEAM WORK AND SOCIAL SKILLS 

Group Process Skills 

18.a)  Learned that working together requires some 

compromising 

2.84 0.98 0.73 

18.b)  Became better at sharing responsibility 2.83 1.02 0.84 

18.c)  Learned to be patient with other group members 2.92 0.97 0.75 

18.d)  Learned how my emotions and attitude affects other 

in the group 

2.86 1.02 0.74 

18.e)  Learned that it is not necessary to like people in order 

to work with them 

2.83 1.05 0.67 
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Development Experience Domains, Scales,  

and Items 

M 

 

SD Item-Total 

Correlation 

with scale 

Feedback 

19.a)  I became better at giving feedback 2.78 1.04 0.80 

19.b)  I became better at taking feedback 2.77 1.02 0.80 

Leadership and Responsibility 

20.a)  Learned about the challenges of being a leader 2.81 1.02 0.55 

20.b)  Others at Fusion count on me 2.35 1.07 0.47 

20.c)  Had an opportunity to be in charge of a group of 

peers 

2.26 1.09 0.55 

ADULT NETWORK AND SOCIAL CAPITAL 

Integration with Family 

21.a)  Fusion has improved my relationship with my 

parents/guardians 

2.13 1.05 0.72 

21.b)  I have good conversations with my parents/guardians 

because of Fusion 

2.33 1.06 0.72 

Linkages to Community 

22.a)  Got to know people in the community 3.07 0.97 0.70 

22.b)  Came to feel more supported by the community 2.60 1.07 0.70 

Linkages to Work and Education 

23.a)  Fusion opened up job or career opportunities for my 

future 

2.26 1.16 0.70 

23.b)  Fusion helped prepare me for college or university 1.90 1.04 0.72 

23.c)  Fusion increased my desire to stay in school 2.25 1.13 0.59 

NEGATIVE EXPERIENCES 

Stress 

24.a)  Fusion distracts me from getting my homework done 1.74 0.97 0.52 

24.b)  Fusion interferes with doing things with family 1.67 0.97 0.55 

24.c)  Fusion has me stressed out * 1.39 0.80 0.28 

Negative Influences 

25.a)  Felt pressured by peers to do something I didn’t want 

to do 

1.64 0.93 0.56 

25.b)  I did something at Fusion that was morally wrong 1.53 0.95 0.72 

25.c)  I was made fun of by peers for something I did at 

Fusion 

1.40 0.81 0.71 

25.d)  Youth at Fusion got me into drinking alcohol or 

using drugs 

1.38 0.85 0.64 

Social Exclusion 

26.a)  I feel like I don’t belong in Fusion 1.27 0.67 0.46 

26.b)  I feel left out 1.24 0.55 0.56 

26.c)  There are cliques or different groups at Fusion * 1.73 0.93 0.23 

Social Exclusion 

27.a)  I get stuck doing more than my fair share 1.44 0.75 0.62 

27.b) Other youth at Fusion make inappropriate comments, 

jokes, or gestures 

1.84 0.93 0.46 

27.c)  I was discriminated against because of my gender, 

race, ethnicity, or disability 

1.30 0.72 0.62 

* This item has been omitted from the analysis because the item-total correlation with scale was 

less than 0.3 
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Table 7 shows the two highest and two lowest item scores from the YES with their response 

distribution in percentage.  The scale items I made friends with someone of the opposite gender 

and Got to know people in the community received the greatest amount of agreement with over 

40 percent of respondents indicating Yes, definitely (48.7% and 41.4%, respectively). While the 

items I feel like I don’t belong in Fusion and I feel left out received the lowest amount of 

agreement with more than 80 percent of respondents indicating Not at all (80.2% and 84.3%, 

respectively). It is interesting to note that all items measuring the Negative Experiences domain 

have a mean score equal to or less than 1.84 with the majority of respondents indicating Not at 

all. This illustrates that the respondents strongly disagreed with the items that dealt with negative 

dimensions that might interfere with their positive development. Refer to Appendix F to see the 

percentage distribution of responses of each YES item. 

Table 7 

Highest and lowest item scores 

 
 Response Percentage Score 

 Yes, 

definitely 

Quite a 

bit 

A little Not at all Mean 

I made friends with someone of the 

opposite gender  
48.67 18.56 17.70 15.04 3.01 

Got to know people in the community 41.44 31.53 18.92 8.11 3.07 

I feel like I don’t belong in Fusion  3.60 1.80 14.41 80.18 1.27 

I feel left out 0.93 3.70 11.11 84.26 1.21 

 

YES Domain and Sub-Domain Properties 

The means, standard deviations, and Cronbach’s alphas for the YES domains and sub-domains 

are presented in Table 8. The Cronbach’s alpha value for all YES domains and sub-domains was 

above 0.70, which is considered to be adequate for an established scale (Kline, 1999).  Once the 

items Fusion has me stressed out (from the sub-domain Stress) and There are cliques or different 
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groups at Fusion (from the sub-domain Social Exclusion) were omitted from the analysis 

because the item-total correlation with scale was below 0.3, consequently the Cronbach’s alphas 

for the corresponding sub-domains increased to become more reliable. The α for Stress increased 

from 0.63 to 0.72, and the α for Social Exclusion increased from 0.77 to 0.81. As a result, the 

overall α for the Negative Experiences domain also increased from 0.80 to 0.87. 

 

Table 8 

YES domain and sub-domain mean, standard deviation, and Cronbach’s alpha (n = 113) 

 

Youth Development Experience 

Domains and Scales 

M SD Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Identity Work 2.60 0.67 0.76 

Identity Exploration  2.70 0.74 0.77 

Identity Reflection 2.50 0.88 0.79 

Initiative 2.38 0.76 0.93 

Goal Setting 2.42 0.92 0.87 

Effort 2.46 0.86 0.79 

Problem Solving 2.33 0.93 0.87 

Time Management 2.30 0.92 0.84 

Basic Skills 2.55 0.79 0.88 

Emotional Regulation 2.38 0.88 0.83 

Cognitive Skills 2.44 0.92 0.82 

Physical Skills* 2.82 1.06 -- 

Positive Relationships 2.62 0.83 0.89 

Diverse Peer Relationships 2.69 0.96 0.87 

Prosocial Norms 2.54 0.89 0.84 

Team Work and Social Skills 2.62 0.81 0.91 

Group Process Skills 2.81 0.90 0.90 

Feedback 2.69 1.06 0.89 

Leadership and Responsibility 2.36 0.91 0.70 

Adult Network and Social Capital 2.34 0.85 0.87 

Integration with Family 2.17 1.03 0.84 

Linkages to Community 2.75 1.02 0.82 

Linkages to Work and Education 2.09 0.98 0.82 

Negative Experiences
 1.46 0.56 0.87 

Stress
 

1.67 0.87 0.72 

Negative Influences 1.45 0.74 0.83 

Social Exclusion
 

1.24 0.60 0.81 

Negative Group Dynamics 1.50 0.68 0.73 

* The scale Physical Skills is measured by a single item, therefore a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient 

could not be calculated (Santos, 1999). 
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The sub-domains Physical Skills ( =2.82) and Group Process Skills ( =2.81) attained the 

highest scores. This demonstrates that the majority of respondents indicated Yes, definitely as 

their response for each item measuring these two sub-domains of positive youth development 

experiences (Appendix G). Another plausible explanation for the high mean of Physical Skills 

could be due to the reason its measurement is based on a single item, whereas other sub-domains 

are measured based on at least two and up to five items. Positive Relationships and Team work 

and social skills were the highest scoring domains, both attaining a mean of 2.62.  

 

Subsequently, Negative Influences ( =1.45) and Social Exclusion ( =1.24) attained the lowest 

scores. This demonstrates that the majority of respondents indicated Not at all as their response 

for each item measuring these two sub-domains of negative youth development experiences 

(Appendix G). Not surprisingly, Negative Experiences was the lowest scoring domain with a 

mean of 1.46, since every single item measuring its four sub-domains had an overwhelming 

agreement with at least half of the respondents indicating Not at all. 

 

Correlation of YES Domains and Sub-Domains 

The correlations among all YES positive and negative development experience domains are 

presented in Table 9. Among the domains for positive experiences, all correlations were 

statistically significant at the 5% level (p≤0.05) and ranged in magnitude from a low of 0.58 to a 

high of 0.83. These positive correlations indicate that these domains have a linear relationship 

and are not independent. Two of the strongest correlations were between Team work and social 

skills and Basic skills (r=0.77), and Team work and social skills and Positive relationships 

(r=0.83).  
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 For the Negative Experiences domain, its correlations to the positive experiences domains were 

all positive and ranged in magnitude from 0.00 to 0.24, indicating weak linear relationships. 

However, not all correlations were statistically significant; correlations between Negative 

Experiences and Identity Work, Initiative, and Basic Skills were not statistically significant at the 

5% level because p>0.05.  

 

Table 9 

Intercorrelation among YES domains of positive and negative development experiences (n = 

113) 

 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 Identity Work 1.00       

2 Initiative 0.73* 1.00      

3 Basic Skills 0.70* 0.75* 1.00     

4 Positive Relationships 0.58* 0.63* 0.73* 1.00    

5 Team Work and Social Skills 0.62* 0.70* 0.77* 0.83* 1.00   

6 Adult Network and Social Capital 0.59* 0.70* 0.68* 0.69* 0.74* 1.00  

7 Negative Experiences 0.05 0.00 0.15 0.24* 0.22* 0.10* 1.00 

* indicates correlation coefficients are significant at the 0.05 level 

 

Regression Analysis 

A regression analysis was used to estimate the effects of the explanatory variables (e.g., sex, age, 

length of membership at Fusion, and frequency of participation at Fusion in the last month) on 

youth development.  Table 10 illustrates the breakdown of each explanatory variables used in the 

regression analysis. 
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Table 10 

Breakdown of explanatory variables 

 

 

To check the regression empirically, the following equation was estimated: 

 

YD = β0 + β1d_sexi +  β2d_agei + β3d_membershipi + β4d_frequencyi + ei 

 

Where, 

YD = youth development 

d_sex = dummy for sex  

d_age = dummy for age group 

d_membership = dummies for length of membership at Fusion 

d_frequency = dummies for the frequency of participation at Fusion in the last month 

 

Note that the variable of current grade in school was not included in this regression analysis. The 

variables of age and current grade in school overlap because they relay similar information about 

the sample population; the older the youth, the higher the grade they will be in. The correlation 

coefficient between these two variables was a high of 0.87 (Table 11). For this reasoning, the 

variable of current grade in school was omitted from the regression analysis to avoid unstable 

regression outputs.  Prior to omitting the grade variable the model was more difficult to interpret, 

resulting in inflated standard errors of the parameter estimates and making it impossible to asses 

the partial contributions of all of the explanatory variables (Kline, 1999; Agresti and Finlay, 

1997). Because of the high correlation among the two explanatory variables of age and grade, 

Explanatory Variables N 

Sex  

Male 71 

Female 42 

Age  

12-14 years old 60 

15-18 years old 53 

Length of Membership at Fusion  

Less than 3 years 79 

3 years to less than 5 years 23 

5 years or more 8 

Frequency of participation in the last 

month (April 2012) 

 

1 to 14 days in the last month 63 

More than 15 days in the last month 47 
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any one variable will have little unique predictive power for the regression (Kline, 1999). To 

avoid multicollinearity within this model, it is helpful for the explanatory variables to be 

correlated with the response variable (e.g. youth development) but not highly correlated among 

themselves (Agresti and Finlay, 1997). 

 

Table 11 

Intercorrelations among variables of age and current grade in school (n=113) 

 

 Age Grade 

Age 1.00  

Grade 0.73 1.00 

Note: correlation coefficients are significant at the 0.05 level.  

After running the regression for the first time, heteroskedasticity was present within the model. 

Heteroskedacity describes a process in which the standard deviations of the explanatory variables 

are not constant over the entire sample data. In order to avoid these issues, robust standard 

deviations were implemented instead (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1983). Thus, the linear regression 

is robust to heteroskedacity. 

 

There exists a positive relationship between all explanatory variables and youth development, 

however only membership>5years, frequency<15days, and frequency≥15days are significant (Table 12). 

There still exists variation in the regression as indicated by the R
2
 value of 0.10.  
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Table 12 

Parameter estimates of youth development 

 

Independent Variables Coefficients P-Value 

d_sexfemale 0.06 0.64 

d_ age15-18years old 0.24 0.12 

d_ membership<3years 0.26 0.38 

d_ membership3-5years 0.13 0.71 

d_membership>5years 0.27* 0.05 

d_frequency<15days 0.16* 0.00 

d_frequency≥15days 0.34* 0.01 

Constant 1.92* 0.00 

R
2 

0.10   - 

Prob>F 0.00   - 

Number of Observations 113   - 

* denotes 5% level of significance, because p≤0.05 
 

Using the calculated parameters, the following is the linear regression equation measuring for 

youth development at Fusion: 

 

YD = 1.92 + 0.06sexfemale + 0.24age15-18years old + 0.26membership<3years + 0.13membership3-5years + 

0.27membership>5years + 0.16frequency<15days + 0.34frequency≥15days 

 

 

As seen in Table 12, the dummy variables for sex and age are not significant. According to the 

linear regression equation stated above, if all other explanatory variables were held constant, 

then the total youth development would increase for female Fusion participants by 6 percentage 

points. As for Fusion participants between the ages of 15 to 18 years old, their total youth 

development would increase by 24 percentage points, if all other explanatory variables were held 

constant.  

 

The regression results from Table 12 illustrate that the dummy variables measuring 

membership<3years and and membership3-5years are not significant. Whereas, the dummy variables 

for membership>5years, frequency<15days, and frequency≥15days are significant, indicating these 

variables have statistically significant predictive capabilities in the prescense of the other 

variables (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1983). Participants who have been attending Fusion for more 
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than 5 years can increase their youth development by 27 percentage points, if all other 

explanatory variables were constant; a statistically significant increase from those participants 

who have been attending Fusion for less than 3 years or 3 to 5 years. Moreover, participants who 

attended Fusion for 15 days or more in the last month increased their youth development by 34 

percentage points, if all other explanatory variables were constant; an increase from those 

participants who attended Fusion for less than 15 days in the last month. These results highlight 

the importance of duration and intensity (Dietel, 2009). Duration is expressed in the number of 

years youth attended Fusion and intensity is how frequently youth attend Fusion in the last 

month. Participants attending Fusion regularly and frequently will experience an increase in 

youth development.  

 

The coefficient for R² is a low of 0.10, indicating that the proportion of the variance explained by 

the model is only 10 percent. Meaning, length of membership (duration) and frequency of 

participation (intensity) accounts for 10 percent of the variance. R² does not, however, imply 

causality. Rather, this value illustrates that the explanatory variables have a 10 percent capability 

to predict the response variable (Kline, 1999; Tabachnick and Fidell, 1983).  
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION  
 

 

This chapter provides a discussion of results as they pertain to the goals and objectives of the 

research. The study explores the relationship between program participation at the Fusion Youth 

Centre and the development experiences of the adolescent participants. Specifically, the study 

examines the impact of youth participation at the Fusion Youth Centre has on developing 

Identity Work, Initiative, Basic Skills, Positive Relationships, Team Work and Social Skills, Adult 

Networks and Social Capital, and Negative Experiences are discussed in detail.  

 

For the purpose of this discussion, the 4-point Likert scale used in the Youth Experience Survey 

has been collapsed into two categories: agreement to an item is indicated by the combination of 

scores 3 (Quite a bit) and 4 (Yes, definitely), and disagreement to an item is indicated by the 

combination of scores 1 (Not at all) and 2 (A little). 

 

Identity Work2 

Over 65 percent of participants agreed that Fusion has given them the space and opportunity to 

try new things, and approximately 60 percent of the participants agreed they have been able to do 

things at Fusion that they have not been able to do anywhere else. Relative to other sub-domains 

within this study, Identity Exploration had a high mean score ( =2.70) indicating that Fusion is 

                                                 
2
 The Identity Work domain is comprised of two sub-domains: Identity Exploration and Identity Reflection. 
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successfully bringing forth innovative ideas to its participants which captures their attention and 

is a gateway to building other experiences and skills.  

 

Many participants agreed that Fusion has had influence over their self-reflection of who they are 

(45.5%), and felt that Fusion has influenced them to think more about their future (39.3%). 

These findings support what Dawes and Larson (2011) have outlined, which was that many  

youth become greatly motivated about their future when they are able to connect what they have 

learned through an activity to future career paths. In addition, an overwhelming majority of the 

participants agreed that Fusion has been a positive turning point in their lives (63.9%). It is 

interesting to note that by participating at Fusion the majority of youth felt it has positively 

changed their lives, but many of them are unable to connect their experiences at Fusion and the 

learnt skills to their future. A reason for such a disconnection can be attributed to the study’s 

young sample population. The mean age of the respondents was 14.3 years and 77.7% of the 

respondents reported being in grades 6 to 10. Adolescents at such a young age may not be 

successfully thinking about their future. Only 18.5% of the youth were in grades 11 and 12, 

which is typically when a student starts to discuss their future career paths and options of further 

education with their guidance counsellors at school, teachers, mentors, or family. This 

disconnection is further apparent when analyzing the Linkages to Work and Education sub-

domain ( =2.09) from the Adult Network and Social Capital domain, which I will be visiting 

later in this chapter. 
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Initiative3 

The findings for all four sub-domains that make up the Initiative domain ( =2.38) are not 

compelling with low mean scores and poor response distribution for each. This indicates that 

Fusion may not have the ability to enable all youth with skills which specifically fosters goal 

setting ( =2.42), instills effort ( =2.46), problem solving ( =2.33), and time management (

=2.30); or some youth may already have these attributes prior to participating at Fusion. 

 

In general, youth will experience greater positive outcomes from an activity if they are able to set 

goals within the activity or learn the skill of goal setting; such as, goals involving learning for the 

future, goals to obtain a sense of personal competence, and goals that go beyond the personal self 

(Ryan & Deci, 2000). This study’s findings lend limited support to this theory, since only 

approximately half of the participants agreed that they have set goals for themselves at Fusion 

(58.4%), are able to find ways to achieve their goals (53.6%), and they have learned to consider 

possible obstacles when making plans (54.0%).  

 

Less than half of the youth respondents agreed that they have learned of ways to motivate or 

push themselves (46.9%), and learned to focus their attention (46.9%). In addition, the majority 

of participants disagree that they have put all of their energy into Fusion (53.6%). This finding 

may suggest a positive perception: participants do not perceive themselves to be spending an 

excess amount of energy at Fusion, which could mean they believe to be effectively spending it 

on other activities, such as different after school programs or school homework. Further research 

will need to be conducted to investigate this connection. 

                                                 
3
 The Initiative domain is comprised of four sub-domains: Goal Setting, Effort, Problem Solving, and Time 

Management. 
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Basic Skills4 

Since participating at Fusion, a majority of the youth respondents are not convinced they have 

effectively learned of ways to regulate their emotions (Emotional Regulation, =2.30). A 

majority of the participants disagree that they have learned of ways of controlling their temper 

(53.6%), or have learned that their emotions can affect how they perform (55.9%). Less than half 

of the respondents agree they have become better at dealing with fear and anxiety (42.9%), and 

they have become better at handling stress (42.9%). Since participating at Fusion, many may not 

have learned how to effectively self regulate their emotions or how to deal with their own stress 

and anxiety, or perhaps they may have already been capable of these skills. Regardless, a 

considerable number of participants did successfully learn how to work with others and became 

better at providing and receiving constructive criticism. This is apparent when analyzing the 

Group Process Skills ( =2.81) and Feedback ( =2.69) sub-domains from the Team Work and 

Social Skills domain, which I will discuss later in this chapter. 

 

Certain Cognitive Skills, such as computer and Internet skills ( =2.59), artistic and creative 

skills ( =2.66), and communication skills ( =2.73), were better learned by the majority of 

participants. However, there was a disconnection in the response distribution where 

approximately a third of the participants highly agreed that the they had learned the above-

mentioned skills (e.g., scoring 4 on the 4-point Likert scale) and another third only agree a little 

(e.g., scoring 2 on the 4-point Likert scale). A probable reasoning for the apparent improvement 

is the variety of programs offered by Fusion that promote and cultivate those specific skills. 

                                                 
4
 The Basic Skills domain is comprised of three sub-domains: Emotional Regulation, Cognitive Skills, and Physical 

Skills. 
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Participating in popular programs such as Art Programs (30.1%), Open Jam Sessions (21.2%), 

and the Recording Studio (23.0%) can lead to improved artistic and creative skills. Whereas, 

computer and Internet skills are improved by participating in programs such as ReBuildIT 

(13.3%), Imac Studio (7.1%), and by having access to the computers where youth can use them 

to do their homework, research interesting topics on the Internet, or more commonly, access 

social media. 

 

For a similar reason, participants may not have improved on their academic skills that focus on 

reading, writing and math ( =2.14), and skills for finding information ( =2.43) because 

programs that promote and cultivate those skills are limited at Fusion. An overwhelming two-

thirds of respondents agree only a little or do not agree at all that they have improved on their 

academic skills (67.3%). Homework Help is the sole program available that can intentionally 

improve on such skills, and at the time of study, only one youth survey indicated they were 

participating in this program. A question raised by these findings was, even if Fusion offered 

programs geared towards improving academic and research skills, how likely would it be that 

youth would take part? James-Burdumy et al. (2008) argued that activities and programs in effect 

at an after school program may differ quite greatly from the activities and programs existing in a 

school.  Students experience higher levels of fatigue because they spend longer hours in school 

(compared to the few hours at Fusion) learning and completing school related work, and as a 

result, they may perceive that they have already reached their academic threshold for the day. 

Most youth come into Fusion to do things they are limited from doing during a busy school day; 

such as trying new things (Identity Exploration, =2.70), being active and playing sports 

(Physical Skills, =2.82), making new friends and hanging out (Diverse Peer Relationships, 
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=2.69), and learning how to work in a team (Group Process Skills, =2.81). Further research is 

needed to investigate such a gap in skills. 

 

Physical Skills ( =2.82), the highest scoring sub-domain, indicates that Fusion offers a great 

variety of programs where youth can improve on such skills and be active. Participating in 

popular programs such as Fusion Fitness (13.3%), Sports Night (13.3%), and the Skate Park 

(25.7%) can lead to improved physical skills. According to Dworkin et al. (2003), youth 

participating in organized competitive sports, such as basketball and football, are strongly 

associated with gaining self-knowledge and developing emotional and physical skills. However, 

their study also suggested that these youth had the strongest association with negative peer 

interactions compared to all other activities, such as activities focusing on areas such as faith and 

service, academic and leadership, performance and fine arts, and community and vocational.  

Although the programs offered at Fusion, which promote physical well-being, are not organized 

or overly competitive since most of the activities are coordinated through drop-in like sessions, I 

would argue that Dworkin et al.’s (2003) findings could be extended to such programs. There are 

still some aspects of competitiveness in these activities, such as a good-natured challenge 

between two teams competing against each other in a game of pickup hockey, or individual 

skaters competing to show their best tricks in the skate park. Dworkin et al. (2003), however, did 

not take into account the potential effects of self selection, but it is evident from their study that 

organized competitive sports are associated with an increase in overall risky behaviour.  Wilson 

et al. (2009) suggests that participating in sports may create stress and social exclusion as 

compared to nonsports. Although YES was a reliable instrument for this study, I cannot conclude 

if participating in sporting and physical programs offered by Fusion can be directly correlated 
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with negative experiences because no tests or interviews were taken of the youth prior to their 

participation at Fusion as a baseline to work from. 

 

Positive Relationships5 

With the highest agreement found in this study, a majority of participants agreed they have made 

friends with someone of the opposite gender (67.2%, =3.01).  Over half of the respondents 

agreed to have learned that they have a lot in common with people from different backgrounds 

(59.3%, =2.78), and they have made friends with someone from a different social class 

(53.6%, =2.67). The high scores of these items can be indicative of youth developing a more 

inclusive attitude at Fusion. In addition, more than a quarter of the participants highly agreed that 

they have gotten to know someone from a different ethnic group (27.8%, scoring 4 on the 4-point 

Likert scale), and another third of the participants disagreed completely (33.9%, scoring 1 on the 

4-point Likert scale). This finding is interesting for two reasons. First, no other survey item has 

had such a bipolar response distribution, portraying a distinguished variance in the respondents’ 

opinion. Second, Fusion is located in the small town of Ingersoll, Ontario where varied 

ethnicities are present but visible diversity is limited. There was no explanation or examples 

offered in the survey to clarify the meaning of “ethnic group”, and so it is questioned if the 

respondents understood that particular item. Perhaps that is where the discrepancy lies for such a 

bipolar response distribution. Some respondents possibly thought to belong to an ethnic group, 

one must also be a visible minority; and other respondents clearly understood the distinguished 

differences. It is undetermined how many ethnically diverse youths attend Fusion since the 

survey respondents were not asked to indicate their ethnicity in the beginning of the survey. 

                                                 
5
 The Positive Relationship domain is comprised of two sub-domains: Diverse Peer Relationships and Prosocial 

Norms. 
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Although it is difficult to determine from this study if racism is present at Fusion, many 

participants have actively promoted an antiracism campaign to raise awareness in their town and 

across the nation. A video was created by the members of Fusion, which was chosen as one of 

ten winning entries in a national competition. Titled Erase-ism, the minute-long video was one of 

304 entries in the annual Racism. Stop it! competition organized by the Citizenship and 

Immigration Canada for young Canadians. The participants were invited to Ottawa, Canada for 

the premiere screening of the video, followed by their work aired nationally. 

 

Fusion is unique in amalgamating recreational activities along with tasks that foster a purpose in 

an encouraging environment, such as hosting the Haunted House, Thanksgiving Dinner, and 

Operations Christmas Child for the whole community. By hosting these types of events, the 

youth can give back to their community and develop a personal connection to the activities so to 

experience a sense of ownership and to be invested in the outcomes, as stated by Dawes and 

Larson (2011). The majority of respondents agreed that they have learned about helping others 

(58.4%), and have learned to stand up for something they believe was morally right (59.5%). 

These findings strongly support Hidi and Renninger’s (2006) theory, demonstrating that an 

increased psychological engagement is a result of Fusion youth participants internalizing moral 

objectives and prosocial norms. Furthermore, this indicates that Fusion can enable characteristics 

of compassion and integrity among the youth; however, the youth do not perceive themselves to 

have developed the capacity to affect change in their school or community for the better (

=2.24). The youth are not necessarily linking the concept of helping others to social change. 

These results are evident when analyzing the Linkages to Community ( =2.75) sub-domain from 

the Adult Network and Social Capital domain. 
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Team Work and Social Skills6 

The majority of participants agreed that they learned working together requires some 

compromising (60.4%); became better at sharing responsibility (58.9%); learned to be patient 

with other group members (65.2%); learned how their emotions and attitude affects others in the 

group (60.6%); and, learned that it is not necessary to like people in order to work with them 

(63.1%). For the Feedback sub-domain ( =2.69), more than half of the respondents agreed they 

have become better at giving feedback (57.3%), and become better at taking feedback (59.6%). 

As noted earlier in this chapter, many individuals did not perceive themselves to have learned of 

ways to control their temper, deal with their fear and anxiety, and handle stress. Yet, the majority 

of participants have indicated they learned various methods and skills that allow them to work 

more effectively with others in a team setting and they have became better at providing and 

receiving constructive criticism. These findings pose an interesting question. Why have the 

participants perceived themselves to have improved on their skills associated with group work 

and feedback, but not skills associated with emotional regulation? A possible explanation could 

be that almost all of the programs offered at Fusion are based on team work and working with 

others, and not many activities are independent or individual tasks. Even if a task can be taken 

upon independently and is not meant to be done in a team, rarely are the activities carried out in a 

solitaire bubble and there will always be interactions with other peers and Fusion staff. Yet, 

another explanation could be the possibility that some of the youth were already successful in 

regulating their emotions prior to participating at Fusion.  

 

                                                 
6
 The Team Work and Social Skills domain is comprised of three sub-domains: Group Process Skills, Feedback, and 

Leadership and Responsibility. 
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The majority of participants agreed that they learned about the challenges of being a leader 

(61.3%). However, only about a small number of the participants agreed that others at Fusion 

count on them (38.2%), and that they had an opportunity to be in charge of a group of peers 

(36.5%). So how did almost two-thirds of the participants indicate they learned about the 

challenges of being a leader, when only a third of them were given the opportunity to take upon a 

leadership role? A plausible reasoning could be that they learned by observing others in 

leadership roles, such as other peers or staff, rather than learning from their own leadership 

responsibilities and accomplishments. Also, youth may have not considered instances where they 

have been appointed to lead informally in various activities without it being formalized. 

 

Adult Network and Social Capital7 

Adult Network and Social Capital is the lowest scoring domain of the six positive development 

experiences ( =2.34). Less than half of the participants agreed that they had good conversations 

with their parents/guardians because of Fusion (42.7%), and even less participants agreed that 

Fusion had improved their relationship with their parents/guardians (34.6%). Respondents were 

merely convinced of the connections present between participating at Fusion and the linkages it 

provides to future work and education, thus the Linkages to Work and Education is the lowest 

scoring sub-domain of the positive development experiences ( =2.09). The majority of 

participants disagreed that Fusion opened up job or career opportunities for their future (59.5%), 

and even more participants disagreed that Fusion helped prepare them for college or university 

(73.0%). As summarized by Restuccia and Bundy (2003), to encourage positive youth 

                                                 
7
 The Adult Network and Social Capital domain is comprised of three sub-domains: Integration with Family, 

Linkages to Community, and Linkages to Work and Education. 
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development, challenging and engaging learning experiences need to occur that build skills that 

can lead to exploring career options. It is not apparent in this study whether these learning 

opportunities are provided to the youth of Fusion or not, and if they are, whether they are 

efficiently providing the necessary experiences to link it to their future career paths. It is 

pertinent to highlight once more that the sample population of this study is quite young, as was 

noted earlier in this chapter when discussing Identity Reflection. The mean age of the 

respondents was 14.3 years and the vast majority of respondents were in grades 6 to 10 (77.7%). 

This lends reason to why many participants were unable to connect their experiences and skills 

learned from Fusion to their future since many may never had the opportunity to think about 

their future career path or further education opportunities since such topics only come up for 

students nearing the end of high school. 

 

A majority of the youth disagreed that Fusion increased their desire to stay in school (59.1%). 

This finding is worthy to note because several youth explicitly wrote on the margins of the 

survey that they are indicating Not at all for this particular item since they have always wanted to 

be in school. Therefore, by participating at Fusion, it has not necessarily increased their desire to 

stay in school. It was assumed prior to administering the survey that students would not perceive 

staying in school in a positive manner, but as seen here, this was not evidently the case for most 

respondents. 

 

Unlike the other sub-domains which make up the Adult Network and Social Capital domain, the 

Linkages to Community sub-domain had a high mean score and an excellent response 

distribution ( =2.75). The majority of the participants agreed that they have gotten to know 
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people in the community (73.0%), however, only half came to feel more supported by the 

community (51.0%). The disconnection between these two findings is apparent. When the youth 

participate in community activities such as the Community Clean Up, the Harvest Run and the 

Santa Claus Parade, they start to mend their reputation. As noted by Christie (2012), these 

activities are important because Fusion does not always have the best reputation in the 

community because it concentrates youth in one place. Getting involved in the Ingersoll 

community is important for these youth to change their relationship with the community and to 

change their stigmatized image, as highlighted by Christie (2012).  

 

Negative Experiences8 

The most interesting observation made when discussing the findings of the Negative Experiences 

( =1.46) domain is that an overwhelming majority of participants indicated Not at all for every 

single item measuring each of the four sub-domains. The majority of participants disagreed that 

Fusion distracts them from getting their homework done (81.1%), and that Fusion interferes with 

doing things with their family (81.1%). These findings are a positive point, indicating that Fusion 

is not perceived as a source of stress which interferes with certain school and family 

responsibilities. However, these items reveal limited information. What if these respondents did 

not complete or barely completed their homework regularly, or spend limited or no time with 

their families to begin with? Given the absence of baseline data, it cannot be determined with 

certainty. 

 

                                                 
8
 The Negative Experiences domain is comprised of four sub-domains: Stress, Negative Influences, Social 

Exclusion, and Negative Group Dynamics. 
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A small minority of participants agreed that they felt pressured by peers to do something they did 

not want to do (14.5%); did something at Fusion that was morally wrong (13.6%); were made 

fun of by peers for something they did at Fusion (9.0%); and, youth at Fusion got them into 

drinking alcohol or using drugs (12.7%). According to these findings it can be concluded that 

Fusion does not promote negative influences in a youth’s life. Yet, it cannot be determined with 

certainty that participating at Fusion does not facilitate such negative behaviours, whilst 

providing the youth a space where they can continue to carry out certain habits that they may 

have already had prior to joining Fusion. For instance, for those youth who choose to smoke 

there is a designated smoking area behind the Fusion building away from the public entrance, but 

it is not as if the staff members are the ones to pass out the cigarettes. These youth may not have 

learned the habit at Fusion, but a safe space is created at Fusion with the mentality that it is better 

to have these youth carry out these negative behaviours where there are supervised than have 

them out on the streets (Christie, 2012). The following is a quote from a youth at Fusion 

explaining this feeling of safety captured during an interview by Christie (2012, p.94): 

And even if kids like go and get high and come [to Fusion], at least there’s people 

watching them so they’re not getting caught. They’re still in a safe environment. Whereas 

if they just go and do that…there’s no one watching them.  

 

Fusion has successfully created an inclusive environment. As noted by Christie (2012), Fusion 

Youth Centre does have a positive impact on feelings of inclusion, where youth can come to find 

a place where they belong and to feel more included. This theme was further backed by this 

study’s results since the lowest scoring sub-domain was Social Exclusion, indicating that a 

majority of participants strongly disagreed that they felt like they did not belong at Fusion 

(94.6%, =1.27), or that they felt left out at Fusion (95.4%, =1.21) 
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Summary of Findings 

As seen in the correlation matrix, the high number of significant correlations among the positive 

domains of development experience may reflect the possibility that Fusion provides activities, 

programs, and services that lead youth to have a wide range of positive experiences. This non-

independence may also be partly due to method variance, for example, the tendency of some 

youth to be positive about everything. All domains measuring positive youth development 

experiences were positively correlated. Therefore, the change in one positive development 

experience domain is concomitant with the change in another, demonstrating then the positive 

domains covary together positively. In simpler terms, when youth respondents perceive 

themselves to have benefited from learning skills and gaining experiences associated with a 

positive domain, then according to the correlation matrix, they have also significantly gained 

skills and experiences associated with all other positive domains. Thus, a large proportion of 

Fusion youth significantly perceive themselves to have benefited on all positive development 

experiences. Conversely, a large proportion of Fusion youth did not significantly perceive 

themselves to have benefited on any positive development experiences; or, these youth may have 

already possessed these skills and experiences prior to participating at Fusion. The implication of 

this apparent discrepancy between one group capturing benefits on all fronts of positive 

development and the other group having no benefits at all is that the youth participants are 

treated as a homogeneous group. For that reason, a large proportion of youth miss out from 

benefiting on such positive development experiences since Fusion provides activities, programs, 

and services aimed at all participants equally, regardless of factors such as age, sex, grade, length 

of membership, frequency of membership, race, or socio-economic status. Programs at Fusion do 

not differentiate among participants, except for those particularly aimed at females and males, 
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such as Girls Group, Go Chicks! and Guys Group. The remainder of the Fusion programming is 

based on the assumption that the youth participants are treated as a homogenous group, when in 

fact it is a heterogeneous group comprised of youth from different backgrounds, needing 

specialized or different programming than currently offered. 

 

According to the regression results, membership>5years and frequency≥15days are the two most 

significant variables which will positively affect a Fusion member’s youth development 

experiences. Participants can increase their youth development if they attend Fusion for more 

than 5 years (e.g., duration), and/or attend Fusion for 15 days or more in one month (e.g., 

intensity). There were no significant differences between the two age groups of Fusion 

participants used in this study, which were 12-14 years old and 15-18 years old; and no 

significant differences between male and female Fusion participants. Furthermore, this highlights 

that Fusion provides an array of activities, programs, and services that is inclusive to all of their 

participants regardless of their age or sex. These findings can conclude that maintaining a 

combination of duration and intensity is vital in significantly increasing all positive youth 

development experiences at Fusion despite their sex and age. However, duration and intensity 

only accounts for 10 percent of the variance since R² is 0.10. This value illustrates that the 

explanatory variables have a 10 percent capability to predict the response variable, and there are 

more factors acting on the data (Kline, 1999; Tabachnick and Fidell, 1983). A reason for the 

unexplained portion of the variance may be that many other skills and competencies which 

account for a participant’s positive youth development are not enabled at Fusion because the 

Center is not providing opportunities which enable such experiences as measured in the YES. 

Yet another explanation is that the YES is not an exhaustive survey of all skills and 
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competencies associated with positive youth development, thus there may be several experiences 

enabled at Fusion but the YES was unable to asses them. If other variables were included in this 

investigation– such as the youth’s socioeconomic status, their parents’ or guardians’ annual 

income, education level, or marital status – then perhaps the R² may have increased. Further 

research is needed to explore other explanatory variables and to asses the interactions of such 

variables. 

 

Conclusion 

The goal of this study was to understand the impact of after-school programs on rural youth, 

using the Fusion Youth Activity and Technology Centre as a case study. Fusion provides drop-in 

and organized recreational opportunities to youth participants by offering various programs, 

services and activities. This research examined the effects of participation at Fusion on 

participants’ development experiences. 

 

The findings from the study include: youth development experiences associated with 

participating at Fusion; explanations for the trend where youth who experience developmental 

change are likely to experience across all domains, and vice versa; and, the importance of 

participating at Fusion more intensely and for a longer duration which can lead to an increase in 

positive youth development.  

 

As indicated by the responses from the YES, Fusion successfully employs programs, services 

and activities where youth are enabled  to benefit from an increase in development experiences 

associated with many of the positive domains, especially Identity Work, Basic Skills, Positive 
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Relationships, and Team Work and Social Skills. The youth perceived the Fusion environment to 

be inclusive, indicating that Fusion is not a source of stress nor does it promote negative 

behaviours.  

 

Youth who reported to have gained limited or no benefits from participating at Fusion indicated 

so for all domains measuring positive development experiences. This part of the population may 

not have reported gains in development experiences because the youth are treated as a 

homogenous group where their varying needs are met by unvarying programming that do not 

differentiate among participants; or, it could be that these youth possessed skills and 

competencies associated with these development experience domains prior to participating at  

Fusion. Whereas those youth who reported to have gained benefits by participating at Fusion 

have indicated an increase in all positive development experience domains. These participants 

increased their youth development by attending Fusion for more than 5 years (e.g., duration), 

and/or attending Fusion for 15 days or more in one month (e.g., intensity). 

  

The findings of this investigation indicate that participating at the Fusion Youth Centre does 

have a positive impact on youth development associated with the domains outlined in the YES. 

Participants come to Fusion to escape some of the challenges faced by rural youth, such as social 

marginalization due to restricted access to public spaces, lack of recreational facilities, and 

inadequate public transportation. By participating at Fusion, it is hoped that these youth become 

enabled young adults who can gain from the learnt skills and competencies and apply them to 

different aspects of their lives. 
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Future Research 

The benefit of the current research was that it assessed the relationship of program participation 

at the Fusion Youth Centre and the development experiences of adolescents ages 12 to 18 years. 

Future research should continue to explore other relationships that affect a youth’s positive 

development. For example, an additional investigation should be conducted to evaluate the 

convergent validity of the YES domains, sub-domains, and items reported from both the self-

reporting youth and an adult observer at Fusion, such as a staff member (Hansen and Larson, 

2002; 2005). Adolescents from Fusion would fill out the YES for themselves, and separately, an 

adult leader of Fusion would also fill it out for each adolescent based on what he or she has 

observed about that adolescent’s experiences at Fusion. Congruencies and differences between 

the leaders’ responses and adolescents’ response can then be identified to address the necessary 

gaps in programming at Fusion. As noted by Hansen and Larson (2005), there are a few 

experiences that an adult leader will not be able to assess for a youth; the exceptions being 

relayed to emotions and adult networks that are likely to be beyond the scope of adult leader’s 

observations. Experiences that are non-observable by a leader most likely occur outside of 

Fusion and are less likely to be directly observed by an adult leader, such as emotional 

regulation, integration with family and linkages to community. 

 

This research is the first to assess the effects of program participation at the Fusion Youth Centre 

has on developing Identity Work, Initiative, Basic Skills, Positive Relationships, Team Work and 

Social Skills, Adult Networks and Social Capital, and Negative Experiences. However, it was 

unclear in this research how many of these attributes were possessed by the participants prior to 

attending Fusion. Future research should entail an investigation that involves selecting a sample 
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population of youth before they start participating at Fusion, allowing them to complete the YES 

to act as a baseline study. Then, monitor this population over time to assess the before and after 

effects of participation at Fusion. In order to maintain aspects of the study constant, youth taking 

part in any additional extracurricular activities should be exempted from this study.  
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Appendix A: The Youth Experience Survey 2.0 (Original) 
 

Instructions: Based on your current or recent involvement please rate whether you have had the 

following experiences in [name of activity]  

 

 
 

Your Experiences In…… 

 
  

 [Activity] 

 

 
 Yes, 

Definitely 

Quite a 

Bit 

A 

Little 

Not At 

All 

IDENTITY EXPERIENCES 
     

Identity Exploration      

1. Tried doing new things  1 2 3 4 

2. Tried a new way of acting around people  1 2 3 4 

3. I do things here I don’t get to do anywhere else  1 2 3 4 

      

Identity Reflection      

4. Started thinking more about my future because of this 

activity 

 1 2 3 4 

5. This activity got me thinking about who I am  1 2 3 4 

6. This activity has been a positive turning point in my life  1 2 3 4 

INITIATIVE EXPERIENCES      

Goal Setting      

7. I set goals for myself in this activity  1 2 3 4 

8. Learned to find ways to achieve my goals  1 2 3 4 

9. Learned to consider possible obstacles when making 

plans 

 1 2 3 4 

      

Effort      

10. I put all my energy into this activity  1 2 3 4 

11. Learned to push myself  1 2 3 4 

12. Learned to focus my attention  1 2 3 4 

      

Problem Solving      

13. Observed how others solved problems and learned from 

them 

 1 2 3 4 

14. Learned about developing plans for solving a problem   1 2 3 4 

15. Used my imagination to solve a problem   1 2 3 4 
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Time Management      

16. Learned about organizing time and not procrastinating 

(not putting things off) 

 1 2 3 4 

17. Learned about setting priorities  1 2 3 4 

18. Practiced self discipline  1 2 3 4 

BASIC SKILL      

Emotional Regulation      

19. Learned about controlling my temper  1 2 3 4 

20. Became better at dealing with fear and anxiety  1 2 3 4 

21. Became better at handling stress  1 2 3 4 

22. Learned that my emotions affect how I perform  1 2 3 4 

Cognitive Skills 
     

In this activity I have improved:  1 2 3 4 

23. Academic skills (reading, writing, math, etc.)  1 2 3 4 

24. Skills for finding information  1 2 3 4 

25. Computer/internet skills  1 2 3 4 

26. Artistic/creative skills  1 2 3 4 

27. Communication skills  1 2 3 4 

      

Physical Skills      

28. Athletic or physical skills  1 2 3 4 

 

INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIPS 

Diverse Peer Relationships      

29. Made friends with someone of the opposite gender  1 2 3 4 

30. Learned I had a lot in common with people from 

different backgrounds 

 1 2 3 4 

31. Got to know someone from a different ethnic group  1 2 3 4 

32. Made friends with someone from a different social class 

(someone richer or poorer) 

 1 2 3 4 

      

Prosocial Norms      

33. Learned about helping others  1 2 3 4 

34. I was able to change my school or community for the 

better 

 1 2 3 4 

35. Learned to stand up for something I believed was 

morally right 

 1 2 3 4 

36. We discussed morals and values  1 2 3 4 

 

TEAM WORK AND SOCIAL SKILLS 

     

Group Process Skills      

37. Learned that working together requires some 

compromising 

 1 2 3 4 

38. Became better at sharing responsibility  1 2 3 4 
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39. Learned to be patient with other group members  1 2 3 4 

40. Learned how my emotions and attitude affect others in 

the group 

 1 2 3 4 

41. Learned that it is not necessary to like people in order to 

work with them 

 1 2 3 4 

      

Feedback      

42. I became better at giving feedback  1 2 3 4 

43. I became better at taking feedback   1 2 3 4 

      

Leadership and Responsibility      

44. Learned about the challenges of being a leader  1 2 3 4 

45. Others in this activity counted on me  1 2 3 4 

46. Had an opportunity to be in charge of a group of peers  1 2 3 4 

 

ADULT NETWORKS AND SOCIAL CAPITAL 

     

Integration with Family      

47. This activity improved my relationship with my 

parents/guardians 

 1 2 3 4 

48. I had good conversations with my parents/guardians 

because of this activity 

 1 2 3 4 

      

Linkages to Community      

49. Got to know people in the community   1 2 3 4 

50. Came to feel more supported by the community  1 2 3 4 

      

Linkages to Work and College      

51. This activity opened up job or career opportunities for 

me 

 1 2 3 4 

52. This activity helped prepare me for college  1 2 3 4 

53. This activity increased my desire to stay in school  1 2 3 4 

 

NEGATIVE EXPERIENCES 

Stress      

54. Demands were so great that I didn’t get homework done 

(skip this item if your Target Activity is a class) 

 1 2 3 4 

55. This activity interfered with doing things with family  1 2 3 4 

56. This activity has stressed me out  1 2 3 4 

      

Negative Peer Influences      

57. Felt pressured by peers to do something I didn’t want to 

do 

 1 2 3 4 

58. I did something in this activity that was morally wrong  1 2 3 4 

59. I was ridiculed by peers for something I did in this 

activity 

 1 2 3 4 



83 

 

60. Youth in this activity got me into drinking alcohol or 

using drugs 

 1 2 3 4 

      

Social Exclusion      

61. Felt like I didn’t belong in this activity  1 2 3 4 

62. I felt left out   1 2 3 4 

63. There were cliques in this activity  1 2 3 4 

      

Negative Group Dynamics      

64. I get stuck doing more than my fair share   1 2 3 4 

65. Other youth in this activity made inappropriate sexual 

comments, jokes, or gestures 

 1 2 3 4 

66. Was discriminated against because of my gender, race, 

ethnicity, disability, or sexual orientation 

 1 2 3 4 

 

Note: The following set of items (67-70) will not be asked if 

there is no adult or young adult, coach, director, teacher, or 

leader. 

     

      

Inappropriate Adult Behavior      

67. Adult leaders in this activity are controlling and 

manipulative 

 1 2 3 4 

68. Adult leaders “hit” on me (made sexual advances)  1 2 3 4 

69. Adult leaders made inappropriate sexual comments or 

jokes 

 1 2 3 4 

70. Adult leaders encouraged me to do something I believed 

morally wrong 

 1 2 3 4 
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Appendix B: The Youth Experience Survey 2.0 (Adapted) 
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Appendix C: Item Changes in Youth Experience Survey 2.0 

Original and Adapted 
 

Item Deletions, Additions and Revisions within Each Scale (adapted from Larson & Hansen, 2005) 

Original YES 2.0 (Item Deleted) Adapted YES 2.0 (Item Added) 

 

- 

Added demographic questions: 

1. What is your sex?  

2. How old are you?  

3. Please select the option which best 

applies to you and answer the question 

[about your schooling]. 

4. How long have you been a member at 

Fusion? 

5. In the last month, how many times have 

you come to Fusion? 

6. Please select which programs you are a 

regular participant in. 

Deleted “…this activity” from items 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 

45, 47, 48, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 58, 59, 60, 61, 63, 

65 

Added “…Fusion” to items 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 

45, 47, 48, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 58, 59, 

60, 61, 63, 65 

Item 14 “Learned about developing plans for solving 

a problem” 

“Learned about making plans for solving a 

problem” 

Item 16 “Learned about organizing time and not 

procrastinating (not putting things off)” 

“Learned about organizing time and not 

procrastinating (ie: not putting things off 

until the last minute)” 

Cognitive Skills: “In this activity I have improved…” Added “At Fusion, I have improved on 

my…” 

Item 36 “We discussed morals and values” Added “We discussed what is right and 

wrong” 

Item 54 “Demands were so great that I didn’t get 

homework done (skip this item if your Target 

Activity is a class)” 

Added “Fusion distracts me from getting 

my homework done” 

Item 59 “I was ridiculed by peers for something I did 

in this activity” 

“I was made fun of by peers for something 

I did at Fusion” 

Item 65 “Other youth in this activity made 

inappropriate sexual comments, jokes, or gestures” 

Added “Other youth at Fusion make 

inappropriate comments, jokes, or 

gestures” 

Item 66 “Was discriminated against because of my 

gender, race, ethnicity, disability, or sexual 

orientation” 

Added I was discriminate against because 

of my gender, race, ethnicity, or disability” 

Deleted “Inappropriate Adult Behavior” Items 67-70  - 

Overall grammatical past tense Changed to grammatical present or recent 

past tense, and first person 
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Original YES 2.0 (Item Deleted) Adapted YES 2.0 (Item Added) 

 

 

 

- 

Added a section for email address, “There 

will be a feedback session at the end of our 

research where we will share the results 

from these surveys. Would you like to 

participate in this feedback session and 

learn how the results tuned out? If yes, 

please provide us with your email 

address”. 

 

  



94 

 

 

Appendix D: Poster 
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Appendix E: Raffle Tickets 
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Appendix F: List of Fusion programs 
 

Survey question 6 (n=113) 

Program Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Art Program 

Male 14 12.4 41.2 

Female 20 17.7 58.8 

Total 34 30.1 100.0 

Guitar Lessons/Music Lessons 

Male 6 5.3 66.7 

Female 3 2.7 33.3 

Total 9 8.0 100.0 

Open Jam Session 

Male 15 13.3 62.5 

Female 9 7.9 37.5 

Total 24 21.2 100.0 

Photography 

Male 5 4.4 62.5 

Female 3 2.7 37.5 

Total 8 7.1 100.0 

Graphic Design 

Male 4 3.5 80.0 

Female 1 0.9 20.0 

Total 5 4.4 100.0 

Girls Group and Go Chicks! 

Male 1 0.9 6.3 

Female 15 13.3 93.7 

Total 16 14.2 100.0 

Guys Group 

Male 11 9.7 91.7 

Female 1 0.9 8.3 

Total 12 10.6 100.0 

IYAC (Ingersoll Youth Advisory Council) 

Male 2 1.8 100.0 

Female 0 0 0 

Total 2 1.8 100.0 

Homework Help 

Male 0 0 0 

Female 1 0.9 100.0 

Total 1 0.9 100.0 

Snack Shack 

Male 11 9.8 73.3 

Female 4 3.5 26.7 

Total 15 13.3 100.0 

Tracy’s Diner 

Male 7 6.2 43.8 

Female 9 8.0 56.2 

Total 16 14.2 100.0 
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Program Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Badminton 

Male 3 2.6 60.0 

Female 2 1.8 40.0 

Total 5 4.4 100.0 

Fusion Fitness 

Male 5 4.4 33.3 

Female 10 8.9 66.7 

Total 15 13.3 100.0 

Soccer Night 

Male 4 3.5 80 

Female 1 0.9 20 

Total 5 4.4 100.0 

Floor Hockey Night 

Male 9 8.0 90.0 

Female 1 0.8 10.0 

Total 10 8.8 100.0 

Sports Night (all other sports) 

Male 12 10.6 80.0 

Female 3 2.7 20.0 

Total 15 13.3 100.0 

Skate Park 

Male 23 20.4 79.3 

Female 6 5.3 20.7 

Total 29 25.7 100.0 

Digital Game Development 

Male 4 3.5 100.0 

Female 0 0 0 

Total 4 3.5 100.0 

Fusion TV 

Male 9 8.0 81.8 

Female 2 1.7 18.2 

Total 11 9.7 100.0 

Imac Studio – video editing 

Male 5 4.4 62.5 

Female 3 2.7 37.5 

Total 8 7.1 100.0 

Radio Broadcasting 

Male 6 5.3 85.7 

Female 1 0.9 37.5 

Total 7 6.2 100.0 

ReBuild IT 

Male 13 11.5 86.7 

Female 2 1.8 13.3 

Total 15 13.3 100.0 

Recording Studio 

Male 15 13.3 57.7 

Female 11 9.7 42.3 

Total 26 23.0 100.0 
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Appendix G: Percentage of each YES item answered 
 

 
Survey questions 7 – 27 measured in a Likert scale of 1-4 

Development Experience Domains,  

Scales, and Items (result in percentages) 

Yes, 

definitely 

(4) 

Quite a bit 

(3) 

A little 

 

(2) 

Not at all 

 

(1) 

IDENTITY WORK     

Identity Exploration     

7.a)  I try new things (n=111) 38.05 27.43 29.20 5.31 

7.b)  I try new ways of acting around people (n=111) 18.02 26.13 36.94 18.92 

7.c)  I do things here I don’t get to do anywhere else (n=110) 30.00 29.09 31.82 9.09 

Identity Reflection     

8.a)  I started to think more about my future because of Fusion 

(n=112) 

19.64 19.64 37.50 23.21 

8.b)  Fusion has got me thinking about who I am (n=112) 14.29 31.25 34.82 19.64 

8.c)  Fusion has been a positive turning point in my life (n=111) 33.33 30.63 23.42 12.61 

INITIATIVE     

Goal Setting     

9.a)  I set goals for myself at Fusion (n=113) 16.81 24.78 37.17 21.24 

9.b)  I learned to find ways to achieve my goals (n=112) 20.54 25.89 36.61 16.96 

9.c)  I learned to consider possible obstacles when making plans 

(n=111) 

20.72 25.23 34.23 19.82 

Effort     

10.a)  I put all of my energy into Fusion (n=112) 15.18 31.25 36.61 16.96 

10.b)  I learned to push myself (n=113) 21.24 25.66 34.51 18.58 

10.c)  I learned to focus my attention (n=113) 23.89 23.01 28.32 24.78 

Problem Solving     

11.a) I observe how others solve problems and learn from them 

(n=113) 

18.58 23.01 30.09 28.32 

11.b)  I learned about making plans for solving a problem (n=113) 15.93 21.24 42.48 20.35 

11.c)  I use my imagination to solve a problem (n=113) 20.35 18.58 35.40 25.66 

Time Management     

12.a)  I learned about organizing and not procrastinating (ie: not 

putting things off until the last minute) (n=113) 

15.04 24.78 29.20 30.97 

12.b)  I learned about setting priorities (n=113) 16.22 24.32 37.84 21.62 

12.c)  I practice self discipline (n=111) 21.62 21.62 31.53 25.23 
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Development Experience Domains,  

Scales, and Items (result in percentages) 

Yes, 

definitely 

(4) 

Quite a bit 

(3) 

A little 

 

(2) 

Not at all 

 

(1) 

BASIC SKILLS     

Emotional Regulation     

13.a)  I learned about controlling my temper (n=112) 26.79 19.64 29.46 24.11 

13.b)  I became better at dealing with fear and anxiety (n=112) 17.86 25.00 25.89 31.25 

13.c)  I became better at handling stress (n=112) 18.75 24.11 32.14 25.00 

13.d)  I learned that my emotions affect how I perform (n=111) 24.32 19.82 35.14 20.72 

Cognitive Skills - Since joining Fusion, I have improved on my...    

14.a)  Academic skills (reading, writing, math, etc.) (n=110) 14.55 18.18 33.64 33.64 

14.b)  Skills for finding information (n=110) 20.91 25.45 29.09 24.55 

14.c)  Computer and/or Internet skills (n=110) 31.82 19.09 25.45 23.64 

14.d)  Artistic and/or creative skills (n=110) 34.55 18.18 26.36 20.91 

14.e)  Communication skills (n=110) 31.82 23.64 30.00 14.55 

Physical Skills - Since joining Fusion, I have improved on my...     

15.a)  Athletic and/or physical skills (n=112) 36.61 21.43 32.14 9.82 

POSITIVE RELATIONSHIPS     

Diverse Peer Relationships     

16.a)  I made friends with someone of the opposite gender (n=113) 48.67 18.56 17.70 15.04 

16.b)  I learned I had a lot in common with people from different 

backgrounds (n=113) 

32.74 26.55 27.43 13.27 

16.c)  Got to know someone from a different ethnic group (n=112) 27.78 13.39 25.00 33.93 

16.d)  I made friends with someone from a different social class (ie: 

someone richer or poorer) (n=112) 

33.93 19.64 25.00 21.43 

Prosocial Norms     

17.a)  Learned about helping others (n=113) 30.09 28.32 25.66 15.93 

17.b)  I was able to change my school or community for the better 

(n=111) 

16.22 23.42 28.83 31.53 

17.c)  Learned to stand up for something I believed was morally right 

(n=111) 

28.83 30.63 27.03 13.51 

17.d)  We discussed what is right and wrong (n=112) 27.68 19.64 33.93 18.75 
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Development Experience Domains,  

Scales, and Items (result in percentages) 

Yes, 

definitely 

(4) 

Quite a bit 

(3) 

A little 

 

(2) 

Not at all 

 

(1) 

TEAM WORK AND SOCIAL SKILLS     

Group Process Skills     

18.a)  Learned that working together requires some compromising 

(n=111) 

33.33 27.03 31.53 8.11 

18.b)  Became better at sharing responsibility (n=112) 33.04 25.89 31.25 9.82 

18.c)  Learned to be patient with other group members (n=112) 34.82 30.36 26.79 8.04 

18.d)  Learned how my emotions and attitude affects other in the 

group (n=109) 

35.78 24.77 29.36 10.09 

18.e)  Learned that it is not necessary to like people in order to work 

with them (n=111) 

33.33 29.73 23.42 13.51 

Feedback     

19.a)  I became better at giving feedback (n=110) 33.64 23.64 30.91 11.82 

19.b)  I became better at taking feedback (n=109) 30.28 29.36 27.52 12.84 

Leadership and Responsibility     

20.a)  Learned about the challenges of being a leader (n=111) 29.73 31.53 27.93 10.81 

20.b)  Others at Fusion count on me (n=110) 19.09 19.09 35.45 26.36 

20.c)  Had an opportunity to be in charge of a group of peers (n=104) 19.23 17.31 33.65 29.81 

ADULT NETWORK AND SOCIAL CAPITAL     

Integration with Family     

21.a)  Fusion has improved my relationship with my 

parents/guardians (n=110) 

13.64 20.91 30.00 35.45 

21.b)  I have good conversations with my parents/guardians because 

of Fusion (n=110) 

17.27 25.45 30.00 27.27 

Linkages to Community     

22.a)  Got to know people in the community (n=111) 41.44 31.53 18.92 8.11 

22.b)  Came to feel more supported by the community (n=108) 26.85 24.07 31.48 17.59 

Linkages to Work and Education     

23.a)  Fusion opened up job or career opportunities for my future 

(n=111) 

20.72 19.82 24.32 35.14 

23.b)  Fusion helped prepare me for college or university (n=111) 10.81 16.22 24.32 48.65 

23.c)  Fusion increased my desire to stay in school (n=110) 19.09 21.82 24.55 34.55 
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Development Experience Domains,  

Scales, and Items (result in percentages) 

Yes, 

definitely 

(4) 

Quite a bit 

(3) 

A little 

 

(2) 

Not at all 

 

(1) 

NEGATIVE EXPERIENCES     

Stress     

24.a)  Fusion distracts me from getting my homework done (n=111) 9.01 9.91 27.03 54.05 

24.b)  Fusion interferes with doing things with family (n=111) 8.11 10.81 20.72 60.36 

24.c)  Fusion has me stressed out (n=112)* 5.36 3.57 16.07 75.00 

Negative Influences     

25.a)  Felt pressured by peers to do something I didn’t want to do 

(n=110) 

8.18 6.36 25.45 60.00 

25.b)  I did something at Fusion that was morally wrong (n=110) 9.09 4.55 15.45 70.91 

25.c)  I was made fun of by peers for something I did at Fusion 

(n=110) 

5.41 3.60 15.32 75.68 

25.d)  Youth at Fusion got me into drinking alcohol or using drugs 

(n=110) 

5.45 7.27 6.36 80.91 

Social Exclusion     

26.a)  I feel like I don’t belong in Fusion (n=111) 3.60 1.80 14.41 80.18 

26.b)  I feel left out (n=108) 0.93 3.70 11.11 84.26 

26.c)  There are cliques or different groups at Fusion (n=109)* 7.21 10.09 30.28 52.29 

Negative Group Dynamics     

27.a)  I get stuck doing more than my fair share (n=111) 3.60 4.50 23.42 68.47 

27.b) Other youth at Fusion make inappropriate comments, jokes, or 

gestures (n=111) 

7.21 14.41 33.33 45.05 

27.c)  I was discriminated against because of my gender, race, 

ethnicity, or disability (n=110) 

4.55 1.82 12.73 80.91 

* This item has been omitted from the analysis because the item-total correlation with scale is less than 

0.3 

 

 

 

 

 


