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ABSTRACT 

Many youth development programs (YDPs) aim to help young people improve their 

social competence, defined as the ability to navigate social situations effectively. Researchers 

have documented that the quality of YDPs is associated with youth outcomes, including social 

competence. There are multiple aspects of program quality (e.g., fun, sense of belonging). Most 

previous research has utilized a variable-centered approach to explore how individual 

components of program quality are associated with young people’s social competence. However, 

program participants do not experience individual aspects of program quality in isolation. The 

current study used person-centered analyses to account for young people’s experiences of 

multiple components of program quality. Using national data from 166,640 participants of Boys 



& Girls Clubs of America (BGCA), this study identified profiles of program participants based 

on their perceptions of seven indicators of program quality (i.e., fun, sense of belonging, adult 

caring relationships, physical safety, emotional safety, staff expectations, staff recognition). 

Youth (9-12 years old) and teens (13-18 years old) were classified into five profiles. Four of the 

profiles included consistent ratings for all indicators of program quality: Above Average, Below 

Average, Very Below Average, and Negative. Approximately 70% of youth and teens were 

classified into the Above Average profile. The fifth profile was small (fewer than 2% of 

participants) and included above average ratings for all indicators except Belonging and 

Emotional Safety. Young people in the Above Average and Low Belonging and Emotional 

Safety profiles reported higher levels of each social competence outcome variable (i.e., 

Teamwork, Leadership, Conflict Resolution, Concern for Others) than young people in the three 

other profiles. When comparing levels of social competence in 2018 controlling for baseline 

levels in 2017, young people in the Above Average profile and the Low Belonging and 

Emotional Safety profile reported higher social competence than young people in the other 

profiles for 21 of the 48 comparisons after Bonferroni correction. Given that program quality is 

associated with social competence, it is important for YDPs to prioritize improving quality, 

especially for young people who have low perceptions of program quality and who experience 

difficulties in social interaction. 
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1 INTRODUCTION  

Youth development programs (YDPs) seek to promote youths’ well-being by creating 

supportive environments in which young people can develop adaptive skills, attitudes, and 

beliefs (Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2003, 2016). As youth programs have become more widespread, 

researchers and practitioners increasingly recognize the importance of program quality for the 

promotion of youth development (Yohalem & Wilson-Ahlstrom, 2010). Previous research 

suggests that several aspects of YDP quality (e.g., supportive youth-adult relationships, youth 

engagement, physical and emotional safety) may promote positive youth outcomes (e.g., 

Chapman, Deane, Harré, Courtney, & Moore, 2017; Durlak, Weissberg, et al., 2010; Pierce, 

Bolt, & Vandell, 2010). Most of this previous research has utilized variable-centered approaches 

that examine how individual components or overall composite measures of program quality 

promote youth well-being (Denault & Poulin, 2016; Laursen & Hoff, 2006). Variable-centered 

approaches can be helpful for better understanding the relations among program quality 

indicators and specific youth outcomes. To complement these approaches, it is also important to 

utilize person-centered analyses that examine how youth experience multiple elements of 

program quality. For example, some youth may feel engaged at a YDP despite a lack of close 

relationships with staff members, while others may find the program boring even though they 

have close relationships with the program staff. Within the same program, youth may have 

different perceptions of program quality due to a range of personal characteristics and 

motivations for joining the YDP (e.g., youth who join programs just to play sports may not 

actively work to build close relationships with staff members; Fredricks et al., 2002; Hirsch et 

al., 2011).  
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Only one study has utilized a quantitative person-centered approach to explore how 

young people experience multiple aspects of program quality (Denault & Poulin, 2016). 

However, this study only included two experiences that are considered indicators of program 

quality. To address the lack of research into how young people experience multiple aspects of 

program quality (Denault & Poulin, 2016), this study identified profiles of program participants’ 

experiences in a national sample of YDPs affiliated with Boys & Girls Clubs of America 

(BGCA), using seven indicators of program quality (i.e., fun, sense of belonging, physical safety, 

emotional safety, adult connections, staff recognition, staff expectations). 

Understanding heterogeneity in young people’s distinct experiences of multiple program 

quality components may provide greater insights into the ways in which YDPs can help to 

promote positive youth outcomes (Mahoney et al., 2010). One important youth outcome that 

YDPs often strive to promote is social competence, which can be defined as navigating social 

interactions effectively (e.g., working with a team, resolving conflict with others) (Catalano et 

al., 2004; Rose-Krasnor, 1997). Social competence can help young people cultivate success and 

well-being throughout childhood and adulthood (Milligan et al., 2017; Rose-Krasnor, 1997). 

However, youth living in low-income communities demonstrate less social competence than 

their peers and are therefore in a disadvantaged position for healthy development (Gershoff et al., 

2007; Lengua, 2012; Yoshikawa et al., 2012). Although researchers have demonstrated that 

YDPs can promote social competence for all young people, including those living in low-income 

communities, it is important to better understand how different aspects of program quality 

combine to promote increased social competence. This understanding can help programs 

prioritize key domains of program quality that can facilitate social competence for all youth 

(Durlak et al., 2010; Yohalem & Wilson-Ahlstrom, 2010). As one example, youth may need to 
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feel a sense of belonging, have supportive relationships, and be engaged at a YDP in order to 

experience gains in social competence. Previous research has not accounted for how 

configurations such as these are related to youth outcomes. This study explored whether different 

profiles of young people’s experiences of program quality components were associated with 

social competence at one time point and over the course of one year.   

1.1 Social Competence 

Although social competence has been conceptualized in various ways (Milligan et al., 

2017), most definitions of social competence include the concept of “effectiveness in social 

interaction” (Rose-Krasnor, 1997, p. 111). Rose-Krasnor defines social competence as 

successfully meeting both short- and long-term developmental needs in social contexts. Short-

term developmental needs are those that are important for specific developmental periods 

(Waters & Sroufe, 1983). For example, establishing a healthy attachment relationship is an 

important task during infancy. Long-term developmental needs are those that promote health and 

well-being throughout adolescence and adulthood (e.g., maintaining relationships with parents 

while also having a sense of autonomy). Social competence requires specific skills, such as 

proficient communication and affect regulation, to navigate social situations to meet these 

developmental needs.  

According to Rose-Krasnor’s model (1997), specific domains of social competence are 

associated with particular goals (e.g., developing friendships, resolving conflict). Social 

competence in one domain (e.g., successfully resolving conflicts with friends) does not 

necessarily indicate social competence in a different domain (e.g., working well with others on a 

team). Four domains of social competence commonly examined are conflict resolution, 

teamwork, leadership, and concern for others. Conflict resolution skills require the ability to 
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consider other people’s perspectives, balance personal needs with the needs of others, and 

determine and execute a plan that meets many of the needs of those involved in the interpersonal 

conflict (Chen, 2003). Teamwork is a related concept that can be defined as working 

cooperatively with others to achieve a common goal (Guest, 2008). Leadership also involves 

working with others, although it focuses on influencing other people to work towards a common 

purpose (Redmond & Dolan, 2016). Finally, concern for others involves sympathizing with the 

feelings of another person (Eisenberg, 2014). All four of these domains of social competence are 

related in that they involve effectively navigating social situations.  

1.2 Social Competence and Youth Development  

Social competence can promote healthy development by enabling young people to meet 

their various developmental needs, including mental health, academic achievement, and physical 

health (Milligan et al., 2017). Socially competent young people experience better mental health 

over time, likely because they are able to recruit more robust social support networks and they 

can effectively express themselves during times of need (Bornstein et al., 2010; Burt et al., 2008; 

Huber et al., 2018). In addition, young people who demonstrate social competence are more 

likely to achieve academic success over time because they are better-positioned to seek academic 

support from peers and teachers (Caprara et al., 2000; Denham & Brown, 2010). With regard to 

physical health, there is evidence that people who are not able to build social support networks 

are at an increased risk for chronic stress which is associated with a range of physical health 

problems (Repetti et al., 2002). 

Although social competence can help promote well-being for all young people, those 

living in disadvantaged communities may benefit more from efforts to increase social 

competence (Yoshikawa et al., 2012). Elevated levels of stress associated with living in low-
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income communities may negatively impact parent-child relationship quality which can, in turn, 

prevent children from learning how to regulate their emotions and navigate interpersonal 

relationships (Lengua, 2012; Martí et al., 2016). In addition, chronic stress associated with 

poverty can lead to dysregulated stress responses and a decreased ability to regulate behavior, 

two important components of social competence (Lengua, 2012). Given the role of social 

competence in facilitating healthy development, it is important to identify strategies for 

promoting social competence, especially for young people living in disadvantaged communities. 

1.3 Youth Development Programs and Social Competence  

Since YDP activities often take place in groups with peers and adults, YDPs are well-

suited to promote social competence (Eccles, Barber, Stone, & Hunt, 2003; Fredricks, Naftzger, 

Smith, & Riley, 2017). Indeed, one of the goals of many YDPs is to help participants develop 

social competence (Catalano et al., 2004). Based on a survey of staff members from 71 YDPs, 

80% listed social skills training and 78% listed leadership training as important aspects of their 

program (Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2003). On a different survey, program participants, researchers, 

and practitioners identified opportunities for developing leadership skills and life skills as key 

aspects of YDPs (Urban, 2008).  

Evidence suggests that YDPs are a promising approach for developing social competence 

(Catalano et al., 2004; Deutsch et al., 2017; Pittman, 2017). Durlak et al. (2010) conducted a 

meta-analysis of 75 studies examining the effectiveness of after-school programs that aim to 

facilitate social and academic outcomes. They found that program participants experienced 

greater gains in positive social behaviors (e.g., leadership, navigating interpersonal conflict, 

cooperation) compared to young people who were not program participants. Although this meta-

analysis did not report separate findings for young people living in low-income communities, 
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several studies have found similar associations for such young people (e.g., Wright, John, 

Alaggia, & Sheel, 2006). These quantitative data are supported by qualitative evidence in which 

program participants and parents reported benefits from YDP participation in a range of 

domains, including teamwork, leadership, and communication (Dworkin, Larson, & Hansen, 

2003; Wright et al., 2006). 

The social development model provides insight into the specific mechanisms through 

which YDPs may promote social competence (Brackett et al., 2015). According to this model, 

individuals develop social bonds to families, schools, and youth organizations; these bonds 

influence individuals to behave in accordance with the social norms of the group (Catalano & 

Hawkins, 1996; Duerden & Witt, 2010; Hawkins & Weis, 1985). Social norms are standards for 

behaviors and attitudes within a particular group of people (McKeown & Taylor, 2018; Sherif, 

1936), and they have been shown to influence young people’s actions, including prosocial 

behavior (Berkowitz, 1972; McKeown & Taylor, 2018). Social norms offer a frame for people to 

judge whether a behavior is appropriate based on how consistent it is with other people’s 

behavior and whether it is generally approved by other group members (Schultz et al., 2007). 

Thus, YDP participants may gain social competence through exposure to prosocial norms. 

Indeed, one of the defining characteristics of YDPs is a social environment that involves 

supportive relationships and expectations for positive behavior (Catalano et al., 2004; Roth & 

Brooks-Gunn, 2003). As evidence for this, Hansen, Larson, and Dworkin (2003) found that 

young people experienced more opportunities to learn about prosocial norms (e.g., learning 

about helping others) in youth programs compared to academic classes or unstructured time with 

their friends.  
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The social development model also draws on social learning theory to describe how 

behaviors, such as successfully navigating social situations, are learned and maintained over time 

(Hawkins & Weis, 1985). According to social learning theory, people can learn behaviors by 

observing others, and they are more likely to perform the learned behaviors if they observe that 

the behaviors result in positive outcomes (Bandura, 1977). At YDPs, participants may learn 

social competence by observing adults or peers engaging in prosocial behaviors (e.g., working 

cooperatively with a team, leading an activity, resolving interpersonal conflict) that yield positive 

rewards such as close relationships and collaborative goal attainment.  

Although young people may learn positive social behaviors through observation, their 

social competence can be further developed and refined over time when they have opportunities 

to practice social skills. Practicing social skills has been identified as an important component of 

effective social skills training (Gresham, 2016). YDPs may facilitate the development of 

informal relationships in which program participants can practice socials skills. Supporting this 

idea, Bohnert, Aikins, and Edidin (2007) found that youth program participation is associated 

with increased friendship quality and decreased loneliness. As youth develop more relationships 

at YDPs, they likely have more opportunities to practice navigating social situations. Beyond 

having opportunities to practice skills, social learning theory suggests that learning is optimized 

when feedback is given (Bandura, 1977). Thus, YDPs may also facilitate gains in social 

competence when peers and adults at the programs provide feedback about young people’s 

interpersonal behavior. Based on focus groups with 55 high school students discussing how they 

benefited from program activities, Dworkin, Larson, and Hansen (2003) found that young people 

learned how to work together, be successful leaders, and communicate effectively by having 



8 

opportunities to practice these skills. The program participants noted that receiving constructive 

feedback from others was important for learning skills related to social competence.  

Finally, young people may enhance their social competence at YDPs by improving their 

ability to take other people’s perspectives. Qualitative evidence suggests that YDP participants 

develop relationships with peers who are outside of their typical social networks, and that these 

relationships can lead to increased understanding of and empathy for peers (Dworkin et al., 2003; 

Wilson et al., 2017). Gains in empathy and understanding, in turn, contribute to growing 

perspective-taking skills which are important for many domains of social competence, including 

conflict resolution and teamwork (Guest, 2008; Sandy, 2014).  

1.4 Experiences of Program Quality and Social Competence  

Program quality may influence the trajectory of youth outcomes, including social 

competence (Fredricks et al., 2017; Shernoff, 2010; Yohalem & Wilson-Ahlstrom, 2010). When 

assessing program quality, researchers often draw on a report from the National Research 

Council (NRC) and the Institute of Medicine (IOM) (2002; Yohalem et al., 2009). This report 

identified eight components of youth programs that likely contribute to positive developmental 

outcomes based on theories of positive youth development and empirical research on how young 

people benefit from various settings (e.g., schools, families, community programs). The eight 

components include 1) physical and psychological safety; 2) appropriate structure; 3) supportive 

relationships; 4) opportunities to belong; 5) positive social norms; 6) support for efficacy and 

mattering (which aligns with the concept of engagement/fun; Yohalem & Wilson-Ahlstrom, 

2010); 7) opportunities for skill building and; 8) integration of family, school, and community 

efforts. Overall, there is general agreement about these main components of program quality and 
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researchers often use them when developing and evaluating measures of youth program quality 

(Silliman & Schumm, 2013; Yohalem et al., 2009; Yohalem & Wilson-Ahlstrom, 2010).   

The social development model (described above; Catalano & Hawkins, 1996; Duerden & 

Witt, 2010; Hawkins & Weis, 1985) offers a theoretical framework for understanding how 

program quality elements, and in particular, young people’s experiences of those elements, may 

promote social competence. Specifically, some of the program quality components can be 

categorized as 1) contributing to the development of a social bond between YDPs and 

participants (hereafter referred to as “social bond-related”) or 2) facilitating social norms that 

influence socially competent behavior (hereafter referred to as “social norms-related”).   

Social bond-related program quality elements include opportunities to belong, supportive 

relationships, and engagement. Sense of belonging includes feeling like a valued member of a 

group who can contribute in a meaningful way (NRC & IOM, 2002). Supportive relationships 

involve youth feeling close and connected to other people at the youth program. If participants 

have a sense of belonging and feel connected to their peers and staff members, they will likely 

develop a strong bond to the program that could facilitate social competence. In addition, young 

people’s social bonds to YDPs likely strengthen when they find the program engaging, a multi-

dimensional construct that includes effort, interest, and enjoyment/fun (Bartko, 2005; Catalano & 

Hawkins, 1996; Hawkins & Weis, 1985; Roth et al., 2010). Research evidence supports the idea 

that if young people have a sense of belonging at a YDP (McDonough et al., 2013), feel 

connected to their peers and staff members (Kataoka & Vandell, 2013), and are engaged in the 

program (Shernoff, 2010), they are more likely to experience gains in social competence. These 

gains may result from participants identifying with the YDP and, in turn, being influenced by the 

social norms of the program (Hawkins & Weis, 1985; Terry & Hogg, 1996).  
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Social norms-related program quality elements include positive social norms (e.g.,  

expectations about and rewards for appropriate behavior) and physical and psychological safety 

(NRC & IOM, 2002). YDPs that have clear expectations about and rewards for appropriate 

behavior and are physically and psychologically safe are likely to cultivate social norms 

characterized by respect and prosocial behaviors. There is a small body of research indicating 

that these positive social norms at YDPs can facilitate the development of young people’s social 

competence over time (e.g., Moore & Hamilton, 2010). 

1.5 The Importance of Participants’ Perceptions of Program Quality   

Although youth program quality is often conceptualized as a setting-level construct and is 

measured through observation (Yohalem et al., 2009), it is also important to consider 

participants’ experiences (Bean & Forneris, 2016; Silliman & Schumm, 2013). Young people 

who attend the same program may have different experiences with regard to program quality 

(Baldwin et al., 2015; Denault & Poulin, 2016; Vandell et al., 2005). For example, while visiting 

youth programs, Baldwin, Stromwall, and Wilder (2015) observed that certain participants did 

not seem engaged in program activities even when others seemed highly engaged. Measuring 

individual participants’ perceptions of program quality can provide insight into the inter-

individual variability of program quality experiences that may exist within a program.  

Young people’s assessment of their own experiences may also provide information that is 

not gathered by program observations. For instance, although participants may look engaged 

during an activity, they may not actually be engaged (Bartko, 2005). As Silliman and Schumm 

noted, “From a practical perspective, youth are the most authentic evaluators of their experience” 

(2013, p. 651).  
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1.6 Age and Other Covariates When Examining Perceptions of Program Quality  

When examining perceptions of program quality, it is important to consider participants’ 

age (Silliman & Schumm, 2013). Researchers have documented positive associations among 

participant age and program quality measures (e.g., Kuperminc et al., 2019; Ramey et al., 2018). 

This pattern may be due, in part, to teenagers often having more options and autonomy than 

younger youth for how they spend their time after school (Deschenes et al., 2010). Older youth 

who have negative experiences at YDPs may stop attending the program, resulting in a larger 

proportion of older participants who have positive perceptions of program quality.  

In addition, because participants of different ages have different developmental needs 

(e.g., teenagers often have greater needs for autonomy and peer relationships; Meschke, Peter, & 

Bartholomae, 2012), youth programs often design different programming for teenagers and pre-

teenagers (e.g., Arbreton, Bradshaw, Metz, Sheldon, & Pepper, 2008; Boys & Girls Clubs of 

America, 2018f). Indeed, many YDPs, including BGCA, often provide separate physical space 

for teenagers (Boys & Girls Clubs of America, 2020). Given that teenagers and pre-teenagers are 

frequently separated at YDPs and engage in different activities, they may experience various 

components of program quality in different ways. To account for these potential differences, in 

this study all analyses were conducted separately for two age groups: pre-teenagers (12 years old 

and younger) and teenagers (13 years old and older). These two age groups are consistent with 

previous research on youth programs that recognizes the unique needs and experiences of 

teenagers compared to pre-teenagers (e.g., Arbreton et al., 2008).  

To understand the associations between perceptions of program quality and the 

development of social competence, it is also important to account for demographic 

characteristics (e.g., gender, socioeconomic status) and participation (e.g., frequency of 
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attendance, duration of program participation) (e.g., Flett et al., 2012; Kuperminc et al., 2019; 

Ramey et al., 2018; Shernoff, 2010; Walker & Arbreton, 2004). These potential covariates may 

affect perceptions both of program quality and the development of social competence (e.g., Elias 

& Gordon, 2009; Fredricks et al., 2017; Rosch, Ogolsky, & Stephens, 2017).  

1.7 Limitations of Previous Research on Program Quality and Developmental Outcomes  

Most research on the association between experiences of program quality and young 

people’s development has examined aspects of program quality separately. For example, Smith 

et al. (2017) examined whether eleven different aspects of program quality (e.g., appropriate 

structure, active engagement, supportive relationships with peers/adults) were associated with 

four different youth outcomes (i.e., collective efficacy, prosocial behavior, afterschool 

connectedness, respect for adults) using separate multilevel regression models for each 

combination of program quality indicator and youth outcome. In addition to examining the link 

between separate measures of program quality and youth outcomes, some researchers have 

utilized an overall composite measure of program quality. As one example, Smith et al. (2017) 

also examined whether the four youth outcomes (i.e., collective efficacy, prosocial behavior, 

afterschool connectedness, respect for adults) were associated with a composite measure of 

quality (i.e., factor scores from a factor analysis of all the separate indicators of program quality).  

Although examining aspects of program quality separately can provide insight into the 

link between developmental outcomes and individual components of program quality, young 

people do not experience each aspect of program quality in isolation (Denault & Poulin, 2016). 

For instance, if a young person experiences a program as engaging this does not necessarily 

mean that she/he also experiences positive and supportive relationships within the program. 

These distinct program experiences may result from individual differences in how young people 
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experience the same program (Baldwin et al., 2015; Vandell et al., 2005). The likelihood that 

participants will experience the same program in different ways points to the value of person-

centered research. Compared to variable-centered approaches, person-centered research shifts the 

focus from the associations among variables to the classification of individuals based on their 

unique experience of multiple variables (Laursen & Hoff, 2006). This type of analysis can 

provide insight into young people’s varied experiences at YDPs.  

However, there is a lack of person-centered research that examines young people’s 

experiences of program quality. Indeed, in the only such study that utilized a person-centered 

approach, Denault and Poulin (2016) administered surveys to 413 youth in 33 different youth 

programs. The surveys assessed six different aspects of their program participation: feeling 

socially connected, receiving support from activity leaders, learning about their identities, 

developing social skills, learning how to take initiative, and developing emotion regulation 

abilities. Using latent profile analysis, Denault and Poulin identified three different categories of 

participants: those who provided low, average, or high ratings for all six aspects of their program 

participation. That is, young people tended to rate the various aspects of their program 

experiences similarly. It is noteworthy that this analysis included factors that are usually 

considered youth outcomes (i.e., learning about social skills, developing emotion regulation 

abilities) and only included two factors that are considered program quality elements (i.e., feeling 

socially connected, receiving support from activity leaders). The current study examines seven 

program quality elements and avoids confounding program quality with developmental 

outcomes. In addition, the current study uses a novel approach for organizing program quality 

components based on their contributions to promoting positive social bonds and social norms.   
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By focusing on associations between individual aspects of program quality and 

developmental outcomes, researchers have not explored whether young people’s experiences of 

various program quality components facilitate healthy development. Are there optimal profiles of 

participants’ experiences of YDP quality that are associated with the highest gains in 

developmental outcomes (Mahoney et al., 2010)? If so, this information could help practitioners 

prioritize elements of program quality when working toward quality improvements. For instance, 

if only participants who report both a sense of belonging and high behavioral expectations 

experience gains in social competence, then practitioners could focus on improving these aspects 

of program quality. The current study aimed to contribute to the research literature by analyzing 

how different experiences of program quality indicators were associated with social competence.   

Finally, previous research has not examined whether profiles of program quality 

perceptions differ across setting-level characteristics. There is only limited evidence examining 

the associations among individual program quality components and setting-level characteristics. 

For example, previous research has documented a negative association between the number of 

youth served by a program and youth perceptions of quality (e.g., Kuperminc et al., 2019; 

Walker & Arbreton, 2004). At programs with a large number of youth, there are likely fewer 

opportunities for youth to interact with staff members and it can be more difficult for staff 

members to maintain a structured environment. In addition, preliminary evidence suggests that 

there may be associations among program quality perceptions and community location (e.g., 

rural/urban/suburban) and type of facility (e.g., school-based, community-based) (e.g., Baldwin 

et al., 2015; Sullivan & Larson, 2010). However, research has not examined whether unique 

profiles of program quality differ across these setting-level characteristics.  
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1.8 Current Study  

The first aim of this study was to identify profiles of BGCA participants based on their 

experiences of seven components of program quality (fun, sense of belonging, physical safety, 

emotional safety, positive adult connections, staff recognition, staff expectations). Since there is 

a limited body of research on this topic, this aim was largely exploratory. However, the study by 

Denault and Poulin (2016) suggests the likelihood that profiles of young people based on how 

positively they experienced different quality domains (low, average, and high ratings) would 

emerge. Thus, in the current study it was hypothesized that BGCA participants may rate all 

seven components of program quality similarly, resulting in three groups that could be classified 

based on high, average, and low ratings. As another possibility, drawing on the social 

development model, program quality elements can be differentiated as social bond-related (i.e., 

positive adult connections, sense of belonging, fun/engagement) and social norms-related (i.e., 

physical and psychological safety, staff expectations, staff recognition). It was also hypothesized 

that young people may have similar ratings within these two categories, but different ratings 

across the categories. For example, one profile could include high ratings for social bond-related 

elements but low ratings for the social norms-related elements. These young people may feel a 

strong connection to their BGCA site but may not perceive positive social norms at the site.  

This study also examined whether the different profiles of participants’ experiences were 

associated with youth social competence at one time point (study aim two) and with social 

competence over the course of one year (study aim three). The social development model and 

social learning theory suggest possible profiles that may best promote social competence. For 

instance, young people who feel a sense of connection to a YDP may be more likely to adopt its 

social norms (Catalano & Hawkins, 1996; Hawkins & Weis, 1985). Thus, participants who 
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experience high levels of social bond-related aspects of program quality may be well-positioned 

to develop social competence because they feel connected to the program. Without a strong 

connection to the program, young people may not experience gains in social competence because 

they are not as influenced by the social norms of the program (even if the social norms promote 

social competence) (Terry & Hogg, 1996). Therefore, it was hypothesized that young people 

would only report high levels of social competence if they were classified into profiles with high 

ratings for the social bond-related indicators of program quality. Since positive social norms 

likely facilitate social competence, it was also hypothesized that profiles with high ratings for the 

social norms-related components would be associated with even higher levels of social 

competence.  

The last aim of this study was to examine whether the proportion of youth profiles was 

different across different site characteristics (e.g., number of youth served each day, 

rural/urban/suburban community location, community/school/public housing/Native American 

facility type). Since activities with fewer participants are often associated with better perceptions 

of program quality (e.g., Kuperminc et al., 2019; Walker & Arbreton, 2004), it was expected that 

there would be a higher proportion of profiles with positive program quality ratings at sites that 

served fewer youth. The analyses involving community location (e.g., rural, urban, suburban) 

and facility type (e.g., school, community, public housing, Native American) were exploratory 

given the limited evidence for the associations among these site-level characteristics and young 

people’s perceptions of program quality.  
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2 METHOD 

2.1 Program Description  

BGCA is a national federation of over 1,100 organizations that serves nearly four million 

young people each year in approximately 4,300 Clubs (Boys & Girls Clubs of America, 2018b). 

The mission of BGCA is “to enable all young people, especially those who need [BGCA] most, 

to reach their full potential as productive, caring, responsible citizens” (Boys & Girls Clubs of 

America, 2018e). Their focus on supporting young people who “need [BGCA] most” indicates 

their commitment to serving young people from disadvantaged communities.  

BGCA works to accomplish their mission by developing and implementing specific 

programs, including programs that focus on social competence (Boys & Girls Clubs of America, 

2017, 2018f). For instance, Triple Play is a health/wellness program that helps young people 

build healthy relationships in addition to teaching them about nutrition and physical activity. 

Keystone Clubs is a teen program that provides leadership opportunities related to academics, 

career preparation, and community service. Other programs focus on a range of topics, including 

sports/recreation, education, the arts, health and wellness, and career development.  

According to BGCA’s theory of change, Clubs promote participants’ positive 

development by creating a “high-quality Club Experience” (Boys & Girls Clubs of America, 

2017, p. 8), which involves creating a psychologically and physically safe environment, 

promoting fun and a sense of belonging, cultivating supportive relationships with peers and staff 

members, establishing high expectations for young people, and recognizing young people for 

their strengths, talents, and positive behaviors. A high-quality Club experience is theorized to 

drive healthy development, especially in the domains of academics, character/citizenship, and 

physical/psychological health.  
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2.2 Procedure  

The current study used data collected in 2017 and 2018 for BGCA’s National Youth 

Outcome Initiative (NYOI), a program that regularly collects and analyzes data from BGCA 

members to improve BGCA’s services and document their impact (Boys & Girls Clubs of 

America, 2018c). The NYOI survey is administered in the spring of each year to Club members 

who are at least 9 years old. All BGCA Clubs were invited to participate in the 2017 and 2018 

NYOI survey administration (approximately 68% and 74% of Clubs participated in 2017 and 

2018, respectively).  

The 2017 and 2018 NYOI projects were approved by the Abt Associates Inc. Institutional 

Review Board. Parental consent (either active or passive) was required for young people to 

participate (Boys & Girls Clubs of America, 2018a). BGCA did not provide compensation to 

Club members for completing the survey, although some Clubs provided small incentives to 

participants who completed the survey (e.g., stickers, candy, access to a pizza party). Each Club 

was encouraged to survey at least the average number of participants (9 years old and older) who 

attended the Club on a daily basis. The surveys were administered by staff members at each Club 

to groups of 15-20 Club members using a standardized script. The script included instructions for 

completing the survey and information about confidentiality (e.g., the script noted that the survey 

was voluntary and that young people’s individual answers would not be shared with their 

parents, friends, or anyone at their Club).    

Participants completed the surveys online or on paper while being supervised by at least 

one staff member. A staff member (or an automated computer program) read each question aloud 

for younger Club members (ages 9-12) and some older Club members (ages 13-18). The surveys 

included questions about demographics, perceptions of the Club experience, youth achievement, 
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youth attitudes and expectations, and youth behaviors. An additional module that included the 

Concern for Others measure was administered at a subset of clubs. The total survey completion 

time was approximately 30-45 minutes.  

2.3 Participants and Clubs  

Participants (N = 166,640) were members of BGCA Clubs and ranged in age from 9 to 

18 years old (see Table 2.1). Girls comprised 47% of the sample, and most participants self-

identified as Black/African American (29.2%), Caucasian/White (22.8%), Latino/Hispanic 

(19.9%), or Multiracial (15.3%). Most participants received free or reduced-price lunch (75.4%). 

A total of 2,969 Clubs were included in the sample (see Table 2.2). Most of the Clubs 

were located in community settings (48.5%), and 36.5% were located in schools. The Clubs were 

located throughout the United States, with 46.4% in urban regions, 29.3% in suburban areas, and 

24.3% in rural communities.   
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Table 2.1 Demographic Characteristics of Study Participants 

 Mean (SD) Frequency (%) % Missing Data 

Female  78,941 (47.4) 0.1 

Race/Ethnicity   1.0 

   Black/African American  48,250 (29.2)  

   Caucasian/White  37,702 (22.8)  

   Latino/Hispanic  32,881 (19.9)  

   Multiracial  25,277 (15.3)  

   Other  10,963 (6.6)  

   American Indian/Alaskan Native  4,844 (2.9)  

   Asian  3,990 (2.4)  

   Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander  1,105 (0.7)  

Free/Reduced-Price Lunch  81,323 (75.4) 35.2 

Age 11.46 (2.22)           0.3 

   9-12 Years Old  120,396 (72.4)  

   13-18 Years Old  45,793 (27.6)  

Years Membership 1.82 (1.91)  21.2 

Attendance   37.6 

   Highly Engaged Attender  

(2+x/week) 
 104,007 (71.0)  

   Engaged Attender (1x/week)  17,131 (16.5)  

   Occasional Attender (<1x/week)  13,027 (12.5)  

Note. Total N = 166,640.  

 

 

 

Table 2.2 Club Characteristics 

 Mean (SD) Frequency (%) % Missing Data 

Community Location   0.07 

   Urban  1,377 (46.4)  

   Suburban  869 (29.3)  

   Rural  721 (24.3)  

Facility Type   0.00 

   Traditional/Community  1,440 (48.5)  

   School  1,085 (36.5)  

   Public Housing  238 (8.0)  

   Other  106 (3.6)  

   Native American  99 (3.3)  

Average Daily Attendance 105.21 (87.60)  0.03 

Note.  Total k = 2,969. 
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2.4 Measures  

2.4.1 Demographics 

Participants reported their gender and grade. Free/reduced-price lunch data were 

obtained from BGCA’s member management system (MMS), a data tracking program that is 

managed by individual Clubs. 

2.4.2 Participation Characteristics 

Data for years of membership and attendance were acquired from BGCA’s MMS 

database. Years of membership represents the number of years that each young person had been 

an active BGCA member at the time of survey completion. Attendance represents the average 

number of times per week that the member attended the Club. Three categories of attendance 

were created based on the MMS dataset: “occasional attenders” (attending the Club less than one 

time per week on average), “engaged attenders” (attending the Club one time per week on 

average), and “highly engaged attenders” (attending the Club two or more times per week on 

average). 

2.4.3 Club Characteristics 

Club characteristics were reported by regional BGCA organizations through an annual 

survey. Average daily attendance represents the average number of young people who 

participated in the Club each day during the school year. Community location indicates the type 

of community in which the Club was located (urban, suburban, or rural). Facility type reflects the 

setting in which the Club operated (traditional/community, school, public housing, Native 

American, and other setting). 
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2.4.4 Program Quality/Club Experience Indicators 

All seven of the Club experience measures were developed by BGCA in collaboration 

with Youth Development Strategies, Inc. (Boys & Girls Clubs of America, 2018d). These 

measures were developed as part of a larger initiative at BGCA (the National Youth Outcome 

Initiative) which aims to measure program quality and document BGCA’s impact. The purpose 

of the Club experience indicators is to measure members’ perceptions of program quality across 

seven domains. For the current study, a composite score was generated for each measure by 

calculating the mean score of the items for each Club experience scale. Likert-type scales with 

various response options (described below) were used for each item. See Appendix A for the 

complete measures. Five of these measures were recently used in a previous study and were 

found to be reliable at both the individual and site level, and were related in expected ways with 

staff ratings of program quality components (Kuperminc et al., 2019). 

Sense of Belonging (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.76) was measured with three items that assess 

how much young people agree with the following statements: “I feel like I belong here [at this 

Club],” “I feel like my ideas count here,” and “People listen to me here.” The four response 

options ranged from “Strongly Agree” to “Strongly Disagree.”  

Emotional Safety (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.74) included four items that examine the extent 

to which young people agree that they are respected by staff and other members at the Club, that 

the Club has rules for how people are supposed to treat each other, and that these rules are 

enforced. The four response options ranged from “Strongly Agree” to “Strongly Disagree.” 

Physical Safety (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.61) was measured with two items: “I feel safe 

when I am at this Club” and “If someone wanted to hurt or beat me up here, someone at this 
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Club would stop them.” This measure included four response options that ranged from “All of 

the time” to “Never.”  

Fun (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.81) included three items that assess the extent to which the 

member has a good time at the Club, enjoys going, and has more fun there compared to other 

places. The four response options ranged from “Not at all true” to “Very true.”  

Adult Caring Relationships (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.83) was measured with six items that 

assess perceptions of how many staff pay attention to what’s going on in their life, say something 

nice when they do something good, could be sought out if they were mad/upset or needed help or 

advice, and would talk to them if something in their life wasn’t going right. The four response 

options were “None,” “One,” “Two or three,” and “More than three.”  

Staff Expectations (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.75) included three items that examine whether 

there is an adult at the Club who believes that the young person will be a success, who expects 

the young person to follow the rules, and who always wants the young person to do her/his best. 

The four response options ranged from “Not at all true” to “Very true.”  

Staff Recognition (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.81) was assessed by three items that measure 

whether staff at the Club reward young people when they do a good job, let others know when 

young people do a good job, and notice when young people try hard.  The four response options 

ranged from “Not at all true” to “Very true.”  

2.4.5 Social Competence 

All four measures of social competence were developed by BGCA and Schulman, Ronca 

& Bucuvalas, Inc. (SRBI). These measures were also developed as part of BGCA’s National 

Youth Outcome Initiative to measure positive developmental outcomes and document BGCA’s 
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impact. Items composing each measure were averaged to calculate a composite score. Likert-

type scales were used for each item. See Appendix A for the complete measures.  

Leadership (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.74) included four items assessing whether young 

people agree that they are good at organizing a team of kids to complete a project, planning what 

needs to be done, making sure everyone in a group feels important, and standing up for what is 

right. The four response options ranged from “Strong Agree” to “Strongly Disagree.” 

Conflict Resolution (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.63) included five items assessing whether 

young people do the following when they have problems with other people their age: talk to an 

adult, talk things over with the people in question, push or hit the other people (reverse coded), 

and fight back (reverse coded). The last item asks whether young people fight back when other 

people their age try to hit or push them (reverse coded). The four response options ranged from 

“Very True” to “Not true at all.”  

Teamwork (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.60) was measured with two items assessing young 

people’s willingness to do whatever the group needs them to do and whether they listen to what 

other people say. The four response options ranged from “Very True” to “Not true at all.” 

Concern for Others (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.77) was assessed by three items that measure 

whether young people try to help when they see people in need, think about how other people 

will be affected when they make a decision, and want to help when they see someone having a 

problem. The four response options ranged from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree.” This 

measure was included in an optional module that some Clubs administered. Therefore, only a 

subset of participants completed this measure (78,092 (46.9%) of the 166,640 survey 

respondents in 2017, and 27,919 (61.4%) of the 45,474 survey respondents in 2018).  
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2.5 Data Analysis  

Descriptive statistics were examined, including means, standard deviations, and 

correlations among all study variables. Data were assessed for outliers, non-normality, and skew 

using histograms and scatterplots in IBM SPSS Statistics (version 25). Since most variables were 

not normally distributed, maximum likelihood estimation with robust standard errors (the MLR 

estimator in Mplus (version 8.2)) was used to account for non-normal distributions in the study 

models. The local independence assumption of latent profile analysis specifies that the 

correlations among indicators are fully explained by the latent profile variable (Collins & Lanza, 

2010). This assumption was assessed by examining bivariate residuals among each pair of 

indicators, and this assumption was relaxed by including significant residual associations among 

pairs of indicators in the final model (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2015; Breslau et al., 2005; B. 

Muthén, 2017; Muthén & Muthén, 2017; Vermunt & Magidson, 2002). 

To address the first aim of this study, latent profile analysis was used to categorize young 

people into distinct subgroups based on their perceptions of the seven indicators of program 

quality in 2017 (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2018; Muthén & Muthén, 2017). To conduct the latent 

profile analysis, the manual (not automatic) Bolck, Croon, and Hagenaars (BCH; 2004) method 

in Mplus was used to assign cases to their most likely profiles. The BCH method is a stepwise 

approach to latent profile analysis in which cases are assigned to profiles in the first step, and 

subsequent models examine the associations among the latent profiles and predictor and/or 

outcome variables (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2018).  

The BCH method was selected because it has been found to be one of the most robust 

approaches to stepwise latent profile modeling and it is recommended for analyses that involve 

continuous outcome variables (even when outcome variables are not normally distributed) 
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(Asparouhov & Muthén, 2018; Bakk & Vermunt, 2016). In addition, other stepwise latent profile 

modeling methods can present difficulties when predictor and/or outcome variables are included 

because cases can switch to different profiles than the profiles that they were originally assigned 

in the first model without predictor and/or outcome variables. In contrast, the BCH method 

maintains the same latent profiles whether or not predictor or outcome variables are included. 

The BCH method accounts for uncertainty of each participant’s assignment to a profile by 

utilizing weights that are applied in the models with predictor and/or outcome variables. For all 

analyses, the “cluster” option was used to account for potential non-independence of the data 

since participants are clustered in Clubs (Mäkikangas et al., 2018; L. Muthén & Muthén, 2017). 

As described above, separate models were examined for two age groups (9-12 and 13-18 years 

old) for all study aims. 

The number of profiles was determined by examining multiple criteria, including the 

Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC), entropy, and the Lo–Mendell–Rubin likelihood ratio test 

(LMR LRT) (Morgan et al., 2016; Nylund et al., 2007). BIC is a measure of model fit, and lower 

BIC values indicate better fitting models (Kline, 2005; Nylund et al., 2007). Entropy is a 

measure of how distinguishable the latent profiles are based on the data, and values closer to one 

represent better model fit (Morgan et al., 2016). The LMR LRT is a test of the difference in log 

likelihoods between the model and a similar model with one less profile (k – 1) (Nylund et al., 

2007). This test generates a p value, and p values below 0.5 suggest that the k – 1 model should 

be rejected (and thus the k model is favored). In addition, the interpretability of the profiles was 

taken into account when determining the final model (Collins & Lanza, 2010). 

To examine whether the latent profiles were associated with social competence (aim 2), 

three measures of social competence in 2017 (leadership, teamwork, and conflict resolution) 
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were regressed on the latent profile variable (see Figure 2.1) (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2018). 

This model included individual-level characteristics (e.g., demographics, participation) as 

covariates. Two dummy codes were generated for attendance with occasional attenders as the 

reference group (compared to engaged attenders and highly engaged attenders). A similar model 

was examined separately with Concern for Others as the outcome variable since only some 

participants were administered this measure at some Clubs (see Figure 2.2).  

The third aim of this study extended the second aim by examining the longitudinal 

associations among the latent profiles and each social competence outcome variable (see Figures 

2.3 and 2.4). A similar procedure was followed as for the second aim except that the sample 

included only young people who completed surveys in both 2017 and 2018 since only a small 

proportion (approximately 25%) of young people who completed the 2017 survey also 

completed the 2018 survey. The latent profiles generated for the first aim of this study were used 

for the longitudinal analysis. The 2018 data were used for each social competence outcome 

variable and each outcome variable was regressed on the corresponding 2017 variable to account 

for change across one year.  

For the last aim of this study, chi-square tests were used to examine potential differences 

in the proportion of profiles across Club characteristics (e.g., Smith, Peck, Denault, Blazevski, & 

Akiva, 2010). The Club characteristics assessed were community location (urban, suburban, and 

rural), facility type (traditional, school, public housing, Native American, and other type), and 

Club size (average daily attendance separated into three categories based on BGCA’s 

categorization of small, medium and large sites: 0-49, 50-174, and 175 or larger).  
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Figure 2.1 Cross-sectional mixture model with social competence variables regressed on 

the latent profiles of program quality and individual-level covariates. All exogenous variables 

were correlated in the model. Separate models were analyzed for each age group (9-12 and 13-18 

years old). 

 

 

 

Figure 2.2 Cross-sectional mixture model with Concern for Others regressed on the 

latent profiles of program quality and individual-level covariates. All exogenous variables were 

correlated in the model. Separate models were analyzed for each age group (9-12 and 13-18 

years old).  
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Figure 2.3 Longitudinal mixture model with social competence variables in 2018 

regressed on the latent profiles of program quality and individual-level covariates (all measured 

in 2017). All exogenous variables were correlated in the model. Separate models were analyzed 

for each age group (9-12 and 13-18 years old). 
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Figure 2.4 Longitudinal mixture model with Concern for Others in 2018 regressed on the 

latent profiles of program quality and individual-level covariates (all measured in 2017). All 

exogenous variables were correlated in the model. Separate models were analyzed for each age 

group (9-12 and 13-18 years old). 
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3 RESULTS 

3.1 Preliminary Analyses  

To provide insight into the magnitude of statistically significant results, I will include 

effect sizes when possible. For this study, effect sizes are categorized as small (i.e., Cohen’s d of 

0.20 – 0.49, Pearson’s correlation coefficient r of 0.10 – 0.29), medium (i.e., Cohen’s d of 0.50 – 

0.79, Pearson’s correlation coefficient r of 0.30 – 0.49), and large (i.e., Cohen’s d of 0.80 and 

above, Pearson’s correlation coefficient r of 0.50 and above; Cohen, 1988; Kim, 2017). When 

interpreting odds ratios, Chen and colleagues’ (2010) guidelines were used: odds ratios from 

1.50 to 2.49 were considered small in magnitude; from 2.50 to 4.09, medium in magnitude; and 

4.10 and above, large in magnitude (e.g., Deshpande et al., 2020; Ruiz & Dorritie, 2020). The 

guidelines for Cramer’s V depend on specific degrees of freedom (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2013). 

For two degrees of freedom, Cramer’s V from 0.07 to 0.20 was considered small in magnitude; 

from 0.21 to 0.34, medium in magnitude; and 0.35 and above, large in magnitude. For four 

degrees of freedom, Cramer’s V from 0.05 to 0.14 was considered small in magnitude; from 0.15 

to 0.24, medium in magnitude; and 0.25 and above, large in magnitude. Throughout the results 

section I will focus on effects that are small, medium, or large in magnitude.  

The means and standard deviations for the primary study variables are displayed in Table 

3.1. The difference in each of the four outcome variables from 2017 to 2018 was significant for 

youth (9-12 years old) and teens (13-18 years old) at p < .05 after Bonferroni correction to 

account for each set of four comparisons (0.05 / 4 = 0.01). The means for leadership, conflict 

resolution, teamwork, and concern for others tended to decline for youth (d = 0.04 to 0.19) and 
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increase for teens (d = 0.03 to 0.06) However, the differences were modest and did not meet the 

criteria for a small effect. 
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Table 3.1 Means and Standard Deviations for Primary Study Measures 

 All Ages Youth (9-12 years old) Teens (13-18 years old) 

Measure 2017 2018 2017 2018 2017 2018 

Program Quality       

     Belonging 3.06 (0.68)  3.02 (0.67)  3.17 (0.67)  

     Emotional Safety 3.22 (0.62)  3.19 (0.61)  3.28 (0.63)  

     Fun 3.22 (0.73)  3.19 (0.75)  3.33 (0.69)  

     Adult Connections 2.87 (0.75)  2.84 (0.74)  2.96 (0.79)  

     Staff Expectations 3.61 (0.58)  3.60 (0.59)  3.64 (0.55)  

     Staff Recognition 3.12 (0.81)  3.07 (0.83)  3.24 (0.75)  

     Physical Safety 3.36 (0.76)  3.30 (0.77)  3.51 (0.68)  

Leadership 3.32 (0.57) 3.28 (0.57) 3.32 (0.58) 3.27 (0.58) 3.32 (0.57) 3.33 (0.55) 

Conflict Resolution 2.80 (0.71) 2.76 (0.70) 2.85 (0.73) 2.76 (0.72) 2.68 (0.63) 2.74 (0.63) 

Teamwork 3.42 (0.65) 3.41 (0.64) 3.40 (0.66) 3.39 (0.65) 3.45 (0.62) 3.51 (0.59) 

Concern for Others 3.34 (0.60) 3.29 (0.59) 3.34 (0.60) 3.27 (0.60) 3.35 (0.58) 3.35 (0.58) 

Overall n 166,640 45,474 120,780 35,945 45,860 9,529 

Concern for Others n 78,092 27,919 61,313 22,997 16,779 4,922 

Note. Range of possible scores is 1-4 for each variable; Standard deviations are included in parentheses; Program quality measures in 

2018 were not included in this study; Change from 2017 to 2018 was significant for all variables measured both years at p < .05 after 

Bonferroni correction to account for each set of four comparisons (0.05 / 4 = 0.01); The sample size for the Concern for Others 

variable is smaller than the overall sample size because this measure was included in an optional module that was only administered to 

youth and/or teens at some Clubs
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3.1.1 Correlations 

Correlations among the primary study variables can be found in Tables 3.2 and 3.3. All of 

the correlations among program quality indicators (e.g., sense of belonging, fun) were positive 

and medium to large in magnitude. The correlations among each program quality indicator and 

each outcome variable (e.g., leadership, conflict resolution) in 2017 and 2018 were positive, and 

most were small to medium. The correlations among all outcome variables in 2017 and 2018 

were positive and most were small to medium, except the correlations between Leadership and 

Concern for Others, which were large in both years. Two of the correlations between 

demographic variables and 1) the program quality indicators and 2) the outcome variables 

reached the cut-off for a small effect size. Specifically, age was positively associated with 

Belonging and Physical Safety, and negatively associated with Conflict Resolution in 2017. In 

addition, male gender identity was negatively correlated with Conflict Resolution in 2017 and 

2018. Even though the magnitude of the correlations between some of the demographic variables 

and program quality indicators/outcome variables did not reach the cut-off for a small effect, all 

demographic variables were included in the main study models as covariates for the sake of 

comprehensiveness.   
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Table 3.2 Correlations among Primary Study Variables, Part 1 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1.Age 1.00           

2.Free/Reduced-Price Lunch 0.05* 1.00          

3.Attend Club 1x/week 0.09* -0.02* 1.00         

4.Attend Club 2+x/week -0.18* 0.05* -0.70* 1.00        

5.Years Membership 0.17* -0.02* 0.04* -0.02* 1.00       

6.Gender (Boy) 0.05* -0.01 0.01 -0.02* 0.01 1.00      

7.Belonging 0.11* 0.03* 0.00 -0.03* 0.01 0.01* 1.00     

8.Emotional Safety 0.06* 0.03* 0.00 -0.03* -0.01* 0.01* 0.72* 1.00    

9.Fun 0.08* 0.07* 0.00 -0.04* -0.06* 0.05* 0.55* 0.45* 1.00   

10.Adult Connections 0.08* 0.04* -0.01 0.01* 0.04* 0.02* 0.41* 0.34* 0.37* 1.00  

11.Staff Expectations 0.03* 0.04* -0.01 0.01 -0.01 -0.03* 0.43* 0.41* 0.44* 0.41* 1.00 

12.Recognition 0.08* 0.08* 0.00 -0.02* -0.01 0.01* 0.51* 0.44* 0.54* 0.45* 0.61* 

13.Physical Safety 0.13* 0.01* 0.02* -0.05* 0.00 -0.05* 0.50* 0.49* 0.49* 0.36* 0.44* 

14.Leadership 2017 0.01* 0.02* 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.04* 0.32* 0.27* 0.28* 0.26* 0.32* 

15.Conflict Resolution 2017 -0.13* -0.09* -0.01 0.01 -0.03* -0.17* 0.23* 0.25* 0.23* 0.17* 0.19* 

16.Teamwork 2017 0.03* -0.03* 0.01 -0.03* -0.01* -0.03* 0.30* 0.28* 0.32* 0.22* 0.30* 

17.Concern for Others 2017 0.00 0.01 0.00 -0.01 -0.02* -0.05* 0.31* 0.28* 0.28* 0.26* 0.29* 

18.Leadership 2018 0.04* 0.01 0.01 -0.01 0.03* -0.06* 0.20* 0.15* 0.16* 0.17* 0.18* 

19.Conflict Resolution 2018 -0.04* -0.09* 0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.15* 0.16* 0.16* 0.16* 0.09* 0.12* 

20.Teamwork 2018 0.08* -0.04* 0.02 -0.03* 0.02 -0.04* 0.17* 0.15* 0.17* 0.12* 0.14* 

21.Concern for Others 2018 0.04* 0.00 0.02 -0.01 0.01 -0.07* 0.18* 0.16* 0.18* 0.17* 0.17* 

Note. Overall N = 166,640 and the sample size varies for each pairwise comparison due to missing data. 

*Significant at p < .05 after Bonferroni correction (.05 / 210 = .0002).  
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Table 3.3 Correlations among Primary Study Variables, Part 2 

 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 

12.Recognition 1.00          

13.Physical Safety 0.46* 1.00         

14.Leadership 2017 0.33* 0.27* 1.00        

15.Conflict Resolution 2017 0.20* 0.25* 0.17* 1.00       

16.Teamwork 2017 0.31* 0.30* 0.37* 0.30* 1.00      

17.Concern for Others 2017 0.32* 0.26* 0.54* 0.26* 0.38* 1.00     

18.Leadership 2018 0.20* 0.18* 0.35* 0.10* 0.17* 0.28* 1.00    

19.Conflict Resolution 2018 0.14* 0.17* 0.12* 0.48* 0.21* 0.18* 0.20* 1.00   

20.Teamwork 2018 0.15* 0.17* 0.18* 0.20* 0.26* 0.20* 0.40* 0.35* 1.00  

21.Concern for Others 2018 0.20* 0.18* 0.27* 0.18* 0.20* 0.32* 0.55* 0.30* 0.42* 1.00 

Note. Overall N = 166,640 and the sample size varies for each pairwise comparison due to missing data. 

*Significant at p < .05 after Bonferroni correction (.05 / 210 = .0002).  
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3.1.2 Missing Data  

Missing data for the indicators of program quality, Teamwork, Leadership, Conflict 

Resolution, and site-level variables (i.e., average daily attendance, community location, facility 

type) ranged from 0.00% to 3.98% in 2017. The Concern for Others measure was included in an 

optional module that was only administered to youth (9-12 years old) and/or teens (13-18 years 

old) at some Clubs. In 2017, 46.9% of the survey participants completed this module (among 

those, 6.30% of the data were missing for Concern for Others). Missing data for demographic 

covariates ranged from 0.12% to 37.59%. Missing data on demographic covariates were above 

20% for Frequency of Attendance, Years Membership, and Free/Reduced-Price Lunch because 

this data is not reported by some Clubs.  

Of the 166,640 participants that completed the survey in 2017, 27.3% also completed the 

survey in 2018. The current study was not designed to be longitudinal, and the study is taking 

advantage of the sizeable number of youth who happen to be sampled in consecutive years. The 

longitudinal models accounted for factors that might contribute to only some youth taking the 

survey multiple years (described below). For the participants that completed the survey in both 

years, missing data for the main outcome variables in 2018 ranged from 1.41% to 2.28%. The 

2018 Concern for Others module was administered to 61.4% of participants that completed the 

survey in 2018 (and 3.47% of the data were missing for Concern for Others in 2018).  

Three different types of missing data were addressed with separate approaches. First, 

missing data for program quality indicators were mostly due to item non-response, and these 

missing data were addressed with full information maximum likelihood estimation, which is the 

default option in Mplus (Muthén, 2018). This approach allowed for the generation of one set of 

latent profiles that could be used in all of the analyses. Second, most of the missing data on 
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exogenous variables (i.e., covariates) is due to incomplete administrative records. Since missing 

data on exogenous variables cannot be addressed with full information maximum likelihood 

estimation using Mplus’s BCH latent profile analysis method, multiple imputation in Mplus was 

used to create 30 datasets with complete data (Asparouhov, 2017). A multi-level imputation 

model was utilized to account for all individual- and Club-level study variables.  

Finally, the longitudinal models only included 27.3% of the total sample and therefore 

may not be representative of the larger sample of youth who completed the 2017 survey. 

Baseline differences between participants that completed the 2017 survey only and those that 

completed both surveys were examined on all primary study variables using t-tests for 

continuous variables and chi-square tests for categorical variables. Only two of these 

comparisons were statistically significant (p < .05 after Bonferroni correction (0.05 / 16 = 

0.003)) and met the minimum criteria for a small effect size. Specifically, participants that 

completed both surveys were younger (M = 11.02 years old, SD = 2.04) and were more likely to 

attend the Club two or more times per week (82.61%) than participants that only completed the 

2017 survey (M = 11.63 years old, SD = 2.26; 65.6%), t(166,187) = 53.40, p < .003, d = 0.29 and 

χ2(2, 104,007) = 3384.54, p < .003, V = 0.18, respectively. To approximate the cross-sectional 

sample that completed the survey in 2017, sample weights were included in the longitudinal 

analyses (Seaman & White, 2013). These sample weights represent the inverse probability of 

completing the 2018 survey, and they were calculated using a binary logistic regression with 

youth covariates (e.g., gender, free/reduced-price lunch, frequency of BGCA attendance, 

duration of BGCA participation) and 2017 data on program quality and social competence as 

predictors of survey completion in 2018. The longitudinal models were analyzed both with and 
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without sample weights to examine potential differences in the results that may be attributed to 

missing data.  

3.1.3 Differences between Participants Who Were and Were Not Administered the 

Concern for Others Module   

Baseline differences between participants who were and were not administered the 

Concern for Others module were examined on all primary study variables. Comparisons were 

examined using t-tests for continuous variables and chi-square tests for categorical variables.  

For the 2017 survey, there were significant differences between participants who were 

and were not administered the Concern for Others module for all baseline variables except 

Emotional Safety, Physical Safety, Conflict Resolution, and Teamwork (p < .05 after Bonferroni 

correction (0.05 / 15 = 0.003)). Only one of these comparisons met the minimum criteria for a 

small effect size. Specifically, participants who were administered the Concern for Others 

module were younger (M = 11.21 years old, SD = 2.08) than participants who were not 

administered the module (M = 11.69 years old, SD = 2.31), t(166,187) = 43.67, p < .003, d = 

0.22.  

For the 2018 survey, there were significant differences between participants who were 

and were not administered the Concern for Others module for the following baseline variables 

and 2018 outcomes variables: Age, Frequency of Attendance, Adult Connections, Conflict 

Resolution in 2017, and Leadership in 2018 (p < .05 after Bonferroni correction (0.05 / 18 = 

0.003)). Only one of these comparisons met the minimum criteria for a small effect size: 

Participants who were administered the Concern for Others module were younger (M = 10.83 

years old, SD = 1.91) than participants who were not administered the module (M = 11.31 years 

old, SD = 2.19), t(45,390) = 23.70, p < .003, d = 0.23.  
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3.2 Primary Analyses  

3.2.1 Latent Profile Analyses 

Latent profile analyses were conducted for models with two-to-eight profiles (Ferguson 

et al., 2019). To reduce the chance of obtaining a local maximum solution, each model was run 

with 2,000 random starts (Nylund-Gibson & Choi, 2018). The local independence assumption of 

latent profile analysis specifies that the correlations among indicators are fully explained by the 

latent profile variable (Collins & Lanza, 2010). This assumption was assessed by examining 

bivariate residual correlations among each pair of indicators for each latent profile model 

(Asparouhov & Muthén, 2015). All bivariate residuals among each pair of indicators were 

statistically significant at p < .05 after Bonferroni correction (.05 / 21 = .002) for the final 

models. Therefore, the local independence assumption was relaxed by including residual 

bivariate associations among all pairs of indicators in the final models (Asparouhov & Muthén, 

2015; Breslau et al., 2005; B. Muthén, 2017; Muthén & Muthén, 2017; Vermunt & Magidson, 

2002). As noted above, the primary analyses will be presented for youth (9-12 years old) and 

teens (13-18 years old) separately.  

3.2.1.1 Youth Models 

Table 3.4 includes fit indices and descriptive information for each latent profile analysis 

model that included the youth participants (9-12 years old). Entropy is above 0.80 for all 

solutions, suggesting minimal uncertainty when classifying individuals (Ferguson et al., 2019). 

As the number of latent profiles increased, the BIC and sample-size adjusted BIC decreased. 

Similarly, the LMR LRT was significant for each model, indicating that the k profile solution 

was significantly better than the k-1 profile solution. These results suggest better fitting models 
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as the number of profiles increased. The interpretability of the profiles was then used to select 

the best profile solution. 

 

Table 3.4 Fit Statistics for Latent Profile Analysis Models for Program Quality 

Indicators among Youth 

k Log Likelihood BIC Sample-Size Adjusted BIC LMR LRT p Entropy 

2 -699790.25 1400083.63 1399946.98 < .001 0.91 

3 -683186.69 1366970.10 1366808.02 < .001 0.92 

4 -670259.49 1341209.32 1341021.81 < .001 0.96 

5 -660381.87 1321547.67 1321334.74 < .001 0.97 

6 -653241.42 1306632.84 1307360.39 < .001 0.98 

7 -650416.77 1301804.68 1301540.90 < .001 0.94 

8† -588343.04 1177750.83 1177461.62 < .001 0.98 

Note. k = Number of profiles; BIC = Bayesian information criterion; LMR-LRT = Lo-Mendell-

Rubin adjusted likelihood ratio test; The bootstrap likelihood ratio test (BLRT) is not available 

when accounting for clustering; N = 120,643. †The maximum log likelihood value was not 

replicated, suggesting that too many profiles were being extracted and/or poor model fit 

(Nylund-Gibson & Choi, 2018).  

 

 

Based on interpretability of the profiles, the five-profile solution was most appropriate 

(see Figure 3.1 and Table 3.5). This solution contains four profiles in which youth ratings were 

similar for all program quality indicators: “Above Average” (n = 84,488; 70.03%), “Below 

Average” (n = 22,825; 18.92%), “Very Below Average” (n = 10,046; 8.33%), and “Negative” (n 

= 2,187; 1.81%). The fifth profile included youth who were above average for all program 

quality indicators except for Belonging and Emotional Safety (“Low Belonging and Emotional 

Safety”; n = 1,097; 0.91%). It is important to note that the profile labels reflect program quality 

ratings relative to the mean levels. The average scores for each indicator of program quality were 

quite high (see Table 3.1). Thus, even for the “Below Average” and “Very Below Average” 

profiles the ratings for most of the program quality indicators reflect positive-to-neutral 

perceptions of program quality. The solutions with additional profiles had similar profiles to the 
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five-profile solution, except the profiles with below average ratings for all program quality 

indicators were separated into additional profiles, which limited interpretability (see Appendix B 

for figures of all the profile solutions). Although the five-profile solution contains two profiles 

with less than five percent of youth participants, there was a sufficient number of youth 

participants in each profile to suggest generalizability (Ferguson et al., 2019). 
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Figure 3.1 Five-profile solution for indicators of program quality among youth (9-12 years old). ES = Emotional Safety; n = 

120,643. 
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Table 3.5 Means of Program Quality Indicators for the Five-Profile Solution for Youth (9-12 Years Old) 

 Profile 1: Profile 2: Profile 3: Profile 4: Profile 5: 

 

Variable 

Above Average Low Belonging 

and ES 

Below Average Very Below 

Average 

Negative 

Belonging 3.21 (0.59) 1.34 (0.59) 2.76 (0.59) 2.44 (0.59) 2.05 (0.59) 

Emotional Safety 3.36 (0.53) 1.27 (0.53) 2.98 (0.53) 2.69 (0.53) 2.28 (0.53) 

Fun 3.37 (0.68) 3.72 (0.68) 2.89 (0.68) 2.54 (0.68) 2.06 (0.68) 

Adult Connections 3.01 (0.68) 3.40 (0.68) 2.55 (0.68) 2.26 (0.68) 1.99 (0.68) 

Staff Expectations 3.92 (0.17) 3.94 (0.17) 3.18 (0.17) 2.40 (0.17) 1.31 (0.17) 

Staff Recognition 3.35 (0.68) 3.71 (0.68) 2.61 (0.68) 2.10 (0.68) 1.46 (0.68) 

Physical Safety 3.49 (0.70) 3.56 (0.70) 3.00 (0.70) 2.63 (0.70) 2.15 (0.70) 

n 84,488 1,097 22,825 10,046 2,187 

% of all youth 70.03% 0.91% 18.92% 8.33% 1.81% 

Note. Range of possible scores is 1-4 for each variable; Standard deviations are included in parentheses; ES = Emotional Safety. 
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3.2.1.2 Teen Models 

Table 3.6 includes fit indices and descriptive information for each latent profile analysis 

model that included teen participants (13-18 years old). Entropy is above 0.80 for all solutions, 

suggesting minimal uncertainty when classifying individuals (Ferguson et al., 2019). As the 

number of latent profiles increased, the BIC and sample-size adjusted BIC decreased. Similarly, 

the LMR LRT was significant for each model, indicating that the k profile solution was 

significantly better than the k-1 profile solution. These fit indices indicate that the better fitting 

models have more profiles. Interpretability was then used to determine the best profile solution. 

 

Table 3.6 Fit Statistics for Latent Profile Analysis Models for Program Quality 

Indicators among Teens 

k Log Likelihood BIC 

Sample-Size 

Adjusted BIC 

 

LMR LRT p Entropy 

2 -245698.31 491858.12 491721.47 < .001 0.99 

3 -237773.08 476093.50 475931.42 < .001 0.97 

4 -228705.94 458045.10 457857.60 < .001 0.97 

5 -223572.28 447863.62 447650.70 < .001 0.97 

6† -218224.80 437254.53 437016.18 < .001 0.98 

7 -207114.77 415120.32 414856.55 < .001 0.99 

8 -187755.47 376487.59 376198.39 < .001 0.99 

Note. k = Number of profiles; BIC = Bayesian information criterion; LMR-LRT = Lo-Mendell-

Rubin adjusted likelihood ratio test; The bootstrap likelihood ratio test (BLRT) is not available 

when accounting for clustering; n = 45,816. †The maximum log likelihood value was not 

replicated, suggesting that too many profiles were being extracted and/or poor model fit 

(Nylund-Gibson & Choi, 2018).  

 

 

Based on interpretability of the profiles, the five-profile solution was most appropriate 

(see Figure 3.2 and Table 3.7). This solution included similar profiles to the best profile solution 

for youth: “Above Average” (n = 31,710; 69.21%), “Below Average” (n = 11,271; 24.60%), 

“Very Below Average” (n = 1,576; 3.44%), “Negative” (n = 440; 0.96%), and “Low Belonging 
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and Emotional Safety” (n = 819; 1.79%). It is important to note that the profile labels reflect 

program quality ratings relative to the mean levels. Similar to youth, the average scores for each 

indicator of program quality were quite high among teens (see Table 3.1). Thus, even for the 

“Below Average” and “Very Below Average” profiles the ratings for most of the program 

quality indicators reflect positive-to-neutral perceptions of program quality. As with the youth 

models, the solutions with six or more profiles had similar profiles to the five-profile solution, 

except the profiles with below average ratings for all program quality indicators were separated 

into even more profiles, which limited interpretability (see Appendix B for figures of all the 

profile solutions). Although the five-profile solution contains three profiles with less than five 

percent of teen participants, there was a sufficient number of teen participants in each profile to 

suggest generalizability (Ferguson et al., 2019). 

 



47 

 

Figure 3.2 Five-profile solution for indicators of program quality among teens (13-18 years old). ES = Emotional Safety; n = 

45,816. 
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Table 3.7 Means of Program Quality Indicators for the Five-Profile Solution for Teens (13-18 Years Old) 

 Profile 1: Profile 2: Profile 3: Profile 4: Profile 5: 

 

Variable 

Above Average Low Belonging 

and ES 

Below Average Very Below 

Average 

Negative 

Belonging 3.38 (0.54) 1.13 (0.54) 2.89 (0.54) 2.47 (0.54) 2.09 (0.54) 

Emotional Safety 3.47 (0.50) 1.11 (0.50) 3.02 (0.50) 2.68 (0.50) 2.24 (0.50) 

Fun 3.49 (0.62) 3.77 (0.62) 2.99 (0.62) 2.58 (0.62) 2.05 (0.62) 

Adult Connections 3.15 (0.71) 3.67 (0.71) 2.56 (0.71) 2.04 (0.71) 1.75 (0.71) 

Staff Expectations 3.94 (0.16) 3.95 (0.16) 3.09 (0.16) 2.14 (0.16) 1.07 (0.16) 

Staff Recognition 3.50 (0.59) 3.80 (0.59) 2.70 (0.59) 2.01 (0.59) 1.25 (0.59) 

Physical Safety 3.68 (0.62) 3.59 (0.62) 3.19 (0.62) 2.73 (0.62) 2.20 (0.62) 

n 31,710 819 11,271 1,576 440 

% of all youth 69.21% 1.79% 24.60% 3.44% 0.96% 

Note. Range of possible scores is 1-4 for each variable; Standard deviations are included in parentheses; ES = Emotional Safety. 

 

 

 

Tables 3.8 and 3.9 present descriptive statistics for all demographics and outcome variables by program quality profile for 

youth and teens, respectively. These data will be further discussed in the following sections.  
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Table 3.8 Descriptive Statistics of Demographics and Outcome Variables by Program Quality Profiles for Youth 

 Profile 1: Profile 2: Profile 3: Profile 4: Profile 5: 

 Above Average Low Belonging and ES Below Average Very Below Average Negative 

 Mean 

(SD) 

Freq. 

(%) 

Mean 

(SD) 

Freq.  

(%) 

Mean 

(SD) 

Freq.  

(%) 

Mean 

(SD) 

Freq.  

(%) 

Mean 

(SD) 

Freq.  

(%) 

Male 
 42,401 

(50.2) 

 595 

(54.4) 

 11,977 

(52.5) 

 5,517 

(55.0) 

 1,216 

(55.7) 

Free/Reduced-Price Lunch 
 41,940 

(75.7) 

 592 

(83.0) 

 10,727 

(70.7) 

 4,654 

(69.9) 

 1,063 

(74.7) 

Attendance           

   Highly Engaged Attender 

     (2+x/week) 

 40,330 

(76.1) 

 534 

(78.2) 

 10,589 

(73.5) 

 4,761 

(74.9) 

 1,027 

(74.4) 

   Engaged Attender  

     (1x/week) 

 7,584 

(14.3) 

 95 

(13.9) 

 2,259 

(15.7) 

 917 

(14.4) 

 203 

(14.7) 

   Occasional Attender  

     (<1x/week) 

 5,113 

(9.6) 

 54 

(7.9) 

 1,560 

(10.8) 

 675 

(10.6) 

 150 

(10.9) 

Age 
10.27 

(1.05) 
 10.43 

(1.07) 
 10.42 

(1.06) 
 10.37 

(1.04) 
 10.46 

(1.04) 
 

Years Membership 
1.62 

(1.61) 
 1.66 

(1.65) 
 1.74 

(1.66) 
 1.70 

(1.63) 
 1.71 

(1.64) 
 

Leadership 2017 
3.42 

(0.52) 
 3.55 

(0.65) 
 3.13 

(0.57) 
 2.98 

(0.66) 
 2.75 

(0.88) 
 

Conflict Resolution 2017 
2.94 

(0.73) 
 2.81 

(0.72) 
 2.70 

(0.67) 
 2.57 

(0.68) 
 2.44 

(0.70) 
 

Teamwork 2017 
3.51 

(0.60) 
 3.57 

(0.72) 
 3.23 

(0.65) 
 3.06 

(0.75) 
 2.70 

(1.02) 
 

Concern for Others 2017 
3.43 

(0.55) 
 3.52 

(0.73) 
 3.15 

(0.58) 
 3.00 

(0.70) 
 2.82 

(0.09) 
 

Leadership 2018 
3.32 

(0.56) 
 3.42 

(0.58) 
 3.13 

(0.59) 
 3.09 

(0.64) 
 3.00 

(0.72) 
 

Conflict Resolution 2018 
2.81 

(0.72) 
 2.75 

(0.72) 
 2.67 

(0.68) 
 2.60 

(0.70) 
 2.49 

(0.68) 
 

Teamwork 2018 
3.44 

(0.63) 
 3.49 

(0.66) 
 3.29 

(0.65) 
 3.21 

(0.71) 
 3.13 

(0.78) 
 

Concern for Others 2018 
3.33 

(0.58) 
 3.44 

(0.55) 
 3.13 

(0.59) 
 3.09 

(0.67) 
 3.04 

(0.75) 
 

Note. N = 120,643; Freq. = Frequency; ES = Emotional Safety.  
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Table 3.9 Descriptive Statistics of Demographics and Outcome Variables by Program Quality Profiles for Teens 

 Profile 1: Profile 2: Profile 3: Profile 4: Profile 5: 

 Above Average Low Belonging and ES Below Average Very Below Average Negative 

 Mean 

(SD) 

Freq. 

(%) 

Mean 

(SD) 

Freq.  

(%) 

Mean 

(SD) 

Freq.  

(%) 

Mean 

(SD) 

Freq.  

(%) 

Mean 

(SD) 

Freq.  

(%) 

Male 
 17,476 

(55.2) 

 514 

(62.8) 

 6,513 

(57.9) 

 927 

(58.9) 

 263 

(59.8) 

Free/Reduced-Price Lunch 
 15,550 

(78.8) 

 423 

(85.5) 

 5,348 

(77.1) 

 754 

(76.6) 

 197 

(72.4) 

Attendance           

   Highly Engaged Attender 

     (2+x/week) 

 11,626 

(59.4) 

 285 

(56.5) 

 3,947 

(58.2) 

 526  

(56.1) 

 173 

(64.8) 

   Engaged Attender  

     (1x/week) 

 4,203 

(21.5) 

 115 

(22.8) 

 1,462 

(21.5) 

 230 

(24.5) 

 55 

(20.6) 

   Occasional Attender  

     (<1x/week) 

 3,759 

(19.2) 

 104 

(20.6) 

 1,378 

(20.3) 

 181 

(19.3) 

 39 

(14.6) 

Age 
14.57 

(1.53) 
 14.78 

(1.60) 
 14.33 

(1.41) 
 14.06 

(1.30) 
 14.05 

(1.26) 
 

Years Membership 
2.27 

(2.49) 
 2.37 

(2.59) 
 2.22 

(2.38) 
 2.15 

(2.37) 
 2.16 

(2.38) 
 

Leadership 2017 
3.43 

(0.53) 
 3.65 

(0.54) 
 3.10 

(0.53) 
 2.91 

(0.65) 
 2.61 

(1.00) 
 

Conflict Resolution 2017 
2.75 

(0.65) 
 2.68 

(0.66) 
 2.52 

(0.55) 
 2.44 

(0.57) 
 2.44 

(0.57) 
 

Teamwork 2017 
3.56 

(0.56) 
 3.69 

(0.58) 
 3.22 

(0.61) 
 2.97 

(0.78) 
 2.52 

(1.15) 
 

Concern for Others 2017 
3.44 

(0.55) 
 3.65 

(0.51) 
 3.13 

(0.56) 
 3.00 

(0.66) 
 2.59 

(1.00) 
 

Leadership 2018 
3.38 

(0.54) 
 3.57 

(0.49) 
 3.16 

(0.54) 
 3.15 

(0.62) 
 3.14 

(0.65) 
 

Conflict Resolution 2018 
2.79 

(0.64) 
 2.72 

(0.65) 
 2.64 

(0.57) 
 2.51 

(0.59) 
 2.48 

(0.51) 
 

Teamwork 2018 
3.56 

(0.57) 
 3.65 

(0.62) 
 3.37 

(0.61) 
 3.23 

(0.70) 
 3.28 

(0.66) 
 

Concern for Others 2018 
3.41 

(0.57) 
 3.53 

(0.65) 
 3.19 

(0.56) 
 3.12 

(0.64) 
 3.16 

(0.65) 
 

Note. N = 45,816; Freq. = Frequency; ES = Emotional Safety.  



51 

3.2.2 Cross-Sectional Analyses 

As shown in Figure 2.1, the cross-sectional associations in 2017 among the program 

quality profiles and the three main outcome variables (i.e., leadership, conflict resolution, 

teamwork) were examined in the same model. A second model (Figure 2.2) examined one 

outcome variable (Concern for Others) separately since not all members were administered the 

Concern for Others module. As noted above, only statistically significant results with at least a 

small effect size will be discussed. 

3.2.2.1 Cross-Sectional Analyses for Youth (9-12 Years Old) 

See Table 3.10 and Figures 3.3 and 3.4 for results of the cross-sectional models for youth. 

The pattern of results suggests that youth in profiles with more positive ratings for the program 

quality indicators often report higher scores for social competence outcome variables. 

Specifically, youth in the Above Average profile and the Low Belonging and Emotional Safety 

profile had significantly higher scores for all outcome variables than members in the Below 

Average profile, Very Below Average profile, and Negative profile (except the difference in 

Conflict Resolution scores between youth in the Low Belonging and Emotional Safety profile 

and the Below Average profile did not reach the cut-off for a small effect size). Members in the 

Below Average profile had higher scores for all outcome variables than members in the Very 

Below Average profile and the Negative profile. Members in the Very Below Average profile 

also reported higher scores for all outcome variables than members in the Negative profile 

(except the difference in Conflict Resolution did not reach the cut-off for a small effect size). 

Finally, one result did not follow the overall pattern: youth in the Low Belonging and Emotional 

Safety profile reported higher Leadership scores than youth in the Above Average profile. See 
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Appendix C for additional model estimates (e.g., associations between covariates and outcome 

variables). 
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Table 3.10 Results of the Cross-Sectional Analyses in 2017 for Youth 

 

(1) Above 

Average 

Profile 

(2) Low 

Belonging and 

ES Profile 

(3) Below 

Average 

Profile 

(4) Very Below 

Average  

Profile 

(5) Negative 

Profile 

Significant 

Profile 

Differences 

Model 1       

     Leadership 3.49 (0.02) 3.60 (0.03) 3.19 (0.02) 3.04 (0.02) 2.81 (0.03) All Comparisons 

     Conflict       

     Resolution  
4.21 (0.03) 4.10 (0.04) 3.98 (0.03) 3.84 (0.03) 3.73 (0.03) All Comparisons 

     Teamwork 3.79 (0.02) 3.85 (0.03) 3.51 (0.02) 3.33 (0.02) 2.99 (0.03) 
All Comparisons 

Except 1 vs. 2 

      n 84,488 1,097 22,825 10,046 2,187  

Model 2       

     Concern 

     For Others 
3.65 (0.03) 3.73 (0.04) 3.37 (0.03) 3.22 (0.03) 3.03 (0.04) All Comparisons 

     n 43,507 633 11,201 4,792 1,105  

Note: Intercepts of the outcome variables (and standard errors in parentheses) are presented. For Model 1, significant differences are at 

p < .05 after Bonferroni correction (.05 / 30 = .002) and N = 120,643; For Model 2, significant differences are at p < .05 after 

Bonferroni correction (.05 / 10 = .01) and N = 61,238; ES = Emotional Safety.  
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Figure 3.3 Effect sizes for profile comparisons in 2017 cross-sectional analyses for 

youth, part 1. Effect sizes represent Cohen’s d (small effect: 0.20 – 0.49; medium effect: 0.50 – 

0.79; large effect: 0.80 and above). All comparisons were significant at p < .05 after Bonferroni 

correction. ES = Emotional Safety. 
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Figure 3.4 Effect sizes for profile comparisons in 2017 cross-sectional analyses for youth, 

part 2. Effect sizes represent Cohen’s d (small effect: 0.20 – 0.49; medium effect: 0.50 – 0.79; large 

effect: 0.80 and above). Effect sizes are not shown for comparisons that were not significant after 

Bonferroni correction. N.S. = Not Significant. ES = Emotional Safety. 
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3.2.2.1 Cross-Sectional Analyses for Teens (13-18 Years Old) 

The same cross-sectional models that were examined for youth were also examined for 

teens (see Figures 2.1 and 2.2). Similar to youth, the pattern of results suggest that teens in 

profiles with more positive ratings for the program quality indicators often report higher scores 

for the social competence outcome variables (see Table 3.11 and Figures 3.5 and 3.6). 

Specifically, youth in the Above Average profile and the Low Belonging and Emotional Safety 

profile had significantly higher scores for all outcome variables than members in the Below 

Average profile, Very Below Average profile, and Negative profile. Members in the Below 

Average profile had higher scores for all outcome variables than members in the Very Below 

Average profile and the Negative profile (except for Conflict Resolution the difference with the 

Very Below Average profile did not reach the cut-off for a small effect size and the difference 

with the Negative profile was not significant). Members in the Very Below Average profile also 

reported higher scores for all outcome variables than members in the Negative profile (except the 

difference for Conflict Resolution was not significant). Finally, three results did not follow the 

pattern: teens in the Low Emotional Safety and Belonging profile reported higher Leadership, 

Teamwork, and Concern for Others than the Above Average profile. See Appendix C for 

additional model estimates (e.g., associations between control variables and outcome variables). 
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Table 3.11 Results of the Cross-Sectional Analysis in 2017 for Teens 

Variable 

(1) Above 

Average 

Profile 

(2) Low 

Belonging and 

ES Profile 

(3) Below 

Average 

Profile 

(4) Very Below 

Average  

Profile 

(5) Negative 

Profile 

Significant  

Profile  

Differences 

Model 1       

     Leadership 3.16 (0.03) 3.37 (0.04) 2.83 (0.03) 2.66 (0.04) 2.36 (0.05) All Comparisons 

     Conflict       

     Resolution  
2.36 (0.05) 2.30 (0.05) 2.15 (0.05) 2.07 (0.05) 2.06 (0.06) 

All Comparisons 

Except 1 vs. 2, 3 

vs. 5, 4 vs. 5 

     Teamwork 3.16 (0.03) 3.28 (0.04) 2.82 (0.03) 2.59 (0.04) 2.13 (0.07) All Comparisons 

      n 31,710 819 11,271 1,576 440  

Model 2       

     Concern 

     For Others 
3.16 (0.05) 3.36 (0.06) 2.86 (0.06) 2.73 (0.06) 2.31 (0.10) All Comparisons 

     n 11,534 282 4,191 580 180  

Note: Intercepts of the outcome variables (and standard errors in parentheses) are presented. For Model 1, significant differences are at 

p < .05 after Bonferroni correction (.05 / 30 = .002) and N = 45,816; For Model 2, significant differences are at p < .05 after 

Bonferroni correction (.05 / 10 = .01) and N = 16,767; ES = Emotional Safety.  
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Figure 3.5 Effect sizes for profile comparisons in 2017 cross-sectional analyses for teens, 

part 1. Effect sizes represent Cohen’s d (small effect: 0.20 – 0.49; medium effect: 0.50 – 0.79; 

large effect: 0.80 and above). Effect sizes are not shown for comparisons that were not 

significant after Bonferroni correction. N.S. = Not Significant. ES = Emotional Safety. 

 

 

 



59 

 

 

Figure 3.6 Effect sizes for profile comparisons in 2017 cross-sectional analyses for teens, 

part 2. Effect sizes represent Cohen’s d (small effect: 0.20 – 0.49; medium effect: 0.50 – 0.79; 

large effect: 0.80 and above). All comparisons were significant at p < .05 after Bonferroni 

correction. ES = Emotional Safety. 
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3.2.3 Associations among Covariates and Program Quality Profiles 

The associations among covariates and program quality profiles are presented based on 

the cross-sectional analyses that incorporated the full sample of youth and teens (see Figure 2.1). 

Tables 3.12 and 3.13 present the results of these analyses for youth and teens, respectively. For 

youth, members in the Low Belonging and Emotional Safety Profile were 1.77, 1.86, and 1.64 

times more likely than members in the Below Average, Very Below Average, and Negative 

profiles to receive free/reduced-price lunch, respectively. The significant effects of all other 

covariates for youth and teens did not reach the cut-off for a small effect size.  
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Table 3.12 Covariate Analysis Results based on the 2017 Cross-Sectional Model for Youth 

 Low Belonging and 

ES Profile 

Below Average 

 Profile 

Very Below Average 

Profile 

Negative  

Profile 

 Est. (S.E.) OR Est. (S.E.) OR Est. (S.E.) OR Est.(S.E.) OR 

Ref.: Above Average         

Age 0.15 (0.03)* 1.16 0.13 (0.01)* 1.14 0.08 (0.01)* 1.08 0.16 (0.02)* 1.18 

Male 0.17 (0.06) 1.19 0.09 (0.02)* 1.09 0.19 (0.02)* 1.21 0.22 (0.05)* 1.24 

Attendance†         

     1 time per week 0.15 (0.14) 1.16 0.01 (0.04) 1.01 -0.02 (0.06) 0.98 -0.05 (0.11) 0.95 

     2 or more times per week 0.20 (0.12) 1.22 -0.06 (0.03) 0.94 -0.04 (0.05) 0.96 -0.06 (0.09) 0.94 

Years Membership 0.00 (0.02) 1.00 0.03 (0.01)* 1.03 0.03 (0.01) 1.03 0.03 (0.02) 1.03 

Free/Reduced-Price Lunch 0.34 (0.09)* 1.41 -0.23 (0.02)* 0.79 -0.28 (0.04)* 0.76 -0.15 (0.06) 0.86 

Ref.: Negative          

Age -0.02 (0.04) 0.98 -0.03 (0.02) 0.97 -0.08 (0.02)* 0.92   

Male -0.05 (0.08) 0.95 -0.13 (0.05) 0.88 -0.02 (0.05) 0.98   

Attendance†         

     1 time per week 0.20 (0.17) 1.22 0.06 (0.10) 1.06 0.03 (0.11) 1.03   

     2 or more times per week 0.26 (0.14) 1.30 0.00 (0.09) 1.00 0.03 (0.09) 1.03   

Years Membership -0.03 (0.03) 0.97 0.00 (0.02) 1.00 0.00 (0.02) 1.00   

Free/Reduced-Price Lunch 0.50 (0.11)* 1.64 -0.08 (0.06) 0.92 -0.13 (0.06) 0.88   

Ref.: Very Below Average         

Age 0.07 (0.03) 1.07 0.05 (0.01)* 1.05     

Male -0.02 (0.06) 0.98 -0.11 (0.03)* 0.90     

Attendance†         

     1 time per week 0.17 (0.15) 1.18 0.03 (0.06) 1.03     

     2 or more times per week 0.23 (0.12) 1.26 -0.03 (0.05) 0.97     

Years Membership -0.03 (0.02) 0.97 0.01 (0.01) 1.01     

Free/Reduced-Price Lunch 0.62 (0.09)* 1.86 0.05 (0.03) 1.05     

Ref.: Below Average         

Age 0.02 (0.03) 1.02       

Male 0.08 (0.06) 1.09       

Attendance†          

     1 time per week 0.14 (0.15) 1.15       

     2 or more times per week 0.26 (0.12) 1.30       

Years Membership -0.03 (0.02) 0.97       

Free/Reduced-Price Lunch 0.57 (0.09)* 1.77       

Note. Results are based on multinomial logistic regressions using the BCH method for latent profile analysis with distal outcomes. N = 

120,643. ES = Emotional Safety; OR = Odds Ratio; Est. = Estimate; Ref. = Reference Profile. †Reference class for attendance is 

members that attend less than 1x/week. * p < .05 after Bonferroni correction (.05 / 60 = .001).  
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Table 3.13 Covariate Analysis Results based on the 2017 Cross-Sectional Model for Teens 

 Low Belonging and 

ES Profile 

Below Average 

 Profile 

Very Below Average 

Profile 

Negative  

Profile 

 Est. (S.E.) OR Est. (S.E.) OR Est. (S.E.) OR Est. (S.E.) OR 

Ref.: Above Average         

Age 0.08 (0.02) 1.08 -0.12 (0.01)* 0.89 -0.26 (0.02)* 0.77 -0.25 (0.04)* 0.78 

Male 0.31 (0.07)* 1.36 0.12 (0.03)* 1.13 0.18 (0.06) 1.19 0.22 (0.10) 1.24 

Attendance†         

     1 time per week 0.00 (0.13) 1.00 -0.03 (0.04) 0.97 0.05 (0.10) 1.05 0.12 (0.19) 1.13 

     2 or more times per week -0.05 (0.11) 0.95 -0.10 (0.04) 0.91 -0.18 (0.09) 0.84 0.08 (0.16) 1.08 

Years Membership 0.01 (0.02) 1.01 0.00 (0.01) 1.00 -0.01 (0.01) 1.00 -0.01 (0.02) 0.99 

Free/Reduced-Price Lunch 0.29 (0.12) 1.33 -0.08 (0.04) 0.92 -0.13 (0.08) 0.88 -0.26 (0.14) 0.77 

Ref.: Negative          

Age 0.33 (0.04)* 1.39 0.14 (0.04)* 1.15 -0.01 (0.04) 0.99   

Male 0.09 (0.12) 1.09 -0.09 (0.10) 0.91 -0.04 (0.11) 0.96   

Attendance†         

     1 time per week -0.12 (0.22) 0.89 -0.15 (0.19) 0.86 -0.07 (0.21) 0.93   

     2 or more times per week -0.13 (0.20) 0.88 -0.18 (0.16) 0.84 -0.26 (0.18) 0.77   

Years Membership 0.02 (0.03) 1.02 0.01 (0.02) 1.01 0.01 (0.03) 1.01   

Free/Reduced-Price Lunch 0.54 (0.18) 1.72 0.18 (0.14) 1.19 0.13 (0.15) 1.14   

Ref.: Very Below Average         

Age 0.34 (0.03)* 1.40 0.15 (0.02)* 1.16     

Male 0.13 (0.09) 1.14 -0.05 (0.06) 0.95     

Attendance†         

     1 time per week -0.05 (0.15) 0.95 -0.08 (0.10) 0.92     

     2 or more times per week 0.13 (0.13) 1.14 0.08 (0.09) 1.08     

Years Membership 0.02 (0.02) 1.02 0.00 (0.01) 1.00     

Free/Reduced-Price Lunch 0.41 (0.14) 1.51 0.05 (0.08) 1.05     

Ref.: Below Average         

Age 0.19 (0.03)* 1.21       

Male 0.18 (0.07) 1.20       

Attendance†         

     1 time per week 0.03 (0.13) 1.03       

     2 or more times per week 0.05 (0.11) 1.05       

Years Membership 0.02 (0.02) 1.02       

Free/Reduced-Price Lunch 0.37 (0.13) 1.44       

Note. Results are based on multinomial logistic regressions using the BCH method for latent profile analysis with distal outcomes. N = 

45,816. ES = Emotional Safety; OR = Odds Ratio; Est. = Estimate; Ref. = Reference Profile. †Reference class for attendance is 

members that attend less than 1x/week. * p < .05 after Bonferroni correction (.05 / 60 = .001). 
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3.2.4 Longitudinal Analyses 

Before conducting the longitudinal analyses, the association between program quality 

profiles and 2018 survey completion was examined for youth and teens separately using chi-

square tests. The association between program quality profiles and 2018 survey completion was 

significant at p < .05 for youth, χ2(4, 120,643) = 163.93, p < .001, V = 0.04, and teens, χ2(4, 

45,816) = 49.98, p < .001, V = 0.03. These comparisons did not meet the minimum criteria for a 

small effect size.  

Figure 2.3 presents the longitudinal model examining the associations among program 

quality profiles and the three main outcome variables (i.e., Leadership, Conflict Resolution, 

Teamwork). A second model (Figure 2.4) examined one outcome variable (Concern for Others) 

separately since not all members were administered the Concern for Others module. These 

models were run with sample weights to approximate the entire 2017 cross-sectional sample. The 

models were also run without sample weights to determine whether the missing data influenced 

the results. In general, the results were similar for youth and teens when sample weights were 

and were not used, although the results with weights were more conservative (i.e., the results 

with sample weights included fewer significant findings). The results for the models with sample 

weights are presented in this section (and the results for models without sample weights are 

presented in Appendix D), and key differences between the models are noted in the text.  

3.2.4.1 Longitudinal Analyses for Youth with Sample Weights 

See Table 3.14 and Figures 3.7 and 3.8 for the results of the longitudinal analyses for 

youth. Controlling for baseline levels in 2017, youth in the Above Average profile reported 

higher 2018 levels of Leadership and Teamwork compared to the Negative profile, and higher 

2018 levels of Teamwork compared to the Very Below Average profile. In addition, youth in the 
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Low Belonging and Emotional Safety profile reported higher levels of Leadership and 

Teamwork in 2018 compared to youth in the Below Average, Very Below Average, and 

Negative profiles when controlling for baseline levels. The model without sample weights 

included these same results, as well as the following significant findings that met criteria for a 

small effect size: 1) Youth in the Above Average profile reported higher 2018 levels (controlling 

for 2017 baseline levels) of Leadership and Concern for Others compared to youth in the Below 

Average profile, and these youth also reported higher 2018 levels of Concern for Others than 

youth in the Very Below Average profile; and 2) youth in the Low Belonging and Emotional 

Safety profile reported higher 2018 levels of Concern for Others than youth in the Below 

Average and Very Below Average profiles when controlling for baseline levels. See Appendix E 

for additional model estimates (e.g., associations between control variables and outcome 

variables). 
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Table 3.14 Results of the Longitudinal Analysis with Sample Weights for Youth 

Variable 

(1) Above 

Average 

Profile 

(2) Low 

Belonging and 

ES Profile 

(3) Below 

Average 

Profile 

(4) Very Below 

Average  

Profile 

(5) Negative 

Profile 

Significant  

Profile  

Differences 

Model 1       

     Leadership 2.37 (0.04) 2.41 (0.06) 2.27 (0.04) 2.27 (0.04) 2.23 (0.05) 
1 > 3,4,5 

2 > 3,4,5 

     Conflict       

     Resolution  
2.00 (0.05) 2.01 (0.06) 1.98 (0.05) 1.97 (0.05) 1.95 (0.06) None 

     Teamwork 2.73 (0.05) 2.78 (0.06) 2.65 (0.05) 2.59 (0.05) 2.60 (0.06) 

1 > 3,4,5 

2 > 3,4,5 

3 > 4 

      n 25,029 343 6,806 3,067 672  

Model 2       

     Concern 

     For Others 
2.48 (0.07) 2.53 (0.09) 2.40 (0.07) 2.39 (0.07) 2.35 (0.10) 1 > 3,4 

     n 10,258 141 2,655 1,077 237  

Note: Intercepts of the outcome variables (and standard errors in parentheses) are presented. For Model 1, significant differences are at 

p < .05 after Bonferroni correction (.05 / 30 = .002) and N = 35,918; For Model 2, significant differences are at p < .05 after 

Bonferroni correction (.05 / 10 = .01) and N = 14,367; ES = Emotional Safety.  
 

 



66 

 

 

Figure 3.7 Effect sizes for profile comparisons in longitudinal analyses with sample 

weights for youth, part 1. Effect sizes represent Cohen’s d (small effect: 0.20 – 0.49). Effect sizes 

are not shown for comparisons that were not significant after Bonferroni correction. N.S. = Not 

Significant. ES = Emotional Safety. 
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Figure 3.8 Effect sizes for profile comparisons in longitudinal analyses with sample 

weights for youth, part 2. Effect sizes represent Cohen’s d (small effect: 0.20 – 0.49). Effect sizes 

are not shown for comparisons that were not significant after Bonferroni correction. N.S. = Not 

Significant. ES = Emotional Safety. 
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3.2.4.2 Longitudinal Analyses for Teens with Sample Weights 

See Table 3.15 and Figures 3.9 and 3.10 for the results of the longitudinal analyses for 

teens. Controlling for 2017 baseline levels, teens in the Above Average profile reported higher 

2018 levels of Conflict Resolution and Teamwork compared to teens in the Very Below Average 

profile. Teens in the Low Belonging and Emotional Safety profile also reported higher 2018 

levels of Leadership compared to the Below Average profile, and higher 2018 levels of 

Teamwork compared to the Very Below Average profile when controlling for baseline levels in 

2017. The model without sample weights included these same results, as well as the following 

significant findings that met criteria for a small effect size: Teens in the Above Average profile 

reported higher 2018 levels of each outcome variable (controlling for baseline levels in 2017) 

compared to teens in the Below Average profile. See Appendix E for additional model estimates 

(e.g., associations between control variables and outcome variables). 
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Table 3.15 Results of the Longitudinal Analysis with Sample Weights for Teens 

Variable 

(1) Above 

Average 

Profile 

(2) Low 

Belonging and 

ES Profile 

(3) Below 

Average 

Profile 

(4) Very Below 

Average  

Profile 

(5) Negative 

Profile 

Significant  

Profile  

Differences 

Model 1       

     Leadership 1.81 (0.08) 1.92 (0.09) 1.72 (0.08) 1.76 (0.08) 1.83 (0.14) 
1 > 3 

2 > 3 

     Conflict       

     Resolution  
0.94 (0.08) 0.92 (0.09) 0.90 (0.08) 0.82 (0.09) 0.87 (0.11) 1 > 4 

     Teamwork 2.39 (0.09) 2.43 (0.10) 2.29 (0.09) 2.20 (0.10) 2.33 (0.14) 
1 > 3,4 

2 > 4 

      n 6,618 166 2,334 330 77  

Model 2       

     Concern 

     For Others 
1.42 (0.16) 1.42 (0.18) 1.33 (0.15) 1.26 (0.18) 1.41 (0.21) 1 > 3 

     n 1,808 44 551 86 21  

Note: Intercepts of the outcome variables (and standard errors in parentheses) are presented. For Model 1, significant differences are at 

p < .05 after Bonferroni correction (.05 / 30 = .003) and N = 9,525; For Model 2, significant differences are at p < .05 after Bonferroni 

correction (.05 / 10 = .01) and N = 2,510; ES = Emotional Safety.  
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Figure 3.9 Effect sizes for profile comparisons in longitudinal analyses with sample 

weights for teens, part 1. Effect sizes represent Cohen’s d (small effect: 0.20 – 0.49). Effect sizes 

are not shown for comparisons that were not significant after Bonferroni correction. N.S. = Not 

Significant. ES = Emotional Safety. 
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Figure 3.10 Effect sizes for profile comparisons in longitudinal analyses with sample 

weights for teens, part 2. Effect sizes represent Cohen’s d (small effect: 0.20 – 0.49). Effect sizes 

are not shown for comparisons that were not significant after Bonferroni correction. N.S. = Not 

Significant. ES = Emotional Safety. 
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3.2.5 Site-Level Characteristics 

Chi-square tests were used to examine potential differences in the proportion of profiles 

across community location (urban, suburban, and rural), facility type (traditional, school, public 

housing, Native American, and other type), and Club size (average daily attendance of 0-49, 50-

174, and 175 or larger; see Tables 3.16 and 3.17). For youth, there were significant differences in 

the proportion of profiles across each site-level characteristic, although these differences did not 

reach the cut-off for a small effect (community location: χ2(8, N = 119,787) = 177.32, p < .001, 

Cramer’s V = 0.03;  facility type: χ2(16, N = 119,806) = 283.85, p < .001, Cramer’s V = 0.02; 

average daily attendance: χ2(8, N = 119,794) = 757.75, p < .001, Cramer’s V = 0.06). For teens, 

there were also significant differences in the proportion of profiles across each site-level 

characteristic that did not reach the cut-off for a small effect (community location: χ2(8, N = 

45,477) = 36.42, p < .001, Cramer’s V = 0.03; facility type: χ2(16, N = 45,477) = 103.72, p < 

.001, Cramer’s V = 0.03; average daily attendance: χ2(8, N = 45,469) = 130.29,  p < .001, 

Cramer’s V = 0.04). 
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Table 3.16 Percentages and Adjusted Standardized Residuals for Profiles by Site-Level Characteristics among Youth 

 (1) Above 

Average 

Profile 

(2) Low 

Belonging and ES 

Profile 

(3) Below 

Average  

Profile 

(4) Very Below 

Average  

Profile 

(5) Negative  

Profile 

Community Type      

   Rural 21% (4.09)* 20% (-0.44) 19% (-3.37)* 18% (-4.75)* 16% (-4.07)* 

   Suburban 29% (-5.04)* 27% (-1.96) 33% (6.26)* 33% (4.48)* 34% (2.90) 

   Urban 50% (1.34) 53% (1.81) 48% (-2.76) 49% (-0.48) 50% (0.33) 

Site Type      

   Native American   2% (2.46) 2% (0.07) 2% (-1.20) 1% (-4.14)* 1% (-2.61) 

   Other 3% (2.61) 2% (-1.09) 3% (-1.57) 2% (-4.43)* 2% (-0.86) 

   Public Housing 6% (5.66)* 9% (4.80)* 5% (-6.33)* 4% (-6.83)* 4% (-3.49)* 

   School 28% (0.03) 26% (-1.27) 29% (2.48) 27% (-2.05) 25% (-2.89) 

   Traditional 61% (-2.70) 61% (-0.36) 62% (0.76) 66% (5.10)* 68% (3.64)* 

ADA      

   0-49 8% (6.77)* 8% (-0.11) 7% (-6.23)* 6% (-7.66)* 5% (-5.46)* 

   50-174 65% (4.50)* 69% (2.06) 62% (-3.41)* 59% (-5.99)* 54% (-5.60)* 

   175+ 26% (-10.30)* 23% (-3.04)* 31% (8.38)* 35% (12.99)* 41% (11.26)* 

      

n 83,876 1,091 22,673 9,984 2,170 

Note. Percentage of youth within each profile are presented, along with adjusted standardized residuals in parentheses; The proportion 

of profiles across each site-level characteristic was significantly different at p < .05, and the effect sizes did not meet criteria for a 

small effect; Positive standardized residuals indicate a larger percentage of youth than expected by chance; Negative standardized 

residuals indicate a smaller percentage of youth than expected by chance; ES = Emotional Safety; ADA = Average Daily Attendance. 

*p < .05 after Bonferroni correction (.05 / 15 = .003 for Community Type and ADA, and .05 / 25 = .002 for Site Type).  
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Table 3.17 Percentages and Adjusted Standardized Residuals for Profiles by Site-Level Characteristics among Teens 

 (1) Above 

Average 

Profile 

(2) Low 

Belonging and ES 

Profile 

(3) Below 

Average  

Profile 

(4) Very Below 

Average  

Profile 

(5) Negative 

Profile 

Community Type      

   Rural 16% (2.01) 12% (-2.83) 15% (-1.93) 14% (-1.38) 14% (-0.84) 

   Suburban 25% (-1.26) 23% (-1.02) 26% (1.18) 29% (2.53) 29% (1.35) 

   Urban 59% (-0.21) 65% (2.13) 59% (0.22) 57% (-0.95) 57% (-0.45) 

Site Type      

   Native American   2% (-0.51) 1% (-1.74) 2% (0.96) 3% (1.91) 1% (-1.73) 

   Other 3% (1.16) 3% (0.45) 3% (-1.98) 3% (0.05) 3% (-0.51) 

   Public Housing 7% (3.63)* 7% (-0.43) 6% (-5.09)* 6% (-1.14) 4% (-2.23) 

   School 22% (-3.33)* 23% (-0.21) 26% (5.12)* 24% (0.82) 26% (1.02) 

   Traditional 65% (0.65) 66% (0.48) 64% (-1.16) 64% (-0.47) 67% (0.54) 

ADA      

   0-49 13% (3.89)* 9% (-2.59) 10% (-4.41)* 10% (-2.44) 8% (-2.49) 

   50-174 61% (1.20) 64% (1.20) 59% (-1.64) 58% (-1.40) 57% (-0.88) 

   175+ 27% (-4.31)* 28% (-0.07) 30% (5.30)* 33% (3.66)* 35% (2.92) 

      

n 31,461 813 11,197 1,560 438 

Note. Percentage of teens within each profile are presented, along with adjusted standardized residuals in parentheses; The proportion 

of profiles across each site-level characteristic was significantly different at p < .05, and the effect sizes did not meet criteria for a 

small effect; Positive standardized residuals indicate a larger percentage of teens than expected by chance; Negative standardized 

residuals indicate a smaller percentage of teens than expected by chance; ES = Emotional Safety; ADA = Average Daily Attendance. 

*p < .05 after Bonferroni correction (.05 / 15 = .003 for Community Type and ADA, and .05 / 25 = .002 for Site Type).  
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4 DISCUSSION 

Researchers have documented a positive association between youth program quality and 

positive youth outcomes, including social competence (e.g., Chapman et al., 2017; Durlak et al., 

2010; Dworkin et al., 2003; Wright et al., 2006; Yohalem & Wilson-Ahlstrom, 2010). Most of 

this research has utilized a variable-centered approach to examine how individual aspects of 

program quality, such as supportive relationships and youth engagement, are associated with 

developmental outcomes (Denault & Poulin, 2016). The primary aims of this study were to 1) 

utilize a person-centered approach to identify profiles of program participants based on their 

perceptions of multiple indicators of program quality; 2) examine cross-sectional and 

longitudinal associations among profiles of program quality and social competence outcomes; 

and 3) determine whether profiles of program quality were associated with site-level 

characteristics (e.g., average daily attendance, community location).  

The first aim of this study was largely exploratory given the lack of research into how 

young people experience multiple aspects of program quality. For both youth (9-12 years old) 

and teens (13-18 years old), five profiles of program quality were identified: Above Average, 

Low Belonging and Emotional Safety, Below Average, Very Below Average, and Negative. For 

the second aim of this study, the hypothesis was based on the social development model which 

suggests that youth who develop a positive bond to an important institution, such as a YDP, will 

be more likely to adopt its social norms (Catalano & Hawkins, 1996; Hawkins & Weis, 1985). 

Thus, it was hypothesized that young people would only report high levels of social competence 

if they had profiles with high ratings for the social bond-related indicators of program quality 

(i.e., positive adult connections, sense of belonging, fun/engagement). Furthermore, it was 

hypothesized that youth profiles with high ratings for social bond-related indicators of program 
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quality and social norms-related indicators of program quality (i.e., physical and emotional 

safety, staff expectations, staff recognition) would be associated with even higher levels of social 

competence. These hypotheses were partially supported. Specifically, profiles with higher ratings 

for social-bond and social-norms related indicators of program quality tended to be associated 

with higher levels of social competence. However, there was one profile of participants that 

endorsed high ratings for all components of program quality except for Belonging (one of the 

social bond-related indicators of program quality) and Emotional Safety (one of the social 

norms-related indicators of program quality), and these participants still reported high levels of 

social competence.  

The hypothesis for the last aim of this study was also partially supported. As 

hypothesized, there was a higher proportion of youth (9-12 years old) and teens (13-18 years old) 

that were categorized in the Above Average profile at sites that serve the smallest number of 

participants (up to 49 per day on average). Although statistically significant in the direction that 

was hypothesized, the effect size did not reach criteria for practical significance. Hypotheses 

were not specified for the other site-level characteristics (i.e., community location, facility type) 

given the limited evidence related to these site-level characteristics and youth perceptions of 

program quality.  

4.1 Profiles of Program Quality 

The majority of youth (9-12 years old) and teens (13-18 years old) were classified in the 

“Above Average” profile (70.0% of youth and 69.2% of teens), indicating that the majority of 

participants have positive experiences across all aspects of program quality examined in this 

study. This is consistent with one previous study that examined profiles of young people’s 

experiences within organized extracurricular activities. Denault and Poulin (2016) examined 
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experiences related to program quality (such as social integration and support from activity 

leaders) and experiences related to youth outcomes (such as the development of emotion 

regulation and social skills). These researchers found that 60.9% of 412 participants were 

classified in a “High” category (with all ratings about 0.5 standard deviations above average). In 

Denault and Poulin’s study and the current study, around two-thirds of participants provided 

above average ratings for all indicators of the latent profiles. These findings provide evidence 

that the majority of youth program participants have positive experiences across multiple 

domains. This is promising given that program quality and positive youth program experiences 

are associated with positive outcomes (Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2016; Smith et al., 2017; Yohalem 

& Wilson-Ahlstrom, 2010). 

Three of the other profiles included below average ratings for all aspects of program 

quality. However, since the average score for each indicator of program quality was quite high, 

for the Below Average and Very Below Average profiles the ratings for most of the program 

quality indicators still reflect positive-to-neutral perceptions of program quality. In contrast, the 

“Negative” profile included negative perceptions of each program quality indicator. It is 

noteworthy that a very small percentage of teens were classified into the Negative profile (about 

1.0% of teens). The low percentage of teens classified in the Negative profile is consistent with 

previous research documenting a positive association between age and program quality ratings 

(e.g., Kuperminc et al., 2019; Ramey et al., 2018). One potential explanation for this finding is 

that teens who have negative experiences may be more likely to stop attending the program 

because they often have more autonomy and more options for how they spend their time 

afterschool (Deschenes et al., 2010).  
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The vast majority of youth and teens were classified into profiles with similar ratings for 

all indicators of program quality (i.e., Above Average, Below Average, Very Below Average, 

Negative). This is consistent with the one previous study that examined young people’s 

experiences within organized extracurricular activities. Specifically, Denault and Poulin (2016) 

found that young people were classified into three categories with similar ratings for multiple 

experiences (e.g., social integration, support from activity leaders): “High” (with all ratings about 

0.5 standard deviations above average), “Average” (with all ratings about 0.5 standard deviations 

below average), and “Low” (with all ratings from 0.5 to 2.3 standard deviations below average). 

Although the body of evidence is small, the available data suggest that most young people tend 

to rate their experiences within youth programs in a similar way.  

Participants’ similar ratings across multiple aspects of program quality is also consistent 

with a confirmatory factor analysis that examined five of the seven indicators of program quality 

included in this study (i.e., fun, sense of belonging, emotional safety, physical safety, adult 

connections; Kuperminc et al. 2019). Kuperminc and colleagues found that a one-factor model 

fit the data better than a two-factor model (one factor was composed of emotional safety and 

physical safety, and a second factor was composed of the three other indicators of program 

quality). This suggests that the five indicators of program quality may reflect one underlying 

construct (Kline, 2005): participants’ overall experience of program quality. Although other 

researchers have identified multiple-factor models when examining other program quality items, 

the factors are often highly correlated. For example, Bean and Forneris (2016) conducted an 

exploratory factor analysis using 19 items related to program quality and they found 4 factors: 

adult support and structure, empowered skill-building, expanding horizons, and negative 

experiences. The magnitude of the correlations among the three positive factors was large.  
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Taken together, research findings indicate that most participants experience multiple 

aspects of program quality in a similar way. Conceptually, the different components of program 

quality reinforce each other (Bean & Forneris, 2016). For example, if participants have a lot of 

fun at a program, they likely feel a sense of belonging and have positive relationships. In 

addition, feeling emotionally and physically safe can provide the foundation for participants to 

relax and have fun. On the other hand, if participants do not feel safe at a program, they may be 

less likely to have fun, feel a sense of belonging, have positive relationships with staff, etc. 

Although the data suggest that youth experience most aspects of program quality in a 

consistent way, it is also possible that this finding is exaggerated by response bias (Serido et al., 

2011). Specifically, young people are more likely (compared to adults) to agree with items 

without regard to the items’ content ("acquiescence"; Navarro-González et al., 2016). Social 

desirability may also play a role. Both acquiescence and social desirability may contribute to the 

high percentage of youth that rate all aspects of program quality highly. Other response biases, 

such as the tendency to disagree with items (“counter- acquiescence”; Rammstedt & Farmer, 

2013), could also contribute to profiles in which participants rated all indicators of program 

quality below average. Future research should examine the role of response bias in program 

participants’ ratings of multiple program quality indicators.  

One of the five profiles for both youth (9-12 years old) and teens (13-18 years old) did 

not include consistent ratings for all indicators of program quality. Specifically, there was one 

profile with low ratings for Belonging and Emotional Safety, and high ratings for all other 

program quality components. The percentage of participants in this profile was very small for 

youth (0.9%) and teens (1.8%), and therefore it is important for future research to replicate this 

finding in samples large enough for such a small profile to be detected. However, the fact that 
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this profile emerged in both subsamples and included over 1,000 youth and 800 teens suggests 

that this profile reflects a real subgroup of program participants.  

It is surprising that some participants lack a sense of belonging and do not feel 

emotionally safe, yet they have close relationships with adults, have fun, feel physically safe, and 

perceive that adults have high expectations and recognize their positive behaviors. There are a 

few potential explanations for these participants’ experiences. Many of the items that make up 

the Belonging and Emotional Safety measures may reflect participants’ perceptions of the Club 

as an institution, rather than relationships with individual people within the Club. For example, 

the Belonging measure asks whether participants “feel like [their] ideas count here” and the 

Emotional Safety measure asks whether “this Boys & Girls Club has rules for how people are 

supposed to treat each other.” In contrast, many of the other measures ask more directly about 

staff or adults at the Club, rather than perceptions of the Club as a whole. It is also noteworthy 

that a larger percentage of teens (1.8%) than youth (0.9%) were classified into the Low 

Belonging and Emotional Safety category, suggesting that teens may be better able to 

differentiate these more subtle dimensions of program quality.  

Another potential explanation for the existence of the Low Belonging and Emotional 

Safety profile is based on the covariate analyses. Youth in the Low Belonging and Emotional 

Safety profile were significantly more likely to receive free/reduced-price lunch than youth in all 

other profiles (the effect size was not practically significant for the comparison with the Above 

Average profile), and this same trend was present for teens. Since free/reduced-price lunch is an 

indicator of low-income status and living in a low-income community increases the risk of 

trauma exposure (Kiser & Black, 2005), it is possible that participants in the Low Belonging and 

Emotional Safety profile have experienced higher rates of traumatic stressors. Young people who 
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have experienced trauma or other difficulties in their lives may struggle to develop a sense of 

emotional safety and belonging (Corrales et al., 2016; Overstreet & Mathews, 2011; Shonkoff et 

al., 2012; Villalta et al., 2018). Despite such challenges, these youth may be able to display 

resilience by forming close relationships, having fun with their peers, etc. (Khanlou & Wray, 

2014). Unfortunately, the available data did not permit an assessment of the extent to which 

participants had experienced prior trauma; thus, such a possibility cannot be further explored in 

this study. Additional research, including qualitative research and studies with direct data on 

trauma exposure, is needed to better understand the experiences of these young people.  

4.2 Individual- and Site-Level Characteristics Associated with Profiles of Program 

Quality 

Most individual-level characteristics (i.e., age, gender, years of membership, frequency of 

attendance) did not meaningfully predict classification into profiles of program quality for youth 

or teens. Indeed, free/reduced-price lunch status was the only individual-level characteristic that 

was associated with profiles of program quality and had a practically significant effect size 

(described above). 

However, these results do not necessarily indicate that individual-level characteristics are 

unrelated to perceptions of program quality at all youth programs. Instead, the results suggest 

that when examining these associations in aggregate across 2,969 Clubs, there are no clear 

patterns of practical significance. It is possible that individual-level characteristics may influence 

program quality perceptions in different ways at specific programs. For example, Flett, Gould, 

and Lauer (2012) observed 45 sports programs and found that boys’ sports programs were 

characterized by a less welcoming and supportive atmosphere compared to girls’ sports 

programs. As this demonstrates, participants at certain Clubs may be treated in different ways 
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based on individual-level characteristics. However, when examined in aggregate there is not a 

clear pattern of associations among individual-level characteristics and perceptions of program 

quality (Kievit et al., 2013). Roth and Brooks-Gunn (2016) highlight the importance of 

considering the interaction between individual participants and specific program contexts, and 

future research in this area is important for advancing understanding of the role of individual-

level characteristics on perceptions of program quality. 

Similarly, none of the effect sizes for the associations among site-level characteristics 

(i.e., number of young people served, community location, facility type) and profiles of program 

quality reached criteria for practical significance (i.e., an effect size that is at least small in 

magnitude). The limited previous research examining the association between average daily 

attendance and program quality has documented negative correlations that were small in 

magnitude. For example, Kuperminc and colleagues (2019) found small negative associations 

among perceptions of program quality and the number of young people served. Overall, the lack 

of moderate-to-strong associations among site-level characteristics and program quality may be 

due to the multiple factors that can affect program quality. For example, at programs with a large 

number of participants, it may be difficult for staff to build close relationships with participants 

and maintain a structured environment. However, if a Club is very large yet also well-funded 

with a low participant-to-staff ratio, the potentially negative effects of a large Club may be 

minimized. In this way, bivariate associations among individual site-level characteristics and 

profiles of program quality may obscure the combined influence of multiple site-level 

characteristics on program quality (Kievit et al., 2013). Future research that includes multiple 

site-level characteristics (e.g., staff-youth ratios, staff training, funding levels) could explore the 
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role of more nuanced program contexts and individual characteristics on program quality 

perceptions (Deutsch et al., 2017; Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2016). 

4.3 Cross-Sectional and Longitudinal Associations among Profiles of Program Quality 

and Social Competence  

For the cross-sectional and longitudinal analyses, the overall pattern of results is 

consistent with previous variable-centered research that has found positive associations among 

individual components of program quality and developmental outcomes, including social 

competence (e.g., Kataoka & Vandell, 2013; McDonough et al., 2013; Moore & Hamilton, 2010; 

Shernoff, 2010). This same pattern was found in the current study: young people whose profiles 

had more positive ratings for program quality in 2017 tended to report higher levels of social 

competence in 2017 and higher levels of some aspects of social competence in 2018 (controlling 

for baseline levels in 2017). Even after accounting for the cross-sectional associations, profiles 

with more positive program quality ratings were associated with higher levels of some aspects of 

social competence over the course of a year. These findings suggest that positive YDP 

experiences can have lasting positive effects on the development of social competence. Along 

with previous variable-centered research, this study provides support for the growing focus 

among youth program researchers and practitioners on improving program quality as a strategy 

for promoting positive youth outcomes (Fredricks et al., 2017; Yohalem & Wilson-Ahlstrom, 

2010). 

The social development model would predict that profiles with more positive ratings for 

social bond-related and social norms-related components of program quality would be associated 

with higher levels of social competence, and the findings in this study are mostly consistent with 

these predictions. Specifically, profiles with more above average ratings for social bond-related 
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and social norms-related indicators of program quality were frequently associated with higher 

levels of social competence. However, there were four notable exceptions. Youth classified into 

the Low Belonging and Emotional Safety profile reported higher leadership levels than those 

classified into the Above Average profile, and teens in the Low Belonging and Emotional Safety 

profile reported higher levels of leadership, teamwork, and concern for others than their peers in 

the Above Average profile. The percentage of youth and teens in the Low Belonging and 

Emotional Safety profile was very small, and there may be something unique about these young 

people that explains their high reports of social competence. As noted above, one potential 

explanation is that these young people may have difficulty feeling a sense of belonging and 

feeling emotionally safe due to difficult past experiences, yet they may be particularly resilient in 

other domains (e.g., the ability to develop personal relationships) (Corrales et al., 2016; Khanlou 

& Wray, 2014; Oshri et al., 2017; Overstreet & Mathews, 2011; Shonkoff et al., 2012; Villalta et 

al., 2018). In addition, youth and teens in the Low Belonging and Emotional Safety profile rated 

other aspects of program quality very high. Thus, it is possible that young people in this profile 

still felt an overall positive bond to the YDP and were therefore still influenced by the YDP’s 

positive social norms. Follow-up qualitative research with this small, but unique, subset of 

participants might provide valuable insights into the ways that experiences at YDPs are 

associated with the development of social competence.  

4.4 Additional Implications for Research 

The current study is one of the first to examine program quality using a person-centered 

approach, and additional research can build on this study’s findings. Although the current study 

accounted for clustering at the site level, future research can conduct multi-level mixture 

modeling to examine whether there are profiles of Clubs/sites based on quality indicators 
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(Flunger et al., 2019; Van Eck et al., 2017). For example, there may be Clubs that facilitate fun 

and a sense of belonging, but struggle with setting high expectations and reinforcing positive 

behavior. In this way, multi-level mixture modeling can identify Clubs that only facilitate high 

quality experiences in certain areas, thereby helping practitioners prioritize improvement efforts 

at specific sites. In addition, multi-level mixture modeling can provide additional insight into 

how multiple configurations of program quality at the site level are associated with 

developmental outcomes.   

Future research could also examine the bidirectional relations among social competence 

and program quality perceptions. The longitudinal results of this study suggest that program 

quality can facilitate the development of social competence. At the same time, social competence 

may also promote more positive experiences of program quality. Development involves the 

complex interplay among individuals and their contexts (Cantor et al., 2019; Lerner et al., 2013). 

If young people with high levels of social competence attend a YDP, they may be better able to 

navigate the program’s social dynamics which can lead to more positive experiences and, in turn, 

more positive perceptions of program quality (Domitrovich et al., 2017; Milligan et al., 2017). 

Future studies with multiple wave of data could employ statistical techniques, such as cross-

lagged panel analysis, to study these bidirectional associations (e.g., Klein et al., 2018). 

Some of the literature examining the link between YDPs and developmental outcomes 

has emphasized the importance of program activities that focus on skill-building (Deutsch et al., 

2017). For example, in a meta-analysis examining whether afterschool programs facilitate 

personal and social skills, Durlak et al. (2010) found that participants in programs utilizing skill-

building activities that are sequenced, active, focused, and explicit (SAFE) experienced gains in 

all outcomes examined (e.g., positive social behaviors, school grades). However, participants in 
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programs that did not utilize SAFE skill-building activities did not experience gains in any of the 

outcomes examined. The findings of the current study suggest that perceptions of setting 

characteristics (e.g., fun, sense of belonging, positive expectations) can contribute to gains in 

social competence independent of such programming. Future research can explore how 

perceptions of program quality interact with intentional skill-building programming to facilitate 

the development of youth outcomes.  

4.5 Implications for Practice  

The most critical implication for practice is that participants’ experiences of program 

quality matter for the development of  social competence; these findings highlight the importance 

of youth program staff working to improve program quality (e.g., Chapman et al., 2017; Durlak 

et al., 2010; Dworkin et al., 2003; Wright et al., 2006; Yohalem & Wilson-Ahlstrom, 2010). One 

strategy for improving program quality is the use of continuous quality improvement initiatives 

that are being implemented by some YDPs, including BGCA (e.g., Hill, 2019). These initiatives 

involve YDPs examining data on program quality, developing improvement plans (e.g., staff 

trainings, the use of new curricula), and implementing the plans. This process is repeated over 

time to continuously improve program quality.  

The current study found that about 5-10% of young people report very below 

average/negative experiences among all aspects of program quality, and it may be especially 

important to develop strategies to better meet the needs of these young people. Qualitative 

research suggests that it only takes a few young people to disrupt the positive functioning of a 

youth program (Larson & Walker, 2010). It is possible that the disruptive young people are often 

those 5-10% of participants who are classified in the Very Below Average and Negative profiles. 

Identifying these participants, asking about their experiences at the program, and then working to 
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improve the program to better meet these participants’ needs may lead to positive changes for 

these young people and the overall program culture. In addition, since the 5-10% of young 

people in the Very Below Average and Negative profiles reported negative perceptions of all 

components of program quality, a multi-pronged approach for improving program quality may 

be most effective.  

4.6 Study Strengths, Limitations, and Future Directions 

One of this study’s main strengths is the large sample size of over 165,000 program 

participants. The large sample size allowed for the identification of profiles that included only a 

small percentage of youth, since these profiles still contained a substantial number of individuals 

(Ferguson et al., 2019). The large sample size and national sample also contribute to the 

generalizability of the findings.  

One of the limitations of the current study is that it relies solely on young people’s 

perceptions of program quality. Young people’s perceptions are important because they can give 

insight into experiences of program quality that may be missed by other methods, such as 

observational approaches (Baldwin et al., 2015; Bartko, 2005; Silliman & Schumm, 2013). 

However, observational measures are also important because they utilize standardized 

benchmarks when examining multiple programs (Oh et al., 2015). In addition, trained observers 

may be better able to assess certain aspects of program quality, such as the use of structured 

skill-building approaches. Utilizing multiple methods to assess program quality in the same 

study is critical for gathering a more complete understanding of quality and how it is associated 

with developmental outcomes (Deutsch et al., 2017). 

 In addition, these findings may not generalize to all Clubs within the BGCA network or 

to all youth development programs. A majority of BGCA Clubs (approximately 70%) 
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participated in the 2017 National Youth Outcome Initiative surveys that were examined in this 

study. This is a large percentage of the over 4,000 BGCA Clubs, suggesting that the results of 

this study may generalize to all BGCA members. However, it is possible that different profiles of 

program quality perceptions, including profiles with more variability across the indicators of 

quality, could emerge if youth data were examined at other youth programs or at the BGCA 

Clubs that did not participate in the 2017 National Youth Outcome Initiative surveys. Similarly, 

the cross-sectional and longitudinal results also may not generalize to youth programs that were 

not examined in this study. 

Finally, BGCA’s National Youth Outcomes Initiative was not designed as a longitudinal 

study. The current study took advantage of the fact that a sizeable proportion of BGCA 

participants who completed the annual BGCA survey in 2017 also took the survey in 2018. The 

participants that completed both surveys were younger on average and were more likely to attend 

the Club two or more times per week. Although the magnitudes of these differences were small, 

the longitudinal analyses may not be generalizable to the full age range of club participants or to 

participants that attend less regularly, and may be biased in other ways that were not examined. 

However, when comparing participants who completed both surveys to those who only 

completed the 2017 survey, the comparisons did not reach the cut-off for a small effect size for 

gender, free/reduced-price lunch status, years of program membership, program quality 

indicators, and social competence variables. Thus, the longitudinal data appear to be at least 

somewhat representative of the full sample. Moreover, as a strategy to reduce potential bias, 

sample weights were utilized to approximate the longitudinal results to the full sample that 

completed the 2017 survey (Seaman & White, 2013). The longitudinal findings were similar 

when sample weights were and were not used, suggesting minimal bias for the longitudinal 
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sample. However, the findings of this study should be replicated by longitudinal studies in order 

to increase confidence in the findings.  

4.7 Conclusion 

Youth program participants tended to rate various components of program quality in a 

similar way, and approximately 70% of young people rated all aspects of program quality above 

average. Participants that rated multiple aspects of program quality above average often reported 

higher levels of social competence, and sometimes reported higher levels of social competence 

over the course of a year. Thus, it is important for program leaders to prioritize strategies for 

improving program quality, especially for the subgroup of young people that report both low 

perceptions of program quality and low social competence.  
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APPENDICES  

Appendix A: Study Measures 

Appendix A.1: Program Quality/Club Experience Measures 

Sense of Belonging. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements?  

1. I feel like I belong here.  

2. I feel like my ideas count here. 

3. People listen to me here. 

Answer choices: Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree. 

Emotional Safety. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements?  

1. People make sure rules about how we treat each other are followed.  

2. I feel respected by staff at the Boys & Girls Club.  

3. I feel respected by other kids at the Boys & Girls Club. 

4. This Boys & Girls Club has rules for how people are supposed to treat each other. 

Answer choices: Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree. 

Physical Safety. How often do these things happen at the Boys & Girls Club?  

1. I feel safe when I am at the Boys & Girls Club.  

2. If someone wanted to hurt me or beat me up here, someone at the Boys & Girls Club would 

stop them. 

Answer choices: All of the Time, Most of the Time, Sometimes, Never. 

Fun. At the Club…  

1. I have a good time.  

2. I enjoy coming to the Boys & Girls Club.  

3. I have more fun at the Boys & Girls Club than other places I spend time. 
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Answer choices: Not At All True, Not Very True, Sort of True, Very True. 

Adult Caring Relationships. About how many staff at the Boys & Girls Club…  

1. Pay attention to what’s going on in your life? 

2. Would say something to you if something in your life wasn’t going right? 

3. Say something nice to you when you do something good? 

4. Could you talk to if you are upset or mad about something? 

5. Could you go to for help in a crisis? 

6. Could you go to if you need advice about personal problems? 

Answer choices: None, One, Two or Three, More than Three. 

Staff Expectations. At the Club…  

1. There is an adult who believes that I will be a success.  

2. There is an adult who expects me to follow the rules. 

3. There is an adult who always wants me to do my best. 

Answer choices: Not At All True, Not Very True, Sort of True, Very True. 

Staff Recognition. At the Club…  

1. Staff reward me when I do a good job.  

2. Staff let others know when I do a good job. 

3. Staff notice when I try hard.  

Answer choices: Not At All True, Not Very True, Sort of True, Very True. 

Appendix A.2: Social Competence Measures 

Leadership.  

1. Once I know what needs to be done, I am good at planning how to do it.  

2. I am pretty good at organizing a team of kids to do a project.  
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3. If I’m the leader of a group, I make sure that everyone in the group feels important.  

4. I feel like I can stand up for what I think is right, even if my friends disagree. 

Answer choices: Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, and Strongly Disagree. 

Conflict Resolution.  

1. When I have problems with other people my age, I talk to an adult about it.  

2. When I have problems with other people my age, I push or hit the other person so that it 

doesn’t happen again. 

3. When I have problems with other people my age, I yell at them.  

4. When I have problems with other people my age, I talk things over with them. 

5. When other people my age try to hit or push me around, I fight back. 

Answer choices: Very True, Sort of True, Not Very True, Not True at All. 

Teamwork.  

1. I listen to what other people say. 

2. I am willing to do whatever the group needs me to do. 

Answer choices: Very True, Sort of True, Not Very True, Not True at All. 

Concern for Others. 

1. I try to help when I see people in need. 

2. When I make a decision, I try to think about how other people will be affected. 

3. I want to help when I see someone having a problem. 

Answer choices: Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, and Strongly Disagree. 
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Appendix B: Figures of All Latent Profile Analysis Solutions for Youth and Teens  

Solutions are not displayed if the maximum log likelihood value was not replicated. 

 

 

Figure B.1 Two-profile solution for indicators of program quality among youth (9-12 

years old); n = 120,643. 
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Figure B.2 Three-profile solution for indicators of program quality among youth (9-12 years old); n = 120,643. 
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Figure B.3 Four-profile solution for indicators of program quality among youth (9-12 years old); n = 120,643. 
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Figure B.4 Five-profile solution for indicators of program quality among youth (9-12 years old); ES = Emotional Safety; n = 

120,643. 
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Figure B.5 Six-profile solution for indicators of program quality among youth (9-12 years old); n = 120,643. 
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Figure B.6 Seven-profile solution for indicators of program quality among youth (9-12 years old); n = 120,643. 
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Figure B.7 Two-profile solution for indicators of program quality among teens (13-18 years old); n = 45,816. 
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Figure B.8 Three-profile solution for indicators of program quality among teens (13-18 years old); n = 45,816. 
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Figure B.9 Four-profile solution for indicators of program quality among teens (13-18 years old); n = 45,816. 
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Figure B.10 Five-profile solution for indicators of program quality among teens (13-18 years old); ES = Emotional Safety; n 

= 45,816. 
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Figure B.11 Seven-profile solution for indicators of program quality among teens (13-18 years old); n = 45,816.
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Figure B.12 Eight-profile solution for indicators of program quality among teens (13-18 years old); n = 45,816. 
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Appendix C: Additional Estimates for Cross-sectional Analyses in 2017 

Table C.1 Additional Estimates for the Cross-Sectional Analysis in 2017 for Youth 

 Leadership Conflict Resolution Teamwork 

Model 1 Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) 

          Age 0.00 (0.00) -0.10 (0.00)* -0.02 (0.00)* 

          Gender (Boy) -0.04 (0.00)* -0.24 (0.01)* -0.04 (0.00)* 

          Attend (Ref.: <1x/week)    

               1x/week 0.00 (0.01) 0.00 (0.01) -0.01 (0.01) 

               2+x/week 0.00 (0.01) -0.03 (0.01) -0.04 (0.01)* 

          Years Member 0.00 (0.00) -0.01 (0.00)* -0.01 (0.00)* 

          Free/reduced-price lunch 0.00 (0.01) -0.15 (0.01)* -0.07 (0.01)* 

     Residual Variance 0.30 (0.00)* 0.48 (0.00)* 0.40 (0.00)* 

     Correlations    

          Conflict Resolution 0.05 (0.00)*   

          Teamwork 0.11 (0.00)* 0.12 (0.00)*  

    

 Concern for Others   

Model 2 Estimate (SE)   

          Age -0.02 (0.00)*   

          Gender (Boy) -0.06 (0.01)*   

          Attend (Ref.: <1x/week)    

               1x/week 0.00 (0.01)   

               2+x/week -0.01 (0.01)   

          Years Member -0.01 (0.00)   

          Free/reduced-price lunch -0.01 (0.01)   

     Residual Variance  0.33 (0.00)*   

Note: Unstandardized estimates are presented; N = 120,643 for Model 1 and N = 61,238 for Model 2; SE = 

Standard error; Ref. = Reference group. * p < .05 after Bonferroni correction (.05 / 24 = .002 for Model 1, and .05 / 

7 = .007 for Model 2).  
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Table C.2 Additional Estimates for the Cross-Sectional Analysis in 2017 for Teens 

 Leadership Conflict Resolution Teamwork 

Model 1 Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) 

          Age 0.02 (0.00)* 0.04 (0.00)* 0.03 (0.00)* 

          Gender (Boy) -0.03 (0.01)* -0.17 (0.01)* -0.01 (0.01) 

          Attend (Ref.: <1x/week)    

               1x/week -0.02 (0.01) -0.02 (0.01) -0.03 (0.01) 

               2+x/week -0.03 (0.01)* -0.02 (0.01) -0.05 (0.01)* 

          Years Member 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 

          Free/reduced-price lunch 0.00 (0.01) -0.12 (0.01)* -0.06 (0.01)* 

     Residual Variance 0.29 (0.00)* 0.38 (0.00)* 0.34 (0.00)* 

     Correlations    

          Conflict Resolution 0.03 (0.00)*   

          Teamwork 0.09 (0.00)* 0.08 (0.00)*  

    

 Concern for Others   

Model 2 Estimate (SE)   

          Age 0.02 (0.00)*   

          Gender (Boy) -0.03 (0.01)*   

          Attend (Ref.: <1x/week)    

               1x/week -0.02 (0.02)   

               2+x/week -0.04 (0.02)*   

          Years Member 0.00 (0.00)   

          Free/reduced-price lunch -0.02 (0.01)   

     Residual Variance  0.31 (0.01)*   

Note: Unstandardized estimates are presented; N = 45,816 for Model 1 and N = 16,767 for Model 2; SE = Standard 

error; Ref. = Reference group. * p < .05 after Bonferroni correction (.05 / 24 = .002 for Model 1, and .05 / 7 = .007 

for Model 2).  
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Appendix D: Longitudinal Analysis Results without Sample Weights 

Table D.1 Results of the Longitudinal Analysis without Sample Weights for Youth 

Variable 

(1) Above 

Average 

Profile 

(2) Low 

Belonging and 

ES Profile 

(3) Below 

Average 

Profile 

(4) Very Below 

Average  

Profile 

(5) Negative 

Profile 

Significant  

Profile  

Differences 

Model 1       

     Leadership 2.39 (0.04) 2.45 (0.05) 2.28 (0.04) 2.28 (0.04) 2.25 (0.05) 
1 > 3,4,5 

2 > 3,4,5 

     Conflict       

     Resolution  
2.00 (0.05) 2.01 (0.06) 1.97 (0.05) 1.95 (0.05) 1.93 (0.05) 1 > 4 

     Teamwork 2.76 (0.05) 2.79 (0.06) 2.67 (0.04) 2.61 (0.05) 2.60 (0.06) 

1 > 3,4,5 

2 > 3,4,5 

3 > 4 

      n 25,991 339 6,407 2,670 511  

Model 2       

     Concern 

     For Others 
2.49 (0.07) 2.57 (0.08) 2.39 (0.07) 2.38 (0.07) 2.38 (0.09) 

1 > 3,4 

2 > 3,4 

     n 10,582 137 2,506 960 182  

Note: Intercepts of the outcome variables (and standard errors in parentheses) are presented. For Model 1, significant differences are at 

p < .05 after Bonferroni correction (.05 / 30 = .002) and N = 35,918; For Model 2, significant differences are at p < .05 after 

Bonferroni correction (.05 / 10 = .01) and N = 14,367; ES = Emotional Safety.  
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Figure D.1 Effect sizes for profile comparisons in longitudinal analyses without sample 

weights for youth, part 1. Effect sizes represent Cohen’s d (small effect: 0.20 – 0.49). Effect sizes 

are not shown for comparisons that were not significant after Bonferroni correction. N.S. = Not 

Significant. ES = Emotional Safety. 
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Figure D.2 Effect sizes for profile comparisons in longitudinal analyses without sample 

weights for youth, part 2. Effect sizes represent Cohen’s d (small effect: 0.20 – 0.49). Effect sizes 

are not shown for comparisons that were not significant after Bonferroni correction. N.S. = Not 

Significant. ES = Emotional Safety. 
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Table D.2 Results of the Longitudinal Analysis without Sample Weights for Teens 

Variable 

(1) Above 

Average 

Profile 

(2) Low 

Belonging and 

ES Profile 

(3) Below 

Average 

Profile 

(4) Very Below 

Average  

Profile 

(5) Negative 

Profile 

Significant  

Profile  

Differences 

Model 1       

     Leadership 1.82 (0.07) 1.91 (0.08) 1.72 (0.07) 1.77 (0.08) 1.85 (0.12) 
1 > 3 

2 > 3 

     Conflict       

     Resolution  
0.91 (0.07) 0.87 (0.09) 0.86 (0.08) 0.79 (0.08) 0.78 (0.10) 1 > 3,4 

     Teamwork 2.34 (0.08) 2.38 (0.09) 2.23 (0.08) 2.15 (0.09) 2.32 (0.12) 
1 > 3,4 

2 > 4 

      n 6,855 155 2,164 289 62  

Model 2       

     Concern 

     For Others 
1.44 (0.15) 1.45 (0.17) 1.33 (0.14) 1.27 (0.16) 1.48 (0.21) 1 > 3 

     n 1,844 40 528 77 21  

Note: Intercepts of the outcome variables (and standard errors in parentheses) are presented. For Model 1, significant differences are at 

p < .05 after Bonferroni correction (.05 / 30 = .002) and N = 9,525; For Model 2, significant differences are at p < .05 after Bonferroni 

correction (.05 / 10 = .01) and N = 2,510; ES = Emotional Safety.  
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Figure D.3 Effect sizes for profile comparisons in longitudinal analyses without sample 

weights for teens, part 1. Effect sizes represent Cohen’s d (small effect: 0.20 – 0.49). Effect sizes 

are not shown for comparisons that were not significant after Bonferroni correction. N.S. = Not 

Significant. ES = Emotional Safety. 

 

 

 



130 

 

Figure D.4 Effect sizes for profile comparisons in longitudinal analyses without sample 

weights for teens, part 2. Effect sizes represent Cohen’s d (small effect: 0.20 – 0.49). Effect sizes 

are not shown for comparisons that were not significant after Bonferroni correction. N.S. = Not 

Significant. ES = Emotional Safety. 
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Appendix E: Additional Estimates for Longitudinal Analyses 

Table E.1 Additional Estimates for the Longitudinal Analysis with Sample Weights for Youth 

 Leadership Conflict Resolution Teamwork 

Model 1 Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) 

          Dependent Var. in 2017 0.29 (0.01)* 0.41 (0.01)* 0.21 (0.01)* 

          Age 0.00 (0.00) -0.03 (0.00)* 0.01 (0.00) 

          Gender (Boy) -0.05 (0.01)* -0.11 (0.01)* -0.04 (0.01)* 

          Attend (Ref.: <1x/week)    

               1x/week 0.01 (0.02) -0.01 (0.02) -0.01 (0.02) 

               2+x/week -0.01 (0.02) -0.04 (0.02) -0.04 (0.02) 

          Years Member 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 

          Free/reduced-price lunch 0.00 (0.01) -0.08 (0.01)* -0.05 (0.01)* 

     Residual Variance 0.30 (0.00)* 0.39 (0.00)* 0.40 (0.01)* 

     Correlations    

          Conflict Resolution 0.06 (0.00)*   

          Teamwork 0.12 (0.00)* 0.12 (0.00)*  

    

 Concern for Others   

Model 2 Estimate (SE)   

          Dependent Var. in 2017 0.28 (0.01)*   

          Age -0.01 (0.01)   

          Gender (Boy) -0.06 (0.01)*   

          Attend (Ref.: <1x/week)    

               1x/week 0.05 (0.03)   

               2+x/week 0.00 (0.03)   

          Years Member 0.00 (0.00)   

          Free/reduced-price lunch -0.01 (0.02)   

     Residual Variance  0.32 (0.01)*   

Note: Unstandardized estimates are presented; N = 35,918 for Model 1 and N = 14,367 for Model 2; SE = Standard error; Ref. = 

Reference group; Var. = Variable. * p < .05 after Bonferroni correction (.05 / 27 = .002 for Model 1, and .05 / 8 = .006 for Model 2).  
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Table E.2 Additional Estimates for the Longitudinal Analysis with Sample Weights for Teens 

 Leadership Conflict Resolution Teamwork 

Model 1 Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) 

          Dependent Var. in 2017 0.35 (0.01)* 0.44 (0.01)* 0.21 (0.01)* 

          Age 0.03 (0.01)* 0.05 (0.01)* 0.04 (0.01)* 

          Gender (Boy) -0.05 (0.01)* -0.10 (0.01)* -0.06 (0.01)* 

          Attend (Ref.: <1x/week)    

               1x/week 0.02 (0.03) 0.02 (0.03) -0.02 (0.03) 

               2+x/week 0.00 (0.02) 0.02 (0.02) -0.02 (0.02) 

          Years Member 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 

          Free/reduced-price lunch 0.02 (0.02) -0.06 (0.02) -0.06 (0.02)* 

     Residual Variance 0.25 (0.01)* 0.29 (0.01)* 0.32 (0.01)* 

     Correlations    

          Conflict Resolution 0.03 (0.00)*   

          Teamwork 0.10 (0.01)* 0.07 (0.00)*  

    

 Concern for Others   

Model 2 Estimate (SE)   

          Dependent Var. in 2017 0.40 (0.03)*   

          Age 0.05 (0.01)*   

          Gender (Boy) -0.09 (0.02)*   

          Attend (Ref.: <1x/week)    

               1x/week -0.01 (0.05)   

               2+x/week -0.02 (0.04)   

          Years Member -0.01 (0.01)   

          Free/reduced-price lunch 0.01 (0.03)   

     Residual Variance  0.26 (0.01)*   

Note: Unstandardized estimates are presented; N = 9,525 for Model 1 and N = 2,510 for Model 2; SE = Standard error; Ref. = 

Reference group; Var. = Variable. * p < .05 after Bonferroni correction (.05 / 27 = .002 for Model 1, and .05 / 8 = .006 for Model 2).  
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Table E.3 Additional Estimates for the Longitudinal Analysis without Sample Weights for Youth 

 Leadership Conflict Resolution Teamwork 

Model 1 Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) 

          Dependent Var. in 2017 0.29 (0.01)* 0.41 (0.01)* 0.20 (0.01)* 

          Age 0.00 (0.00) -0.03 (0.00)* 0.01 (0.00) 

          Gender (Boy) -0.05 (0.01)* -0.12 (0.01)* -0.04 (0.01)* 

    

          Attend (Ref.: <1x/week)    

               1x/week 0.01 (0.02) 0.00 (0.02) 0.00 (0.02) 

               2+x/week -0.01 (0.02) -0.04 (0.02) -0.03 (0.02) 

          Years Member 0.01 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 

          Free/reduced-price lunch 0.00 (0.01) -0.08 (0.01)* -0.05 (0.01)* 

     Residual Variance 0.29 (0.00)* 0.39 (0.00)* 0.39 (0.01)* 

     Correlations    

          Conflict Resolution 0.06 (0.00)*   

          Teamwork 0.12 (0.00)* 0.12 (0.00)*  

    

 Concern for Others   

Model 2 Estimate (SE)   

          Dependent Var. in 2017 0.29 (0.01)*   

          Age -0.01 (0.01)   

          Gender (Boy) -0.06 (0.01)*   

          Attend (Ref.: <1x/week)    

               1x/week 0.05 (0.03)   

               2+x/week 0.01 (0.03)   

          Years Member 0.00 (0.00)   

          Free/reduced-price lunch -0.01 (0.01)   

     Residual Variance  0.31 (0.01)*   

Note: Unstandardized estimates are presented; N = 35,918 for Model 1 and N = 14,367 for Model 2; SE = Standard error; Ref. = 

Reference group; Var. = Variable. * p < .05 after Bonferroni correction (.05 / 27 = .002 for Model 1, and .05 / 8 = .006 for Model 2).  
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Table E.4 Additional Estimates for the Longitudinal Analysis without Sample Weights for Teens 

 Leadership Conflict Resolution Teamwork 

Model 1 Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) 

          Dependent Var. in 2017 0.35 (0.01)* 0.45 (0.01)* 0.22 (0.01)* 

          Age 0.03 (0.00)* 0.05 (0.01)* 0.04 (0.00)* 

          Gender (Boy) -0.05 (0.01)* -0.10 (0.01)* -0.05 (0.01)* 

          Attend (Ref.: <1x/week)    

               1x/week 0.02 (0.03) 0.01 (0.03) -0.01 (0.03) 

               2+x/week 0.01 (0.02) 0.02 (0.02) -0.01 (0.03) 

          Years Member 0.01 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 

          Free/reduced-price lunch 0.02 (0.01) -0.06 (0.02)* -0.06 (0.02)* 

     Residual Variance 0.25 (0.01)* 0.29 (0.01)* 0.32 (0.01)* 

     Correlations    

          Conflict Resolution 0.03 (0.00)*   

          Teamwork 0.10 (0.00)* 0.07 (0.00)*  

    

 Concern for Others   

Model 2 Estimate (SE)   

          Dependent Var. in 2017 0.39 (0.02)*   

          Age 0.05 (0.01)*   

          Gender (Boy) -0.08 (0.02)*   

           Attend (Ref.: <1x/week)    

               1x/week 0.00 (0.05)   

               2+x/week -0.01 (0.04)   

          Years Member 0.00 (0.00)   

          Free/reduced-price lunch 0.01 (0.03)   

     Residual Variance  0.27 (0.01)*   

Note: Unstandardized estimates are presented; N = 9,525 for Model 1 and N = 2,510 for Model 2; SE = Standard error; Ref. = 

Reference group; Var. = Variable. * p < .05 after Bonferroni correction (.05 / 27 = .002 for Model 1, and .05 / 8 = .006 for Model 2).  
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