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ABSTRACT 
 
 

Carreres-Ponsoda F, Escartí A, Cortell-Tormo JM, Fuster-Lloret V, Andreu-Cabrera E. The relationship 
between out-of-school sport participation and positive youth development. J. Hum. Sport Exerc. Vol. 7, No. 
3, pp. 671-683, 2012. Despite growing evidence that participation in out-of-school activities and especially 
physical activity and sport programs facilitates positive development, little developmental research has 
been conducted on out-of-school sports programs compared with no participation in these activities or 
participation in other activities. Our study examined the participation of youth in out of school sport activities 
compared with participation in other out-of-school activities and the influences in self-efficacy, prosocial 
behaviour and personal and social responsibility. Results showed that youth participating in out-of-school 
sport programs have significant higher levels in self-efficacy, prosocial behavior and personal and social 
responsibility respect to those adolescents participating in other activities or among those who do not 
practice in any kind activity. Key words: OUT OF SCHOOL SPORT ACTIVITIES, POSITIVE YOUTH 
DEVELOPMENT, SELF-EFFICACY, PROSOCIAL BEHAVIOR AND PERSONAL AND SOCIAL 
RESPONSIBILITY. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
It is argued that individual diversity among youth is a result of changing complex relationships an individual 
maintains with her/his context (Bronfenbrenner, 1977, 2001; Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998; Lerner et al., 
2001; Lerner, 2002). The contextual aspect of developmental systems theory is based on Bronfenbrenner's 
(1977, 2001) ecological systems approach and has led to conceptualizations of Positive Youth 
Development (PYD). Accordingly, PYD is fundamentally based on a belief in the inherent human capacity 
for systematic change throughout development and positive improvements in human lived experience are 
thought to be possible (King et al., 2005; Lerner et al., 2005; Lerner et al., 2005; Hoyt et al., 2012). Zarrett 
et al. (2009) suggested that positive youth development includes positive functioning in the present, the 
reduced risk for the development of problem behaviors, and an increased likelihood for healthy adjustment 
in the future. This holistic view links the importance of prevention and promotion, both of which are 
necessary components for youth to become functioning and contributing adults to society.  In order to fully 
understand youth development, it is essential to examine the contexts in which youth are developing and 
the context effects that they experience (Bronfenbrenner, 2001; Lerner, 2002). Specific features of the 
environment can either foster or interfere with positive development (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998).  
Researchers and practitioners argue that high quality, structured out of school programs are environments 
that have the potential to support and promote youth’s development.   
 
The skills and personal strengths that young people should learn to take responsibility for his life, his own 
welfare and the welfare of others have been a major topic of discussion in the literature of PYD. There are 
several specific theories of under the umbrella of PYD, including the interpersonal domains of learning 
experiences (Larson et al., 2006), the ‘5Cs’ measurement model (Lerner et al., 2005), and the 
developmental assets framework (Benson & Scales, 2009). Overall, these approaches have revealed 
numerous characteristics associated with PYD. Furthermore, a general principle shared by these 
approaches is that the more attributes or positive experiences youth acquire (whether the 5Cs, domains of 
learning experiences, or developmental assets), the more likely they are to experience positive 
development. Prosocial behavior, defined as a collaborative behavior and voluntary support to others may 
have an inhibitory effect on antisocial behavior, becoming a key factor for the positive development of 
adolescents (Eccles et al., 2003; Catalano et al., 2004; Benson & Sacles, 2009). Another highlighted 
personal resource to promote PYD is the level of individual self-efficacy (Bandura, 1990, 2001). The social 
cognitive theory describes that perceived self-efficacy affects human functioning and the adjustment and 
adaptation of subject to its environment. Beliefs about personal efficacy contribute to the achievement of 
human empowerment and increased motivation, which positively influences what people think, feel and do. 
Finally, the model of personal and social responsibility Hellison (1985, 2003) highlights the construct of 
responsibility as a key resource in the area of positive development. The personal commitment to take their 
own actions, act in consideration and respect for the value of people are key skills for the PYD. 
 
There is sufficient evidence to state that the variables described (prosocial behavior, self-efficacy and 
personal and social responsibility) are a set of important socio-emotional skills that can be promoted and 
can be learned, which should be encouraged in the educational environment and especially from any out-
of-school sport program (Catalano et al., 2004; Escartí, Pascual & Gutiérrez, 2005; Benson & Sacles, 2009; 
Escartí et al., 2010). 
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Associations between positive youth outcomes and out-of-school sport participation. 
Traditionally, the primary objectives of physical activity programming have been to optimize the motor and 
physiological development of youngsters and extra-curricular sport programs have not been always 
associated with positive developmental outcomes (Petitpas et al., 2004; Petitpas et al., 2005). For example, 
in the US, participation in high school extra-curricular sports has been associated with reports of high levels 
of stress (Larson et al., 2006), as well as increased alcohol use (Eccles & Templeton, 2002). In addition, 
extra-curricular sport involvement has been associated with negative experiences for youth including 
negative peer interaction and inappropriate adult conduct, such as pressuring youth to engage in morally 
questionable behaviours (Hansen et al., 2003). However, there is evidence that if the situational context of 
the sport activity is organized, structured and supervised lead to more positive outcomes (Whitt-Glover et 
al., 2009; Zarrett et al., 2009). Out-of-school sport activities have been associated with increased 
educational aspirations and attainment, positive psychological outcomes, reduced problem behaviours and 
a high contribution to the healthy development of young people (Li et al., 2008; Gutiérrez et al., 2011). 
Additional research indicates that adolescents who reported engaging in regular physical activity tended to 
have better interpersonal relationships with their parents, reported less frequent drug use and depression 
(Field et al., 2001), and experienced fewer feelings of sadness (Brosnahan et al., 2004). Researchers and 
practitioners have recognized physical activity and sport as a potentially powerful vehicle for optimizing the 
physical well-being as well as psychological development of youth (Petitpas et al., 2005) 
 
Documenting the associations between youth outcomes and sport activity participation is challenging due 
to the diversity of out-of-school sport programs and youth’s experiences in those programs. The amount of 
time youth spend in out-of-school programs and the quality of these programs can vary dramatically within 
and across activities. Further research is needed to examine the processes through which sport organized 
programs influence positive experiences. Subsequently, the current study was designed to examine the 
influences of participation in physical activity and sport programs in self-efficacy, pro-social behaviour and 
personal and social responsibility compared with no participation in these activities or participation in other 
kind of activities.  
 
MATERIAL AND METHODS 
 
Participants 
A sample of 363 students (169 girls and 194 boys), aging from 12 to 19 (Mean = 14.41, Standard Deviation 
= 1.65 years), from different urban public schools of the city of Alicante (Spain) participated in the study. 
The socio-economic level of the families of both schools is working-middle class. For the current study 
questions, we divided the sample in four groups of activities: Sports-Only Group (M = 14.03, SD = 1.50 
years) include 113 adolescents who practice sports as the unique out-of-school activity. Sports + Activity 
Group (M = 14.04, SD = 1.53 years) include 131 adolescents who practice sports and at least one other 
organized out-of-school activity. Other Activity Group (M = 14.85, SD = 1.19 years) include 47 adolescents 
who practice at least one out-of-school activity, but this activity does not include sports. Low-Engaged 
Group (M = 14.63, SD = 1.77 years) include 48 adolescents who does not participate in any out-of-school 
activity.  
 
Instruments 
Prosocial Behaviour (Caprara & Pastorelli, 1993; Del Barrio, Aluja & García, 2004). This is a 15-item scale 
that assesses the performance of support, trust and sympathy of adolescents through three possible 
answers (often, sometimes, never). The coefficient alphas detected is 0.74. 
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The Multidimensional Scales of Perceived Self-Efficacy (MSPSE; Bandura, 1990, 2001). To measure self-
efficacy we used two Children’s Self-efficacy Scales related to the subject of our research: Enlisting Social 
Resources (4 items; i.e., How well can you get teachers to help me when I get stuck on schoolwork) and 
Self-Regulatory Efficacy (5 items; i.e., How well can you resist peer pressure to do things in school that can 
get me into trouble). The heading of the scales began with the words “I am able to..." and adolescents had 
to answer in a 5-point Likert-type scale, ranging from not at all confident (1) through absolutely certain (5). 
These scales have been used extensively in research, and their reliability and validity are well established. 
All have previously been shown to have alpha reliabilities ranging from 0.79 to 0.85 (Anderson, Sabatelli & 
Trachtenberg, 2007; Miller , Coombs & Fuqua, 1999). 
 
Personal and Social Responsibility. To measure personal and social responsibility we used the Spanish 
translation (Escartí et al., 2011) of the Personal and Social Responsibility Questionnaire (PSRQ) from Li et 
al. (2008). This questionnaire consists of 14 items, divided into two factors: Social Responsibility (seven 
items, α= 0.79) and Personal Responsibility (seven items; α= 0.80) Questionnaire (Li et al., 2008). Sample 
items include “I try hard” and “I set goals for myself”. Only one item in the PSRQ was negatively worded. 
Adolescents must respond in a 6-point Likert-type scale, ranging from strongly disagree (1) through 
strongly agree (6).  
 
Procedure  
The Headmasters of the different schools were informed about the project and their permission to conduct 
the study was requested. The parents were asked for written authorization for their children to take part in 
the research. The primary investigator informed the students about the anonymity of their responses and 
asked them to give sincere responses. The questionnaires took approximately 25 minutes to complete. 
 
Statistical Analysis  
Descriptive statistics are presented as means±SDs. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) with 
repeated measures was used to assess differences between the psychological variables in the four groups 
(Low-Engaged, Other Activity, Sports-Only and Sports + Activity). This section also took into account the 
homogeneity of variance. For data in which the F ratio was significant post hoc comparisons were 
completed by the least significant difference of DMS. The significance level was set at p<0.05. For the 
analysis we used SPSS 17.0 (SPSS Inc. Chicago, IL, USA). 
 
RESULTS 
 
Descriptive statistics are reported in Table 1. It shows the sample size, means, standard deviations, the 
confidence intervals and interrelationships among the variables between each group used in this study.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Carreres-Ponsoda et al / Out-of-school sport and positive youth development        JOURNAL OF HUMAN SPORT & EXERCISE                                  
 

                     VOLUME 7 | ISSUE 3 | 2012 |   675 
 

 
 
Table 1. Sample size, mean, standard deviation and the confidence interval for the mean at 95% for each 

group in the Prosocial Behaviour, Personal and Social Responsibility and Self-Efficacy measurements. 
 

 

Groups N Mean Standard 
Deviation 

Confidence interval for 
the mean at 95% 

Lower 
limit 

Upper 
limit 

Prosocial 
Behaviour 

Low-Engaged 48 12.46 2.705 11.67 13.24 
Other Activity 47 13.04 2.750 12.24 13.85 
Sports-Only 113 13.27 2.354 12.84 13.71 
Sports+Activity 131 13.77 2.595 13.32 14.22 

Personal 
Responsibility 

Low-Engaged 48 32.06 6.599 30.15 33.98 
Other Activity 47 32.32 5.993 30.56 34.08 
Sports-Only 113 34.44 3.894 33.72 35.17 
Sports+Activity 131 34.74 4.163 34.02 35.46 

Social 
Responsibility 

Low-Engaged 48 32.83 7.421 30.68 34.99 
Other Activity 47 32.9 6.925 30.46 34.52 
Sports-Only 113 35.72 4.290 34.92 36.52 
Sports+Activity 131 34.73 5.411 33.79 35.66 

Self-efficacy 
for enlisting 

social 
resources 

Low-Engaged 48 14.94 3.076 0.444 14.04 
Other Activity 47 15.70 2.225 0.325 15.5 
Sports-Only 113 16.04 2.623 0.247 15.56 
Sports+Activity 131 16.06 2.916 0.255 15.56 

Self-
Regulatory 

Efficacy 

Low-Engaged 48 20.75 5.196 19.24 22.26 
Other Activity 47 19.83 4.512 18.50 21.15 
Sports-Only 113 21.64 4.652 20.77 22.50 
Sports+Activity 131 21.96 4.445 21.19 22.73 

 
 
Prosocial Behaviour 
The Sports + Activity Group had significantly higher levels of prosocial behaviour than Low-Engaged Group 
[F (1.313) = 0.431 p = 0.003]. Sports-Only Group had slightly lower levels of Prosocial Behaviour than 
Sports + Activity Group [F (0.479) = 0.328 p = 0.131]. Finally, Other Activity Group did not showed any 
significantly differences (see Figure 1). 
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Figure 1. Total results of Prosocial Behaviour levels of each group. Low-Engaged (L-E), Other Activity (O-
A), Sports-Only (S-O) and Sports + Activity (S+A). **p<0.05. 

 
 
 
Personal and Social Responsibility 
First of all, we describe the results of the first factor of the questionnaire that measures personal 
responsibility. In this case, the Sports + Activity and the Sports-Only Groups had similarly high levels of 
personal responsibility [F (0.298) = 0.614 p = 0.628]. Low-Engaged Group had statistically significant lower 
levels of personal responsibility than the Sports + Activity Group [F (2.678) = 0.806, p = 0.001] and the 
Sports-Only Group [F (2.380) = 0.823 p = 0.004]. Other Activity Group also showed statistically significant 
lower levels compared with Sports + Activity Group [F (2.421) = 0.813 p = 0.003] and Sports-Only Group [F 
(2.123) = 0.829 p = 0.011]. Low-Engaged and Other Activity Groups had similarly low-levels of personal 
responsibility [F (0.257) = 0.981 p = 0.794] (see Figure 2). 
 
The factor related to social responsibility showed similar results than personal responsibility items. The 
Sports + Activity had statistically significant higher levels of social responsibility than the Other Activity 
Group [F (2.236) = 0.959 p = 0.020] and the Low-Engaged Group [F (1.892) = 0.952 p = 0.048]. In the 
same line, the Sports-Only Groups had statistically significant higher levels of social responsibility than the 
Other Activity Group [F (3.227) = 0.979 p = 0.001] and the Low-Engaged Group [F (2.883) = 0.972 p = 
0.003]. No differences were found between the Low-Engaged and the Other Activity Group (see Figure 3). 
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Figure 2. Total results of the Personal Responsibility levels of each group. Low-Engaged (L-E), Other 

Activity (O-A), Sports-Only (S-O) and Sports + Activity (S+A). **p<0.05. 
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Figure 3. Total results of the Social Responsibility levels of each group. Low-Engaged (L-E), Other Activity 

(O-A), Sports-Only (S-O) and Sports + Activity (S+A). **p<0.05. 
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Perceived Self-Efficacy 
The first factor we measured is Self-efficacy for enlisting social resources. The Sports + Activity and the 
Sports-Only Groups had similarly high levels of Perceived Self-Efficacy [F (0.017) = 0.354, p = 0.962]. 
Sports + Activity Group had statistically significant higher levels of Self-efficacy for enlisting social 
resources than the Low-Engaged Group [F (1.124) = 0.465, p = 0.016]. The Sports-Only Group showed 
statistically significant differences compared with the Low-Engaged Group [F (1.107) = 0.475, p = 0.020]. 
Low-Engaged and Other Activity Groups had similarly low-levels of Self-efficacy for enlisting social 
resources [F (0.765) = 0.566 p = 0.178] (see Figure 4). 
 
The second factor of the scale is Self Regulatory Efficacy. Sports + Activity Group had statistically 
significant higher levels of Self Regulatory Efficacy than the Other Activity Group [F (2.132) = 0.788, p = 
0.007]. The Sports-Only Group also showed statistically significant differences compared with the Other 
Activity Group [F (1.807) = 0.805, p = 0.025] (see Figure 5). 
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Figure 4. Total results of Self-efficacy for enlisting social resources levels of each group. Low-Engaged (L-
E), Other Activity (O-A), Sports-Only (S-O) and Sports + Activity (S+A). **p<0.05. 
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Figure 5. Total results of Self-Regulatory Efficacy levels of each group. Low-Engaged (L-E), Other Activity 

(O-A), Sports-Only (S-O) and Sports + Activity (S+A). **p<0.05. 
 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The current investigation evaluated how youth spend time across multiple organized and unstructured 
activities and examined the effects of the adolescents’ out-of-school activity participation in relation with 
various psychosocial skills. Initially, studies considering the developmental outcomes related to organized 
activity involvement compared participants in one or more activities to nonparticipants, thus treating 
involvement as an “all-or-nothing,” dichotomous variable (Eccles & Templeton, 2002; Fredricks & Eccles, 
2006; Zarrett et al. 2009). This approach fails to capture important differences between individuals in the 
intensity, duration, and nature of their involvement. Overall, results from this study demonstrated that the 
Sports + Activity Group had the highest levels in all the psychosocial skills and the Low-Engaged Group 
showed the lower effects on all indicators evaluated. The results of this study were consistent with previous 
research in urban school settings (Whitt-Glover et al., 2009). Our research yields similar results than Zarrett 
et al. (2009) in terms of confirming that the pathway of sports and at least one additional organized activity 
(Sport + Activity) was linked to the highest levels of Positive Youth Development.  
 
In terms of Prosocial Behaviour, higher levels of prosocial behaviors in adolescence were directly 
associated with participation in sports and other organized activities. The present findings are consistent 
with prior research on the relationships between prosocial behaviors and extracurricular activities, and add 
to the accumulating evidence regarding the importance of programs designed specifically to enhance 
prosocial competencies in sport programs (Lerner et al., 2005; Carlo et al., 2007). Sport is a context in 
which prosocial behaviors can be learned. Nevertheless, there is no guarantee that the demonstration of 
prosocial behavior will increase with the introduction of sport alone (Jones et al., 2009). 
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Our results related to out-of-school activities and self-efficacy are similar to several studies that have shown 
that sport participants report higher levels of self-efficacy than non-sport participants (Morris, Sallybanks, 
Willis, Makkai, 2003; Pedersen & Seidman, 2004; Perkins & Noam, 2007). Furthermore, such research 
needs to incorporate the study of mediating factors that may help us to understand the differences between 
out of school activities and self-efficacy.  
 
The development of personal and social responsibility within individuals should be a more concerted focus 
for developmental scholars and youth practitioners (Wray-Lake & Syvertsen, 2011). Few studies have been 
conducted to measure the relationship between personal and social responsibility and out of school 
activities. Our study was designed to address these limitations and we found that participating in sport and 
at least one additional organized activity was linked to the highest levels of personal and social 
responsibility. As important as its health benefits are for children, sport offers more for their development 
than just a form of exercise to reduce the risk of developing lifestyle diseases. For many children and young 
people, sport forms a significant out-of-school activity for their lives, shaping their development into 
members of society and the sorts of people they become.  The results in personal and social responsibility 
of youth who were not involved in any out-of-school activities did not differ from those who were involved in 
other activities different from sports.  
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
In our study we have shown that sports participation alone, or participation in any out-of-school activity, 
alone, does not tell the whole story of PYD. The pathway of sports and at least one additional organized 
activity (Sport + Activity) was linked to the highest levels of Positive Youth Development. There is nothing 
about sport itself that is magical or brings a spontaneous gain of life skills. Being on the field or the court 
does not contribute to positive youth development. It is the experience of sport that may facilitate this result.  
Most studies of extracurricular or leisure activities have focused on the time youths spend in various 
activities in relation to behavioral outcomes in a cross-sectional and correlational design. However, a more 
holistic perspective is needed to focus on the potential of physical activity to impact multiple domains of 
development. Only few studies have examined variations across activity contexts or have used indicators 
beyond participation to predict behavioral outcomes. We need to dig deeper into the impact of 
combinations of out-of-school activities on PYD. Finally, to move toward a causal model of activities and 
adolescent functioning, future research must consider the mechanisms through which activities exert their 
influence on development. 
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