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ABSTRACT 

 

Positive Youth Development: The Effects of a Resiliency-Based Afterschool Program 

 

Lindsey Brown 
State University of New York at Cortland 

2010 
 
The purpose of this study was to examine the impact of an afterschool program instituted 
at a local elementary school in Central New York. The program was developed using 
concepts promoted by research experts in the fields of resiliency, benefits-based 
programming, afterschool programming and aggressive behavior. The goals of the 
program are three-fold: (1) to increase resiliency among participants, (2) reduce the 
occurrences of aggressive behaviors (i.e., bullying), and (3) increase academic 
performance across the target population (5th and 6th graders). A self-report survey 
measuring one’s perceived levels of resiliency was given to 129 students. A 
nonequivalent control group quasi-experimental design was used. Of the students that 
completed the survey, 19 were eligible to participate in the study; 13 as participants in the 
afterschool program, and six as non-participants in the afterschool program. The mean 
scores were compared using paired samples t-tests and gain scores were compared using 
independent t-tests. The results of the paired samples t-tests indicated that those who 
participated in the afterschool program showed a significant increase (p= 0.045) in 
resiliency scores from pretest to post-test. The program had a positive impact on 
aggressive behavior as evidenced by the 62% decrease of referrals during the program. It 
was concluded that 5th and 6th graders who participate in a program, such as the one 
developed and tested in this study, have a heightened perception of their own levels of 
resiliency. Moreover, qualitative feedback indicated that the program was academically 
beneficial to the students. 
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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND 

 

Traditionally, professionals have focused on the shortcomings of children, and 

thereby neglecting to foster strengths, thus inhibiting their growth. More recently, the 

youth development movement has taken a more strengths-based approach to achieve 

positive developmental outcomes. The strengths-based technique is a constructivist 

approach that deemphasizes pathology and instead builds interventions based on the 

strengths of the individuals (Cheon, 2008). Particular attention is paid to values, 

strengths, potential within the child, school and community, and self-determination 

(Cheon). Positive psychology is another approach where these types of psychologists do 

not deny or ignore the problems that young people face; rather, they strive to supplement 

the traditional psychology practices by offering positive life engagements, including 

subjective experiences, individual traits, relationships, groups and institutions (Park, 

2008). Moreover, programs that incorporate positive prevention principles into their 

programs have been found to be significantly more effective in achieving their goals with 

at-risk youth (Cheon).  

The concept of resiliency is more than being able to respond to difficult 

situations; it is the realization of cognitive capabilities, self-regulating behaviors and 

building of social support networks (Brennan, 2008). Recreation and leisure professionals 

promote youth development in part, by designing programs to build protective factors 
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that use the concepts of resiliency (Ellis, Braff & Hutchinson, 2001). Resiliency is 

described as the ability to “bounce back,” to withstand hardship and repair one’s self- 

reparation (Wolin & Wolin, 1993). In Wolin and Wolin’s conceptualization of resiliency, 

there are seven constructs that must be present in order to exude resiliency: insight, 

independence, relationships, initiative, creativity, humor and morality. In order to 

measure the level of perceived resiliency that an individual senses, Hurtes (1999) 

developed is a 40 item, likert type scale called the Resiliency Attitudes and Skills Profile 

(RASP).  

Though some research argues that resiliency is innate, it is imperative for some 

children to be exposed to “protective factors” (e.g., positive role model, strong 

friendships, etc.) that help combat “risk factors,” (e.g., abusive upbringing, low 

socioeconomic status, etc.) thus assisting them in fostering their own resiliency (Allen, 

Stevens, Hurtes & Harwell, 1998). Through partnerships between youths and adults, 

young people can establish proper coping skills and adults can learn new and innovative 

ways to approach situations (Brennan, 2008). By providing the means for establishing 

these partnerships within a recreation program, the facilitator is encouraging both types 

of resiliency; in this example, the presence of a positive mentor would be an example of a 

protective factor. Additionally, some researchers (Fallon, 2007; Grothaus, 2004) indicate 

that there is a positive correlation with individuals who exhibit resilient mannerisms and 

elevated academic performance; providing them with better skills in listening, as well as, 

giving them scholarly confidence. 

In order to implement programs with a targeted goal in mind, it would be 

beneficial to utilize the programming model of the Benefits Movement. This movement 
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seeks to shift the perception of recreation as a discretionary service to an essential 

preventive, developmental, and rehabilitative human service (Allen et al., 1998). From 

the Benefits Movement, three aspects emerged, Benefits-Based Management (BBM), 

Benefits-Based Awareness (BBA) and Benefits-Based Programming (BBP). The 

Benefits-Based Programming model includes four steps: (a) outcome oriented program 

goals should be identified that are meaningful to the agency, the participants, and other 

stakeholders; (b) program components should be intentionally structured to address the 

stated goals; (c) progress toward desired goals must be assessed; and (d) an organization 

must publicize its outcomes (Hurtes & Allen, 2001). 

Many educational (school-related) programs are created using the idea of a 

targeted outcome. For instance, it is a generally accepted principle that physical education 

(PE) classes play a significant role in fostering positive attitudes toward a healthy 

lifestyle; however, many schools are phasing out the PE requirement, thus creating the 

need for more activity-based afterschool programs (Annesi, 2005). Much of the literature 

has shown that afterschool programming has been effective in decreasing crime, 

increasing achievement levels and strengthening familial and peer bonds; the same goals 

of many youth development programs (Annesi, 2005). 

A rising issue within elementary schools nationwide is aggressive behaviors 

within youth, potentially leading towards peer victimization. It is important to note that 

for the purpose of this study, the more common and widespread occurrences of 

victimization are addressed, and not the isolated incidents of the highly publicized school 

tragedies such as shootings and other lethal hostilities. For this study, bullying is defined 

as hostile behavior that is intentional and directed towards another individual, usually 
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involving an imbalance of power or strength; incidents are usually repetitive (Cummings, 

1999). Some researchers have identified different types of bullying: direct bullying, 

which involves threats, teasing and taunts; verbal bullying, involving similar actions and 

including name calling, spreading rumors and excluding individuals; physical bullying, 

which includes destruction of property, hitting and physical altercations; and sexual 

harassment, which demeans a person based on their gender or sexual orientation (Beaty 

& Alexeyev, 2008).  

The focus of this study is to foster positive youth development through Benefits 

Based Programming for an afterschool activity, based off the theoretical framework of 

resiliency, to decrease bullying at an elementary school. In the fall of 2009, the 5th and 6th 

graders of an elementary school in Cortland, New York, were introduced to the League 

56 Academy. This program was created by the SUNY Cortland students of REC 280: 

Programming in Recreation, Parks and Leisure Services and REC: 380 Leadership in 

Recreation, Parks and Leisure Services in order to promote resiliency in the students at 

the elementary school. The elementary students were randomly split into groups 

corresponding to approximately three group leaders. The elementary students’ 

participation in the afterschool program, League 56 Academy, was voluntary. League 56 

Academy met twice each week, for eight weeks, and during each week, one of the seven 

resiliency constructs of Wolin and Wolin’s (1993) model is targeted. During the last 

week, groups participate in overall resiliency activities. The SUNY Cortland students 

created weekly activity plans that include activities which they designed to reflect the 

resiliency trait of that week. The SUNY Cortland students visited the elementary school 

twice each week, (Tuesdays and Thursdays) afterschool, and introduced and facilitated 
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their activities to the group. The goal of the program is to foster resiliency in the 5th and 

6th grade students at the elementary school with the expectation that instances of 

aggressive behaviors will decrease within this specific age group.  

A similar program was introduced in eastern Virginia in 2009 to 6th graders at a 

local middle school and was implemented with success (Johnston, 2009). Johnston 

utilized the RASP in order to measure resiliency outcomes, and logged attendance 

because of the drop-in nature of this afterschool program. 

 

Statement of Problem 

 

Although there is much literature focusing on afterschool programs, positive 

youth development and resiliency, aggressive behavior and academic success, there is a 

gap in the literature that brings theory and practice together and focuses on the interplay 

between these components. The purpose of this study was to measure the effects of a 

benefits-based afterschool program in 5th and 6th grade students who participated in the 

League 56 Academy. Specifically, the focus of the study was to measure students’ own, 

perceived level of resiliency. Additionally, this study measured the instances of 

aggressive behavior before, during and after the program was introduced and examined 

the study participants’ academic success.  
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Hypotheses 

 

H1: There will be a decreased number of aggressive behaviors as measured by 

reported number of referrals before, during and after the program. 

H2: Compared to the pre-test scores on the RASP, the experimental group will 

show significantly increased levels of resiliency in post-test scores. 

H3: Fifth and sixth grade students who are able to utilize the academic support 

offered by the SUNY Cortland students will have an increase in academic performance. 

H4: The parent version of the RASP is a valid and reliable measure of resiliency.  

 

Assumptions 

 

It is assumed that participants are able to process the traits of resiliency and 

possess at least a 5th grade reading level. Also, it is presumed that both the students and 

parents will answer the surveys to the best of their abilities and in an honest manner. It is 

also assumed that the students and faculty of SUNY Cortland have correctly programmed 

and facilitated activities for the students of the elementary school that accurately promote 

the resiliency trait, specific to each week’s theme. 

 

Delimitations 

 

The scope of this study is delimited to a single resiliency model. The program, 

though introduced to a similarly aged group of students in Virginia, will be adapted to not 
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only promote the resiliency traits, but also decrease the instances of aggressive behaviors 

among the population. The measurement of overall resilience is delimited to the 

Resiliency and Attitudes Skills Profile (RASP) instrument developed by Hurtes (1999). 

In addition, the instances of aggressive behaviors are restricted to the reported incidents 

only occurring during school hours. 

 

Limitations 

 

This study may be limited because only one developed program will be 

introduced and examined at a single location. This study design limits the external 

validity and the generalizability to multiple populations. Additionally, because of the 

nature of a quasi-experimental design (participants will choose whether or not they 

receive the treatment), there is no randomization and no “control group” designated; only 

a comparison group exists.  

The 5th and 6th graders are self-reporting on the RASP; their actions are not being 

documented or strictly observed, therefore there is a chance for participants to 

misinterpret their answers. Also, during the course of the eight week program, there were 

two weeks that only had one session: the second week targeting humor and the last week, 

which promotes overall resiliency. This is an area of concern because these traits may not 

have been adequately reinforced; therefore the participants may not understand the 

concepts of humor and overall resiliency as well as other traits. 
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Definitions of Terms 

 

(1) Resiliency – ability to bounce back, to withstand hardship and repair oneself; 

(Wolin & Wolin, 1993) there are seven resilience constructs that are identified: 

(a) Insight – ability to understand verbal, body, and situational cues and modify 

behavior accordingly. Three identifiable subcategories of insight are 

understanding, knowing and sensing. 

(b) Independence – ability to separate oneself from risk factors or negative 

consequences; ability to focus on reflection; ability to avoid making decisions 

based off peer pressure; three identifiable subcategories of independence are 

straying, disengaging and separating. 

(c) Relationships – ability to form and maintain healthy relationships; ability to 

understand how to interact with different individuals and groups; three 

identifiable subcategories of relationships are connecting, recruiting and 

attaching. 

(d) Initiative – ability to take charge; ability to be self-determined; ability to 

overcome challenges and meet obstacles head-on; ability to lead; three 

identifiable subcategories of initiative are exploring, working and generating. 

(e) Creativity – ability to generate healthy options and/or alternatives which will 

help to cope with hardships; three identifiable subcategories of creativity are 

playing, shaping and composing. 
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(f) Humor – ability to play and stay light-hearted; ability to focus on and 

recognize positives; ability to not focus on harsh realities; three identifiable 

subcategories of humor are playing, shaping and laughing. 

(g) Morality – ability to recognize one's own values; ability to recognize 

outcomes; ability to see long-term; ability to make decisions that support a 

healthy life; three identifiable subcategories of morality are judging, valuing and 

serving. 

(2) Positive Youth Development – deemphasizes pathology and builds interventions on 

the strengths of the individuals; it focuses particularly on values, strengths and the 

potential within the child (Cheon, 2008) 

(3) Bullying – hostile behavior that is intentional and directed towards another 

individual, usually involving an imbalance of power or strength; actions are usually 

repetitive (Cummings, 1999) 

(4) Benefits-Based Programming – launched in the mid 1990s by the National 

Recreation and Parks Association, an approach in which recreation professionals 

engineer theory-based experiences that are directed at specific, targeted outcomes 

(Hurtes, Allen, Stevens & Lee, 2000) 

(5) Risk Factors – circumstances [e.g., single parent family and/or lower income areas 

(Ellis et al., 2001)] that may lead to undesirable, unhealthy behaviors, increased levels of 

stress and inconsistent parenting (Allen et al., 1998)  

(6) Protective Factors – consist of individual or environmental characteristics that 

promote resiliency (Allen et al., 1998) 
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(7) League 56 Academy – an afterschool program specifically designed for 5th and 6th 

graders that is intentionally programmed to promote resiliency education, increase 

academic performance and decrease occurrences of aggressive behaviors



 

 

 

 

Chapter 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 

 The purpose of this study was to explore the perceived effects of a resiliency-

based, afterschool program. This study paid specific attention to levels of resiliency, 

instances of aggressive behaviors and achievement in academic performance. The key 

sections on this chapter include the following: (a) positive youth development; (b) the 

benefits of afterschool programming; (c) aggressive behavior; (d) resiliency; (e) benefits-

based programming; and (f) summary. 

 

Positive Youth Development 

 

In both social science research and pop culture, there has been a strong focus 

primarily on what is “wrong” with people rather than what is “right” with people (Hurtes 

& Allen, 2001). Traditionally, there has been little attention paid to the strengths-based 

positive youth development perspective in preventing the onset of troubles with 

adolescents. The strengths-based component deemphasizes pathology and builds 

interventions on the strengths of the individuals (Cheon, 2008). It has focused particularly 

on values, strengths and the potential within the child as well as being active in the school 

and community and self-determination (Cheon).  
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In response to the negative, dysfunctional beliefs about youth development, the 

subdiscipline of positive psychology defines positive psychology in the following 

manner: “The scientific study of human strength, resilience, and optimal human 

functioning,” (Kelley, 2003, p. 49). Rather than focusing on treating youthful 

dysfunction, positive psychologists facilitate well-being and resiliency in youth and 

promote pro-social behavior (Kelley, 2003). Kelley suggested that pro-social behavior 

can be encouraged by teaching young people to understand that it is their birthright to 

exercise healthy mental functioning and maximize psychological well-being. Commonly, 

it is assumed that juvenile offenders are in some way, defective; lacking an essential 

quality (i.e., impulse control, self-esteem, cognitive functions, assertiveness, and social 

skills). Kelley wrote that at-risk youth would therefore benefit if they were supplied with 

ways to prevent or control their dysfunctional tendencies by being inundated with 

programming that addressed these characteristics from the outside-in. 

Park (2008) clarified that positive psychologists do not deny or ignore the 

problems that young people face; however, they strive to supplement the general 

psychology practices by offering positive life engagements, including subjective 

experiences, individual traits, relationships, groups and institutions. Good character, some 

would argue, is central to psychological and social well-being (Park, 2008). The term 

character refers to the makeup of an individual’s persona that is morally valued by 

society and is generally associated with positive results regarding school, altruism, and 

acceptance of diversity (Scales, Benson, Leffert & Blyth, 2000).  

In addition to teaching youth about positive approaches to life decisions, the 

instructors and program facilitators need to have a similar positive attitude. If the 
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facilitators do not believe that the interventions they are using will work, the programs 

will fail because the negative attitude they emanate will have a direct impact on the 

success of the program (Shek & Wai, 2008). Programs that incorporate positive 

prevention principles into their design are significantly more likely to be effective in 

achieving goals with at-risk youth (Cheon, 2008).  

 

Strategies and Programs 

 

It may be beneficial for young people involved to be a central part of the process 

when creating and implementing programs (Ellis et al., 2001). Empowering individuals 

and giving them a sense of ownership in a program will engage them and they will 

respect the teachings of a program. 

One approach to finding effective strategies and programs is to adopt the “best 

practices” model. Best practice models are based on research and evaluation and identify 

empirically validated interventions for a specific population and or problem. Cheon 

(2008) pointed out that widespread community programs tend to be more effective than 

less broad programming because any problems that may occur within a community are 

not typically associated with any particular sub-group. Thus, any community efforts 

given to address an issue may address an underlying cause for the problem (Cheon). 

There are multiple strategies that professionals use in order to target positive 

youth development. One such strategy is the Health Realization (HR) principle (Kelley, 

2003). The HR model was applied in crime-ridden cities throughout Florida, California, 

Minnesota, Hawaii and New York. The community program initially targeted youth 



14 

 

truancy and academic performance. Shortly after the program was initiated, it was 

expanded to serve a greater community base and infiltrated schools, receiving support for 

afterschool recreation and tutoring courses. Parents reported that their children were more 

cooperative and increased their involvement in school activity. Schools reported a 

decrease in suspensions, referrals, truancy rates, almost a 100% success rate of students 

passing grade levels, and the police reported no calls for drug trafficking or typical youth 

criminal activities for nearly one full year (Kelley, 2003). 

The Values in Action (VIA) program is an in-school strengths-based design 

focusing on character strengths that contribute to overall optimal human development 

(Park, 2008). Students were given a survey to assess their top personal strengths from a 

list of twenty-four choices. Park concluded that students were most commonly strongest 

in gratitude, humor and love and lesser in strengths in respect to prudence, forgiveness, 

spirituality and self-regulation. After learning their primary strengths, students were then 

given the tools to cultivate their strengths and use what they have learned in their daily 

routine so as to help them lead a productive and fulfilling life (Park). 

The P.A.T.H.S. Program, introduced in Hong Kong had a positive effect on 

decreasing the risk of alcohol, tobacco, drug abuse and violence in at-risk youth (Shek & 

Wai, 2008). Much of the focus of the program was geared towards training the facilitators 

to run the intervention properly. The steps to follow were to (a) present the theory to the 

children, (b) have them demonstrate the skill they are being taught, (c) then practice the 

newly learned skill, (d) give feedback to the youth using constructive criticism, and then 

(e) coach and encourage the children to utilize their knowledge in everyday life (Shek & 
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Wai). Shek and Wai noted that using this model in almost any setting can help reinforce 

the skills children are learning, thus creating more effective programming. 

 

Achievement in Academic Performance 

 

The Health Realization (HR) principle, mentioned above, was applied in a 

remedial reading setting in Miami to 20 randomly selected students (Stewart, 1985 as 

cited in Kelley, 2003). The program lasted six weeks and the students were offered five, 

40 minute lessons each week. The experimental group instructor, who was HR trained, 

spent class time building rapport by telling stories, jokes and focusing on “teachable 

moments” with her students. After the six-week period was over, the students were 

reevaluated (pre-test and post-test method) and the experimental group’s test scores had 

improved significantly more than the control group’s scores in the areas of reading level 

and vocabulary. It was concluded that students experienced accelerated learning rates 

when both instructors and students are in a constructive and tranquil state (Kelley). 

 

Benefits of Afterschool Programming 

 

Many educational (school-related) programs are created using the idea of a 

targeted outcome. For instance, it is a generally accepted principle that physical education 

(PE) classes play a predominant role in fostering positive attitudes toward a healthy 

lifestyle; however, many schools are phasing out the PE requirement (Annesi, 2005). 

Thus, there is a need for more activity-based afterschool programs (Annesi, 2005). When 
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children are not active throughout the day, they tend to have their energy stored up and 

need a release by the time the school day comes to a close. 

Much of the research indicates that between the time children arrive home from 

school and the time parents arrive home from work, there is an increased level of 

delinquent behavior due to a lack in supervision for adolescents (Gottfredson, Cross & 

Soule, 2007). In New York alone approximately 931,686 children (27%) take care of 

themselves afterschool and only 15% (of K-12 students) are able to participate in 

afterschool programs; furthermore, of those who cannot participate, 36% would, if a 

program were available to them (Afterschool Alliance, 2004).  

When defining the most important functions of an afterschool program, 

opportunities for enrichment (i.e.: [a] safety, [b] adult supervision, [c] a relaxed 

environment- academic or cultural, [d] prevention of behavior problems, and [d] 

facilitation of recreational activities) are high in priority (Hofferth, Brayfield, Diech & 

Holocomb as cited in Riggs & Greenberg, 2004). In a 2001 survey, 94% of registered 

voters nationwide, would favor an afterschool program that, “uses public school 

buildings during afterschool hours five days a week to provide children with fun, 

enriching learning opportunities that extend beyond school’s traditional academic style, 

that challenge them and give them more individualized attention,” (Afterschool Alliance, 

2001 p. 2). Generally, students who participated in a high-quality afterschool program 

tended to have more positive work habits than those students who were unsupervised 

during afterschool time (Reisner, et al., 2007). 

Borden, et al., 2005 made an astute observation concerning a child’s motivation 

for participating in out-of-school activities; are the outcomes and benefits the same for 
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intrinsically and extrinsically motivated students?  Borden, et al., identified four major 

categories regarding intrinsic and extrinsic reasons regarding why youths feel they should 

participate in out-of-school programs: (a) afterschool programs help children stay off the 

streets, (b) youths feel they have the ability to learn new things in afterschool programs, 

(c) youths can participate to avoid boredom, and (d) youths enjoy activities that are fun. 

Students specifically mentioned that they liked the feeling of proving to people that they 

can be successful, that they had fun, and that they were given a chance to escape the 

confines of their home; in both a physical and philosophical sense (Borden, et al.). 

Borden and colleagues also identified four major constraints infringing upon youth’s 

ability to participate in an activity (a) lack of time, (b) other interests, (c) adverse 

impressions of the youth center and lastly,(d) parental restrictions that prevented them 

from participating. 

Five key recommendations were devised for designing youth programs in order to 

increase participation levels (Borden, et al., 2005): (a) define the participants that will be 

engaging in the program, (b) create programs that offer children the ability to develop 

essential life skills, (c) allow room for the parents to be involved, (d) incorporate best 

practices into the model, and (e) continuously evaluate the program. These steps are akin 

to NRPA’s Benefits-Based Programming (BBP) (Allen & Cooper, 2003) however BBP 

additionally emphasizes the importance of advocating the results of research and 

programs.  

Gottfredson, et al. (2007) claimed that there are three specific program 

characteristics that afterschool programs should convey: (a) an emphasis on character 

development and/or social skills, (b) a well-thought out, prepared and planned program, 
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and (c) the use of small, contained groups. Adhering to these guidelines will ultimately 

result in reduced youth problem behavior (Gottfredson, et al.).  

 

Specified Programming Goals 

 

In contrast to unstructured child-care programs, youth development based 

afterschool programs strive to implement multiple domains of functioning that will help 

children build skills in multiple areas (Riggs & Greenberg, 2004). According to Riggs 

and Greenberg (2004) these programs generally include content (in one or more areas) 

that fosters academic success (through tutoring or homework assistance), the arts, body 

conditioning or socio-emotional capabilities. Many afterschool program developers and 

facilitators use theory to construct their courses in order to best suit their goals. 

Community-Involved Positive Development (CIPD) is a proposed strength-based 

policy to incorporate youth into the community (Cheon, 2008). Cheon’s first step 

includes mandating schools to provide students with CIPD activities. Two of the four 

required components take place after school where the community and school worked 

collaboratively to provide activities immediately after the school day is over. The second 

required portion of the CIPD program is based entirely on the community, where 

activities and programming are provided to fill the gap between the time students exit 

school and parents enter the home after work (Cheon, 2008).  

Linville and Hubner (2005) analyzed the relationships between extracurricular 

activities and youth violence. Their results were derived from a prior, larger study on 

resiliency and risk with corresponding protective factors. Of the 235 eighth through 
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twelfth graders that participated in the survey, 74% said that they had engaged in extra-

curricular activities, more than once in the past year (Linville & Hubner, 2005). 

Additionally, 28% reported having carried a weapon to school in the last 30 days, and 

34% had engaged in a physical altercation within the last year. Though much of the 

literature indicates otherwise, there was a positive correlation between children who 

participate in out-of-school activities and students who were part of a physical 

altercation. There can be multiple reasons for this outcome; however, the researchers 

expressed that because it was never specified what type of activity in which they are 

engaged, (e.g., gangs as opposed to Girl Scouts) it is difficult to draw conclusions about 

whether their activities will promote or deter from violent actions (Linville & Hubner, 

2005). 

Gottfredson, et al., (2007) examined the effectiveness of 35 afterschool programs 

that specifically addressed the prevention of delinquency and victimization. Delinquent 

behavior in this evaluation method was measured on 13 items, responding either “yes” or 

“no” to questions pertaining to their engagement in acts such as theft, vandalism, assault, 

gang involvement, carrying weapons, breaking & entering and robbery within the last 

year. Victimization was measured on a seven item scale that assessed whether the child 

had been on the receiving end of the aforementioned delinquent behavior, children also 

responded to these questions in a “yes” or “no” format. The results indicated that the 

more time that students spent with their peers, out of direct, adult supervision, the higher 

the association with an increase of victimization. Thus the pure presence of adults had a 

positive effect on the students’ behavior in the time spent immediately after school; a 

generally unsupervised block of time (Gottfredson, et al.). 



20 

 

 

Aggressive Behavior 

 

Graham and Bellmore (2007) noted that some occurrences of bullying may stem 

from an instance where an aggressive child misinterprets the actions of another child, 

thus becoming outwardly hostile towards that child. Some researchers have identified 

different types of bullying: direct bullying, which involves threats, teasing and taunts; 

verbal bullying, involving similar actions and including name calling, spreading rumors 

and excluding individuals; physical bullying, which includes destruction of property, 

hitting and physical altercations; and sexual harassment, which demeans a person based 

on their gender or sexual orientation (Beaty & Alexeyev, 2008). 

 

How is Bullying Measured? 

 

Aggressive behavior can be defined in a number of ways. Bullying, specifically, 

is defined as hostile behavior that is intentional and directed towards another individual, 

usually involving an imbalance of power or strength; and this behavior is typically 

repetitive (Cummings, 1999). Although bullying can be simply defined, measuring the 

effects of one person’s actions on another person is a difficult matter.  

Mynard and Joseph (2000) studied school aged children (ages 11-16) and created 

a 45 question survey in which students were able to self-report victimization. Questions 

were based on verbal, physical, and social victimization and attacks on property. 

Example items from the survey included the following: 
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a. Hurt me physically in some way (displaying the physical victimization 

attribute), 

b. Made fun of me because of my appearance (displaying the verbal 

victimization attribute), 

c. Tried to make my friends turn against me (displaying the social manipulation 

attribute), and 

d. Deliberately damaged some property of mine (displaying the attacks on 

property attribute). 

Mynard and Joseph’s (2000) found that, of the 812 respondents, 43% had reported that 

they had been bullied in some manner (Mynard & Joseph). Peer victimization is a 

prominent explanation for stress in a student’s life that can lead to both mental and 

physical health issues (Graham & Bellmore, 2007). The related issue of peer 

victimization is discussed in the following section.  

 

Effects of Bullying on the Victim 

 

“Students who are chronic victims of school bullying often are rejected by their 

peers and they feel depressed, anxious, and lonely,” (Graham, & Bellmore, 2007, p. 139). 

These psychological stressors can manifest themselves into physical symptoms. Nishina, 

Juvonen, and Witkow (2005) conducted a study to verify this very point.  Nishina et al. 

believed that psychosocial maladjustment and physical ailments both have a negative 

effect on school functioning, and peer victimization can lead to both of these causes. 

Furthermore, if one was to eliminate peer victimization, it would lead to an increase in 
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school functioning. Peer victimization, physical symptoms, depressive symptoms, social 

anxiety, loneliness at school, self worth, grade point average and absences (excused and 

unexcused) were measured separately using the questionnaire. The results indicated that 

peer harassment and sensitivity to its psychological effects can be a direct and an indirect 

stressor on school functioning (Nishina, et al., 2005). 

It was suggested that once a victim is established as such, that status will remain 

with them for at least the remainder of the school year, however studies have also shown 

that contrarily, students will lose their victim status from the beginning to the end of sixth 

grade (Graham & Bellmore, 2007). Graham and Bellmore noted that school transitions 

(e.g., elementary to middle school) may also have an effect on this issue due to situational 

dynamics.  

 

Prevention Methods 

 

A school-wide prevention program is the most effective intervention approach to 

bullying because it has the ability to target students, parents, teachers, staff, and 

administrators, thereby creating an inclusive environment for everyone that should be 

involved with bullying matters (Graham & Bellmore, 2007). Because students should 

have some autonomy regarding the activities in which they participate, Graham and 

Bellmore (2007) suggested that students create classroom regulations regarding 

victimization, making them more sensitive to their own actions and also more aware of 

the behavior of their peers. Another effective means of prevention suggested by Graham 

and Bellmore (2007) would simply be to teach students how to accurately interpret 
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others’ actions and words; and, if they are still unclear, it is important to ask peers about 

their intentions. Afterschool programs (Collins, 2009; Johnston, 2009) place an emphasis 

on resiliency to reduce the prevalence of bullying and aggressive behaviors.  

 

Resiliency 

 

Similar to positive youth development approaches, Benard (2004) contends that in 

order to create a resilient individual, one must concentrate on the quality of the strengths 

in an individual; this is said to increase social competence, problem solving skills, 

increase autonomy approaches, and give individuals a sense of purpose. Additionally, it 

was pointed out that parents play a significant role in increasing a child’s resiliency 

(Benard, 2004). 

Resiliency is defined as the ability to bounce back, to withstand hardship and 

repair one’s self (Wolin & Wolin, 1993). The concept of resiliency is more than just 

being able to respond in difficult situations; it is the realization of cognitive capabilities, 

self-regulating behaviors and building of social support networks (Brennan, 2008). 

Brennan suggests that there are two types of resiliency that go hand in hand: individual 

and community. Brennan believed that through partnerships between youth and adults, 

young people can establish proper coping skills and adults can learn new and innovative 

ways to approach situations. By providing the means for these partnerships to occur, the 

facilitator encourages both types of resiliency. 

Though some researchers suggest that resiliency is innate, it is imperative for 

some children to be exposed to “protective factors” that help combat “risk factors” thus 
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assisting them in fostering their own resiliency (Allen et al., 1998; Benard, 2004). Risk 

Factors are issues that may lead to undesirable, unhealthy behaviors, increased levels of 

stress and inconsistent parenting, (e.g., single parent family and/or lower income areas 

(Benard; Ellis et al., 2001). Protective Factors consist of individual or environmental 

characteristics that promote resiliency. In addition, recreation and leisure professionals 

promote youth development by designing their programs to build protective factors that 

are based off the concepts of resiliency (Ellis, et al.). 

Fallon (2007) indicated that maximum student performance can be achieved when 

teachers instill resilience into their students by creating a positive, fair, reflective 

atmosphere, thus developing scholarly self-actualization and efficacy. One of the most 

important factors in this approach is building a strong rapport between the students and 

their teachers (Fallon).  

Promoting resiliency in youth (through group autonomy and listening skills) can 

instill other traits as well; community stewardship and servant leadership are two that are 

highlighted by Grothaus (2004). The resiliency model created by Wolin & Wolin (1993) 

utilized constructs that are closely related to the traits stressed by Grothaus. 
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Seven Resiliency Traits 

 

According to Wolin and Wolin (1993) adults who had a damaging past have a 

negative perspective at which they perceive each of the seven resilience traits; examples 

are outlined below:   

Insight, the ability to understand verbal, body, and situational cues and modify 

behavior accordingly; however, this can be misconstrued as being self-absorbed.  

Independence is the ability to separate one's self from risk factors or negative 

consequences, the ability to focus on reflection or avoid making decisions based off peer 

pressure; although a person may feel an innate fear of intimacy.  

Relationship is the ability to form and maintain healthy relationships, or to 

understand how to interact with different individuals and groups; although it also can be 

viewed as an unhealthy dependency on others.  

Initiative is the ability to take charge; ability to be self-determined; ability to 

overcome challenges and meet obstacles head-on; ability to lead; and may be known as 

an overachiever.  

Creativity is the ability to generate healthy options and/or alternatives which will 

help to cope with hardships; or can simply be viewed as a useless daydream.  

Humor is the ability to play and stay light-hearted; ability to focus on and 

recognize positives; ability to not focus on harsh realities; however it can be understood 

as a habitual jokester.  
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Morality (Values Orientation) is the ability to recognize one's own values or 

outcomes and one has the ability to see long-term and to make decisions that support a 

healthy life; although this can also be seen as a guilty conscience or taking on too much 

responsibility. After applying the seven traits of resiliency in youth programming, it 

seemed more appropriate to identify “Morality” as “Values Orientation;” so as to make 

all the terms “kid-friendly,” (Hurtes, 1999). 

Because of past experiences, people who have been insulted or verbally abused by 

their family members and psychologically of physically abused throughout their lives do 

not have the awareness of these resiliency traits; they have to be taught how to 

appropriately apply each of these constructs to their everyday lives (Wolin & Wolin, 

1993). 

 

Measures of Resiliency 

 

The Resiliency Attitudes and Skills Profile (RASP) was developed following 

Nunnally’s (1964, 1970) approach, reiterated and collapsed by Churchill (1979) and 

Kline (1986) (Hurtes, & Allen, 2001). These approaches assessed the nature of each 

aspect of a theory and produced questions specifically relating to each aspect. The 

following steps were suggested: 

 (1) Create a domain (boundary) for item content. This should pertain to a 

particular theory or the results of a literature review.  

(2) Find a significant amount of relevant items. These should be based off of a 

thorough review of literature, focus groups and expert panels.  
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(3) Select the sample, collect your data and use a confirmatory factor analysis to 

purify the measure.  

(4) Select a second sample, collect the data again and determine reliability. 

Internal consistency, measured by coefficient alpha is usually the way reliability is 

established. 

 (5) Establish validity through the collection of new data. Construct validity can 

be accomplished by using the confirmatory factor analysis.  

(6) The final step is to establish norms. In order to do this, a robust sample size is 

needed. (The RASP was not executed to a population of this magnitude.) 

Within the RASP, after all reliability and validity tests were executed, it contained 

40 items (Hurtes, 1999). Though the RASP specifically measures the seven constructs 

separately, the assessment shows higher levels of internal consistency (reliability 

measuring at 0.91 using Cronbach’s Alpha) for the survey as a whole (Hurtes & Allen, 

2001).  

 

Resiliency Based Programming 

 

 Responsive Advocacy for Life and Learning in Youth (RALLY) is a program that 

was created by Harvard University. Harvard University, Norfolk Public Schools and Old 

Dominion University worked together to initiate an in-class and afterschool prevention 

program where academic performance, character education and resiliency were the 

measureable outcomes (Johnston, 2009). The intervention consisted of collaboration 

between teachers, students and prevention practitioners (provide students with a support 
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system-mentorship) to help encourage all students, not just at-risk youth, to join the 

program in order to benefit from rendered services. There are five requirements for the 

RALLY program: (a) a host school in which you have the support of the administration, 

student support providers, and participating teachers, (b) a coordinator who is on-site full 

time, (c) a mental health partner, (d) practitioners with ample time and training to serve 

students, and (e) community partners who can provide out-of-school opportunities for 

students (RALLY Prevention Programs, 2006).  

 The afterschool activities were programmed and implemented by Old Dominion 

University’s Department of ESPER (Exercise Science, Sport, Physical Education and 

Recreation). In order to instill resiliency in students, Wolin and Wolin’s (1993) theory 

was implemented, utilizing the seven resiliency traits. In order to measure the 

effectiveness of the program, the RASP (Hurtes, 1999), the CREE (Collective 

Responsibility for Excellence and Ethics) (Davidson, & Khmelkov, 2006) and the 

RALLY Satisfaction Survey (developed by RALLY researchers, RALLY Prevention 

Programs, 2006).  

 Johnston’s (2009) program used the concepts behind RALLY and altered it to suit 

the needs of sixth grade students at Blair Middle School in Norfolk, VA. The students of 

Old Dominion University’s Department of Recreation and Tourism Studies created and 

implemented resiliency-building activities starting at 2:45 p.m. lasting until 4:45 p.m. 

Additionally, for 20 minutes, the middle school students were given time to work on 

academic materials with help from the college students to encourage positive academic 

performance; this was done while the students were eating a snack. Second, the students 
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participated in a large group activity of high energy, and then split into smaller groups to 

concentrate on the resiliency trait-focused activity (Johnston, 2009). 

 In order to assess the effectiveness of the program, Johnston used the Resiliency 

Attitude and Skills Profile (Hurtes, 1999) in a pretest, posttest model. Johnston’s results 

indicated that more research needed to be completed, over various populations in order to 

fully assess the effectiveness of the resiliency piece of the program. Also, in order to look 

at the effectiveness of the academic assistance, it was suggested to attain grades 

beforehand and afterwards of the students who participated (Johnston, 2009).  

 

Benefits-Based Programming 

 

The therapeutic recreation process is a method of development and 

implementation of services for individuals with disabilities. Therapeutic recreation 

professionals use a process of effective development, implementation and evaluation; 

because the steps must be followed to generate valuable and publishable outcomes, it 

leads to more effective youth programs (Ellis et al., 2001). In order to broaden the scope 

of these practices, the National Recreation and Parks Association implemented the 

benefits-based programming model which publicizes similar applications. 

The goal of the benefits based movement is to alter the perception of recreation as 

an optional leisure activity, to a vital, human service, with preventive, developmental, 

and rehabilitative aspects (Allen, et. al., 1998). As indicated, this movement focused on 

four specific types of benefits including economic, environmental, community and 

individual. These benefits correspond highly with the risk and protective factors inherent 
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in the resiliency literature. In order to achieve the intended beneficial outcomes, three 

components to this movement emerged: Benefits-Based Management, Benefits-Based 

Awareness and Benefits-Based Programming.  

The Benefits Based Programming (BBP) model includes four steps: (1) theory-

based, outcome oriented, program goals should be identified and meaningful to the 

agency, the participants, and other stakeholders, (2) program components should be 

intentionally structured to address the stated goals, (3) progress toward desired goals 

must be assessed and (4) an organization must publicize its outcomes (Allen & Cooper, 

2003).  

Within the first step, program coordinators should refer to their organization’s 

mission, vision, goals and values. This will help to ensure that the program goals and 

objectives coincide with the users’ and stakeholders’ expectations of what program 

outcomes should be. Stakeholders can be identified as participants, parents of 

participants, local schools, governments, etc. A decrease in aggressive behavior (Collins, 

2009; Johnston, 2009), grade point average (Nishina, et al., 2005) and criminal activity 

(Graham & Bellmore, 2007; Reisner, et al., 2007) may be goal-oriented outcomes. 

The second step of the BBP encourages the program developer to gather data on 

successful programs that have been implemented and create a plan to develop and 

execute their own program. The programmer must discover the theory on which 

successful programs are based. He or she must then be able to find supporting literature 

that can be used to support the changes to the program that they will be making in order 

to suit the needs of the specific population. Within Johnston’s (2009) and Collins’ (2009) 



31 

 

programs, they each utilized a “Daily Activity Plan” in order to achieve intentional 

programming.  

Third, the program should be evaluated. This can be done via any type of program 

evaluation tool including, but not limited to, questionnaires of satisfaction, surveys of 

skill retention that are either hand-written or electronic, focus groups, open-ended 

questions, etc. Often times, skill retention surveys are given before (formative) and after 

(summative) the implementation of a program in order to track the change in the 

population over time; thus tracking solely the results of the program. Johnston and 

Collins utilized the Resiliency Attitudes and Skills Profile (RASP, Hurtes, 1999) in order 

to measure perception levels of resiliency. 

The last step in the BBP identifies the importance of sharing successful ideas with 

interested parties. Sharing of resources can be achieved in a variety of ways, program 

advertisement, newspaper and journal articles, conferences, workshops, etc. Use of the 

BBP model leads to a cyclical chain of events; once a successful program is publicized, 

another organization is given the opportunity to utilize the scheme, mold it to align with 

their own goals and objectives and implement and evaluate accordingly. 

 

Summary 

 

The previous sections concentrated on programs with respect to goals, procedures 

and outcomes. All topics were addressed to sufficiently outline the objectives of the 

afterschool program to be implemented for this study. As outlined previously, some 

research indicates that afterschool programming, resiliency and some benefits-based 
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programming models lead to academic success and a decrease in bullying in youth 

(Afterschool Alliance, 2004; Allen & Cooper, 2003; Hurtes, 1999). The focus of this 

study is to foster positive youth development through benefits based programming for a 

series of resiliency theory-driven afterschool activities that will decrease aggressive 

behaviors at an elementary school. The RASP© will be an intricate part of this study, as 

it may measure the effectiveness of a benefits-based, resiliency-focused, afterschool 

program. 



 

 

 

 

Chapter 3 

METHODS 

  

The purpose of this study was to explore the perceived effects of a resiliency-

based, afterschool program. This study paid specific attention to resiliency education, 

instances of aggressive behaviors and achievement in academic performance. This study 

sought to determine whether or not a drop-in afterschool program could alter a 5th or 6th 

graders’ perception of resiliency, change their behaviors and their study habits. 

The study utilized multiple methodologies in order to address the research 

questions at hand. Both quantitative methods, including the RASP scores and instances of 

aggressive behaviors, and qualitative methods of inquiry were used. The major sections 

of this chapter include the following: (a) study design; (b) selection of sample; (c) 

instrumentation; (d) experimental treatment; (e) data collection; and (f) data analysis. 

 

Study Design 

 

 This study utilized a quasi-experimental design, specifically the nonequivalent 

control group method, to study the effects of a resiliency-based program on 5th and 6th 

graders. This design enabled the investigator to track instances of aggressive behavior 

within the 5th and 6th grades, their academic performance, and their resiliency education. 
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Selection of Sample 

 

 The principal of an elementary school in Central New York (CNY) approached 

the faculty at SUNY Cortland asking to initiate change due to a problem with high 

occurrences of bullying during recess. The problem was occurring primarily between the 

5th and 6th grade students. The Recreation, Parks and Leisure Studies Department of 

SUNY Cortland was able to adapt the previously instituted afterschool program from 

eastern Virginia to suit the needs of the elementary school. The afterschool program 

(Johnston, 2009) developed for 6th graders at an elementary school in eastern Virginia, 

was geared to promote resiliency in at-risk, inner city youth. The program was offered to 

all 5th and 6th graders at the elementary school in CNY and each student was given the 

option of whether they would like to participate or not. Within the 5th and 6th grades, 

there were approximately 120 students, total. Based off verbal feedback from the children 

during a pilot study in spring 2009, it was estimated that approximately half of the 

students would choose to join the League 56 Academy (afterschool program); the non-

participatory half served as the comparison group. The convenience sample of 

participants was thus chosen for the implementation of the program.  

 

Instrumentation 

 

 Because the seven resiliency traits of Wolin and Wolin’s (1993) theory are the 

foundation of  the League 56 Academy, it was beneficial to measure the outcomes of the 

program. The Resiliency Attitudes and Skills Profile, (RASP; Appendix A) offers a series 
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of 40 “I – statements” with multiple inquiries about each of the seven resiliency traits 

(four items measuring creativity, four measuring humor, eight measuring independence, 

five measuring initiative, seven measuring insight, eight measuring relationships and four 

measuring values orientation). It is measured on a 6- point, likert-type scale (with 1 

equaling “Strongly Disagree” and 6 equaling “Strongly Agree”) (Hurtes, 1999).  

 The parental version of the RASP (Appendix B) also contains forty statements; 

however they begin with, “My child…” rather than, “I…” For the purpose of this study, 

the parental version of the RASP was evaluated to determine the psychometric properties 

of the scale.  

 Although the parental portion of the RASP has not been measured for reliability 

and validity, the children’s version of the RASP has an internal consistency of .91 

(Hurtes & Allen, 2001). Although the RASP specifically measures the seven constructs 

separately, the assessment shows higher levels of internal consistency for the test as a 

whole (Hurtes & Allen, 2001). In addition, as reported by Hurtes and Allen, the RASP is 

significantly correlated with the Mental Health Index; positively correlated with the 

Psychological Well-Being scale (r = .47) and negatively correlated with Psychological 

Distress scale (r = -0.22)  (which is measured on a convergent validity scale of negative 

one to one). 

 Aggressive behavior or bullying was measured using the number of behavioral 

referrals or “pink slips”. The teachers and the aides reported the behavioral referrals to 

the principal during school hours through. Thus, the definition of “bullying” was left up 

to the supervising administrators within the school. 
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 After the implementation of the program, the 5th and 6th grade classroom teachers 

were asked to answer three open-ended questions via e-mail. This was an attempt to gain 

qualitative feedback about their impressions of the program and their perceptions 

regarding the academic performance of the students who benefited from academic 

assistance.  

 

Experimental Treatment 

 

The 5th and 6th graders of the elementary school were referred to as “League 56” in 

order to build a sense of community within the school. Because the program was 

specifically designed for these 5th and 6th graders, it was decided that it would be called 

“League 56 Academy.” 

A pilot program, akin to the League 56 Academy afterschool program, was 

instituted in the spring of 2009; however, the activities were led only by the SUNY 

Cortland students of the REC 380: Leadership class. Also, the group activities took place 

during the traditional recess time (after lunch) which had been recently converted to 

“recreation time.” Students had the option to participate in the League 56 Academy or to 

play on their own. This pilot program was the foundation for the League 56 Academy 

that was to be implemented in the fall of 2009. 

In the fall of 2009, the children of the CNY elementary school were introduced to 

the League 56 Academy. League 56 Academy lasted eight weeks and during each week, 

one of the seven resiliency traits was targeted through intentional programming. During 

the last session a summary of resiliency was the focus. Following the predetermined 
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calendar (Appendix C), the SUNY Cortland students visited the elementary school twice 

each week (Tuesdays and Thursdays), afterschool, and introduced and facilitated their 

predetermined activities to the group.  

League 56 Academy was programmed and facilitated by the SUNY Cortland 

students of the REC 280: Programming class and the REC380: Leadership class in order 

to promote resiliency in the students. The curriculum of the Programming class was 

designed to teach the students how to structure their allotted program time and for them 

to learn the proper way to accurately program in order to reach program goals. In the 

Leadership class, students were taught the theory of leadership and how to use their 

personal strengths in order to effectively lead groups (particular focus was placed on the 

League 56 Academy program, but leadership skills are meant to be transferable outside of 

the program). The Cortland students were divided into groups of three. Lab time was 

used in order to complete their “Weekly Activity Plan” (WAP) and practice program 

facilitation.  The WAP consisted of the resiliency trait that they were focused on for that 

week, a measureable objective to target that trait, and a minimum of six activities, 

outlined in step-by-step instructions for implementation (Appendix D).  

Each group of student leaders was assigned to program activities for one of the 

seven resiliency traits. After the WAPs were submitted twice (the first time for feedback, 

and the second for a final copy) they were distributed to all other groups for 

implementation during League 56 Academy. The lab time was also used in order to 

practice the activities with classmates in mock scenarios and gain familiarity and comfort 

facilitating the activities. 
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The program followed the same schedule (Appendix E) each session. From 2:30 

p.m. until 3:05 p.m. the elementary students worked on their homework assignments with 

the assistance of the SUNY Cortland students. The SUNY students provided academic 

assistance in a different subject matter as per the request of the homeroom teacher. At 

3:05 p.m., the students had the opportunity to have a snack, which was provided to them 

through the USDA grant for afterschool programs. Elementary students then checked in 

with their group leaders and participated in a large, high-energy activity designed to get 

them moving and ready for the afternoon. Next, the elementary students were split into 

seven randomly assigned small groups for the remainder of the program where they 

participated in an intentionally programmed, resiliency-focused activity. Following the 

activities, students engaged in a debriefing session utilizing open-ended questions, 

tangible objects, and writing materials in order to help them process their experiences. 

  

Data Collection 

 

Letters explaining the program, a copy of the survey, and parental permission for 

children to participate in human subject research were sent to the parents (Appendix F). 

This survey was the Resiliency and Attitudes Skills Profile (RASP) instrument developed 

by Hurtes (1999). Institutional Review Board (IRB) approved this study in March of 

2009 (Appendix G). 

During the first week of the League 56 Academy program, all the 5th and 6th grade 

students were asked to complete the RASP. The survey administrator, who was the 

students’ respective teacher, asked the students to complete the questionnaire honestly 
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and to the best of their ability. It was explained to the students that their participation was 

entirely voluntary and if they chose to not participate that they could simply return the 

sheet to the envelope after the survey had begun. Those who completed the survey placed 

their sheets in the same envelope. 

 In addition to the pre-test described above, a post-test was administered to the 

students one week after the completion of the program. Questions in this survey were the 

same as those in the pre-test and were distributed and collected in the same manner. The 

envelopes were then sealed and returned to the faculty researchers at SUNY Cortland. 

 Along with this test, the parents of the 5th and 6th graders were also administered a 

similar RASP survey. Like the child version, the parent survey was also administered 

before and after the completion of the League 56 Academy. The package that was sent 

home included a brochure, permission slip, afterschool pick-up and medical form and the 

parent RASP. The primary home caregivers were asked to send their completed RASP to 

school with their children, who would then give it to the homeroom teachers. The 

teachers then delivered the RASP surveys to the faculty researchers at SUNY Cortland. 

 

Data Analysis 

 

The scores on the RASP were evaluated using SPSS Version 17.0. The dependent 

variable evaluated was the students’ level of resiliency, whereas the independent variable 

was his or her their participation and/or involvement in League 56 Academy. In order to 

analyze the scores for each variable, the participants in the study were divided into seven 

separate groups and the mean scores were cross-compared using independent t-tests. 
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Descriptive statistics show the overall mean score of resilience for each group and the t-

tests show whether a significant difference occurred between each of the groups (Table 

1). 

 

Table 1 

 Comparison Groups   

Group Test 
Participants Pre-Test Post-Test 
Non-Participants Pre-Test Post-Test 

 

Aggressive behavior (bullying) was measured by simple, descriptive statistics; 

academic performance was measured qualitatively. Number of referrals was recorded for 

the 5th and 6th graders at six weeks prior to the implementation of the program, eight 

weeks during the program, and five weeks following the program. Rather than studying 

the referrals assigned to the participants or non-participants, a more accurate assessment 

was to consider the overall numbers for the 5th and 6th graders because of interactions that 

may occur between participants and non-participants. Teachers responded to three open-

ended questions regarding students’ academic performance. The students of SUNY 

Cortland provided this academic assistance. Teachers’ responses to the questions were 

analyzed regarding elementary students’ by way of thematic trends of academic 

performance. 



 

 

 

 

Chapter 4 

RESULTS 

 

 The purpose of this study was to explore the perceived effects of a resiliency-

based, afterschool program. This study specifically focused on levels of resiliency, 

instances of aggressive behaviors, and achievement in academic performance. This 

chapter illustrates the results of the implementation of a resiliency model during an 

afterschool program at a local elementary school. The results chapter is divided into the 

following sections: (a) descriptive statistics and response rate; (b) factor and reliability 

analysis of RASP traits; (c) mean scores of participants and non-participants; (d) factor 

and reliability analysis of parental RASP traits; (e) descriptive analysis of aggressive 

behaviors; and (f) academic performance evaluation. 

 

Descriptive Statistics and Response Rate 

 

 The League 56 Academy program was available and accessible to all 69 fifth and 

60 sixth graders at the elementary school. Of the 129 potential participants, 79 consented 

to participate in the study, resulting in a 61% response rate. Average attendance ranged 

from zero to 13 in each of the seven small groups and had a mean attendance of 32 

students overall, at each session (see Figure 1).  
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Figure 1. Number of attendees at League 56 Academy portrayed by group association 

 

Factor and Reliability Analyses of RASP Traits 

 

 Prior to exploring any relationships in the data, confirmatory factor analyses 

(CFA) with Varimax Rotation were performed to determine if the variables within the 

RASP constructs (i.e., the constructs representing each of the hypothesized resiliency 

traits) were valid and reliable. The sampling adequacy was evaluated by running the 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity on each of the 

constructs. Each construct that displayed values of KMO of more than 0.60 and a 

significant Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity value (p<0.05) was accepted as meeting the 
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minimum requirements for sampling adequacy in order to perform validity and reliability 

analyses (Tabacknick & Fidell, 1996). Once validity of the items was assessed, they were 

subjected to a reliability analysis (Cronbach’s alpha >0.60). On this basis, some items 

were removed from the constructs during the CFA (validity check), while others were 

removed during the reliability analysis to ensure a stronger (more reliable) scaled variable 

(construct). Items which exhibited factor loadings greater than 0.60 for each of the 

constructs were retained.   

Table 2 indicates there were 40 items which were used to measure seven 

dimensions/subscales (i.e., insight, creativity, relationships, initiative, humor, 

independence, and values). Because the RASP was conceptualized as a multidimensional 

measure of resiliency (Hurtes, 1999; Hurtes & Allen, 2001), the approach taken for this 

analysis involved two validity tests. The first test was to confirm the internal validity of 

the subscales (dimensions) of the RASP, and the second check was to test the external 

validity by noting that the items loading high on the subscale they were supposed to load 

on did not load higher on other scales when all the “confirmed” subscales were entered 

into a final exploratory factor analysis. Theoretically, if the validity of each of the items 

measuring the subscales holds true (internal validity), then when put in with the other 

subscales, those same items should not load higher on other scales (external validity). To 

do so would violate the tenets of validity (Gómez, personal communication, April 15, 

2010).  

Once the validity had been assessed, each subscale (and overall scale) was then 

subjected to a reliability analysis. If the subscale was found to be reliable, then a new 

“composite variable” was created. If the subscale was not reliable (each item within the 
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subscale increased the subscale’s alpha coefficient) items loading lower were removed 

and the remaining items were then re-tested for validity via factor analysis. If all factors 

held, the reliability was then reassessed. Assuming all subscales passed the validity and 

reliability checks, the composite variables were then subjected to an overall factor 

analysis of the RASP construct, with the subscales (composite variables) used as items 

for the RASP construct. In the following analyses, the subscales will be referred to as 

“traits.”   The reported factor loadings and alpha reliability are found in Table 2. The 

components are each discussed with respect to the validity and reliability assessment of 

the creativity, insight, relationships, humor, independence, initiative, and values traits.  

 

Table 2  

RASP – Items after Validity & Reliability Checks 

Items M SD 
Items for the Creativity Trait (α = .588)   

  6. I can imagine the consequences of my actions. 4.65 1.455 
22. When I’m faced with a tough situation, I come up with 

new ways to handle it. 4.42 1.133 

23. I can come up with different ways to let out my 
feelings. 4.21 1.454 

39. I can entertain myself. Removed 
   

Items for the Insight Trait (α = .603)   
  4. I learn from my mistakes. 4.81 1.266 
  5. I notice small changes in facial expressions.  4.08 1.523 
  7. I know when I’m good at something. 5.19 1.339 
10. I can change my behavior to match the situation.  4.50 1.416 
15. When something goes wrong, I can tell if it was my 

fault. Removed 

21. I can sense when someone is not telling the truth.  Removed 
27. I can tell what mood someone is in just by looking at 

him/her.  4.73 1.384 
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RASP – Items after Validity & Reliability Checks (cont.) 
Items M SD 

Items for the Humor Trait (α = .696)   
11. My sense of humor makes it easier to deal with tough 

situations. 4.23 1.634 

25. I look for the "lighter side" of tough situations. 4.31 1.421 
33. Laughter helps me deal with stress. 4.30 1.697 
36. When I’m in a bad mood, I can cheer myself up. 3.72 1.617 
   

Items for the Independence Trait (α = .661)   
  2. I can deal with whatever comes in the future. Removed 
  9. I say “no” to things that I don’t want to do. Removed 
16. It’s OK if I don’t see things the way other people do. Removed 
19. It’s OK if some people do not like me. 4.76 1.594 
20. I am comfortable making my own decisions. 5.01 1.286 
26. I control my own life. Removed 
34. I avoid situations where I could get into trouble. Removed 
38. I share my ideas and opinions even if they are different 

from other people’s. 4.59 1.290 
   

Items for the Relationship Trait (α = .833)   
12. My friends know they can count on me. 5.06 1.281 
14. My family is there for me when I need them. 5.43 1.020 
18. I avoid people who could get me into trouble. Removed 
24. I choose my friends carefully. 5.04 1.258 
31. I’m good at keeping friendships going. 5.23 1.024 
32. I have friends who will back me up. 5.16 1.295 
35. I can be myself around my friends. 5.17 1.178 
40. I make friends easily. Removed 
   

Items for the Initiative Trait (α = .678)   
  1. When my work is criticized, I try harder the next time. 4.65 1.331 
  3. Once I set a goal for myself, I don’t let anything stop 

me from reaching it. 4.52 1.347 

13. I can change my surroundings. Removed 
30. I try to figure out things that I don’t understand. 4.91 1.175 
37. When something bad happens to me, I don’t give up. 4.58 1.480 
   

Items for the Values Orientation Trait (α = .702)   
  8. I’m prepared to deal with the consequences of my 

actions. 4.49 1.341 

17. Lying is unacceptable. 4.92 1.474 
28. I try to help others. 4.95 1.119 
29. I stand up for what I believe is right. 5.02 1.274 
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 Creativity trait. In the questionnaire, creativity was measured using four items. 

Initially, a confirmatory factor analysis was performed. Three of the items had factor 

loadings sufficient to consider them as underlying measures of creativity, however item 

39 (“I can entertain myself.”) exhibited a factor loading of 0.031 and was therefore 

excluded from the reliability analysis of the RASP construct. The three remaining items 

measuring creativity are listed in Table 2 and had factor loadings of 0.801, 0.746 and 

0.619 respectively. A factor loading represents the correlation of the item with the 

underlying construct, in this case creativity. Thus, a very strong relationship was 

identified between the items and the underlying support construct they are measuring. 

 A reliability analysis of the items resulted in a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.588, which 

was interpreted as a low level of internal consistency. However, consequent deletion of 

any item would not improve the scale reliability; thus the three items measuring 

resiliency’s creativity trait were retained. Based on sample scores, items 6, 22 and 23 

were provided evidence of validity and reliability. 

 Insight trait. The initial confirmatory factor analysis of the seven items intended 

to measure the insight trait of RASP resulted in a KMO of 0.701 and a significant result 

of Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (p = 0.0001). However, the factor loadings component 

matrix revealed two dimensions of the insight trait. Further analysis showed that Items 15 

and 21 (“When something goes wrong, I can tell if it was my fault.” and “I can sense 

when someone is not telling the truth.”) were loading approximately equal on both 

dimensions. This constitutes a case of invalidity; therefore the items were removed 
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during the reliability analysis.  A test of reliability resulted in a Cronbach’s alpha of 

0.603 and therefore suggested a minimally acceptable level of reliability.  

 Humor trait. The initial factor analysis of the four items intended to measure the 

humor trait of the RASP resulted in a KMO of 0.724 and a significant result of Bartlett’s 

Test of Sphericity (p = 0.0001). All items had factor loadings sufficient to consider them 

as measuring humor; therefore, none were excluded from the reliability analysis of the 

RASP construct.  

A reliability analysis of the items resulted in a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.696, which 

was interpreted as a moderate level of internal consistency. Consequent deletion of any 

item would not improve the scale reliability; thus the items measuring resiliency’s humor 

trait were retained. The subscale was found to be valid and reliable. 

 Independence trait. The first confirmatory factor analysis of the eight items 

included in independence resulted in a KMO of 0.779 and a significant level of Bartlett’s 

Test of Sphericity (p = 0.0001), confirming good sampling adequacy and valid factor 

measures. The factor loadings component matrix, however, demonstrated that there were 

two dimensions of independence. Three of the items (2, 26, and 34 or “I can deal with 

whatever comes in the future,” “I control my own life,” and “I avoid situations where I 

could get into trouble,” respectively) had factor loadings below the critical value of 0.60 

(0.429, 0.301, and 0.323, respectively) and were removed from the analysis.  

Reliability analysis was performed on the remaining five items. Cronbach’s alpha 

was 0.72 and 0.611, respectively. Deletion of item 9 (“I say “no” to things that I don’t 

want to do.”) improved the scale reliability; thus, the four items remaining measuring 

resiliency’s independent trait were analyzed for internal validity.  
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The second factor analysis, consisting of items 16, 19, 20 and 38, and resulted in a 

KMO of 0.707. However Item 16 (“It’s OK if I don’t see things the way other people 

do.”) measured at .568, below the minimum accepted value and was consequently 

removed for the reliability analysis. 

The final reliability analysis resulted in a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.661, an 

acceptable level for reliability, and deletion of items would not increase this value. 

Therefore the remaining three items measuring independence were valid and reliable for 

this subscale. 

 Relationship trait. The initial confirmatory factor analysis of the relationship 

items resulted in a KMO value of 0.757 and a significant Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (p 

= 0.0001). The exploration of the factor loadings component matrix revealed two 

dimensions. Similar to the previous analysis, one item (40, “I make friends easily.”) was 

dropped due to the factor loading (0.587). Also, similar to the previous analysis, the 

second dimension did not make substantive sense, so it was not included in the analysis. 

Due to the deletion, seven items were utilized in the reliability test. 

Cronbach’s alpha for the reliability analysis was a 0.818, which was interpreted as 

a high level of internal consistency. The deletion of Item 18 (“I avoid people who could 

get me into trouble.”) increased the scale reliability; thus item 18 measuring resiliency’s 

relationship trait was removed.  

The second factor analysis included items 12, 14, 24, 31, 32, and 35. This resulted 

in a KMO of 0.814 and all factor loadings for the items were above the acceptable level. 
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The final reliability test resulted in a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.833 and consequent 

deletion of any items would not improve this value. Reliability and validity for the six 

items measuring relationship were acceptable. 

Initiative trait. The initial factor analysis of the initiative items resulted in a 

KMO value of 0.780 and a significant Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (p = 0.0001). The 

exploration of the factor loadings component matrix revealed a unidimensional construct. 

One item, however (13, “I can change my surroundings.”), measured 0.582 and was 

removed before the reliability test.  

The Cronbach’s alpha for the reliability analysis on initiative was a 0.678, which 

was interpreted as an adequate level of internal consistency. Deletion of any items would 

not improve the value; thus the four items remained.  

Values orientation trait. The initial factor analysis of the four items intended to 

measure the values orientation trait of the RASP resulted in a KMO of 0.744 and a 

significant result of Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (p = 0.0001). All items had factor 

loadings sufficient to consider them as measuring values orientation and therefore were 

retained for the reliability analysis. 

A reliability analysis of the items resulted in a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.702, which 

was interpreted as a moderate level of internal consistency. Consequent deletion of any 

item would not improve the scale reliability; thus the four items measuring resiliency’s 

values orientation trait were retained. Subscale items were found to be valid and the scale 

reliable. 

 Resiliency Attitudes and Skills Profile (RASP). As a final step in the 

confirmatory factor analysis, the seven subscales were converted to items (composite 
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measures) measuring the RASP. Factor analysis and reliability analysis were performed 

on the seven subscale items of the RASP in order to measure external validity (e.g., items 

from the insight, creativity, humor, independence, relationship, initiative, and values 

orientation subscales). The initial factor analysis resulted in a KMO value of 0.821 and a 

significant result (p = 0.0001) of the Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity, which confirmed that 

all components represented a valid measure of the RASP construct.  

A principle components factor analysis was run with Varimax rotation. The 

hypothesis was that there would be seven factors (traits) identified after the rotation 

process. However, it was found that 8 factors were identified. Furthermore, factor 

loadings were assessed in terms of parsimony (i.e., they load only on the hypothesized 

factor, otherwise they would be discarded), and that they still met the criterion of greater 

than 0.60 in order to be retained. Not every hypothesized trait “held” in the analysis. 

Some traits lost items due to the cross loading of items on other traits, and only a 

marginal number of the traits were empirically sound. Table 3 shows the means and 

standard deviations for each subscale. 

 

Table 3  

RASP Subscale Means 

Subscale M SD 
Items for the Creativity Trait  4.45 1.04 
Items for the Insight Trait  4.61 0.89 
Items for the Humor Trait  4.14 1.30 
Items for the Independence Trait  4.77 1.07 
Items for the Relationship Trait  5.15 0.88 
Items for the Initiative Trait  4.60 0.98 
Items for the Values Orientation Trait  4.82 0.96 
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Mean Scores of Participants and Non-Participants 

 

Of the 79 students selected to participate in the study, 32 of the pre and post test 

scores were able to be matched based upon the coding system (last four digits of home 

phone number). Participation in the program was measured by attending eight sessions, 

one more than half of the meetings offered. Thirteen of the study participants were 

labeled as “participants” in League 56 Academy and six of the study participants did not 

attend the afterschool program, labeled “non-participants”. The remaining 13 matched 

sets of RASPs were unable to be identified as participants or non-participants and were 

consequently removed from the dataset. Scores within groups were assessed using paired 

samples t-tests to compare participant pretest scores with participant posttest scores and 

non-participants’ pretest scores with non-participant posttest scores. Additionally, gain 

scores between groups were assessed using independent samples t-tests. Because the 

RASP had already been evaluated for validity and reliability, it is important to look at 

mean scores for both the 40 item scale and the proposed 29-item scale. 

 40 Item scale results. When looking at whether there are differences in RASP 

scores between participants and non-participants of the afterschool program, there was a 

significant difference between participants’ pretest (M = 4.349, SD = 0.85) and posttest 

scores (M = 4.518, SD= 0.90), with t(12) = -0.745, p < .05. The effect size of the League 

56 Academy manipulation was r2pb = 0.044. Furthermore, when looking at differences 

between pretest (M = 4.146, SD = 0.506) and posttest (M = 4.265, SD= 0.547) scores for 

non-participants, there was no significant difference (p > .05) found. When taking the 
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gain scores (means of pretest minus posttest for each group), the difference in 

independent samples t-test scores was not significant. 

 

Table 4  

RASP – 40 Item Scale Results 

Groups N Df M SD T Sig. 
Participant Pretest 13  4.35  0.854    
 Posttest 13  4.52 0.897   
 Difference  17 -0.17  -0.043 -0.745 0.045*  
Non- Participant Pretest 6  4.15 0.506   
 Posttest 6  4.27  0.547    
 Difference  17 -0.12  -0.041  -0.504 0.441  
Gain Scores Difference 19 17 0.05  0.133 0.606 
*significant at (p < 0.05) 
 

29 Item scale results. When looking at whether there are differences in RASP 

scores between participants and non-participants of the afterschool program based on the 

29 item scale, there was not a significant difference between participants’ pretest (M = 

4.279, SD = 0.910) and posttest scores (M = 4.497, SD= 0.933) (p = 0.051). Furthermore, 

when looking at differences between pretest (M = 4.161, SD = 0.458) and posttest (M = 

4.280, SD = 0.573), with t(12) = -0.695, p < .05. The effect size of the League 56 

Academy manipulation was r2pb = 0.039. When looking at scores for non-participants, 

there was no significant difference (p = 0.0443) found. When taking the gain scores 

(means of pretest minus posttest for each group), the difference in independent t-test 

scores was not significant. It is important to highlight that the mean difference was 

identical in both gain scores. 
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Table 5  

RASP – 29 Item Scale Results 

Groups N Df M SD T Sig. 
Participant Pretest 13  4.33  0.910    
 Posttest 13  4.50 0.933   
 Difference  17 -0.17  -0.023 -0.695 0.051  
Non- Participant Pretest 6  4.16 0.458   
 Posttest 6  4.28  0.573    
 Difference  17 -0.12  -0.115  -0.503 0.443 

  Gain Scores Difference 19 17 0.05  0.127 0.500 
* significant at (p < 0.05) 
 

Factor and Reliability Analyses of Parental RASP Traits 

 

 The parental version of the RASP was evaluated using the same criterion for 

accepting and rejecting potential scale items. Thirty-eight parents returned the completed 

RASP. Table 6 indicates the items which were evaluated. 
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Table 6  
Parental RASP – Items after Validity & Reliability Checks 

Items M SD 
Items for the Creativity Trait (α = .870)   

  6. My child can imagine the consequences of my actions. 4.05 1.353 
22. My child comes up with new ways to handle difficult 

situations. 3.70 1.024 

23. My child can come up with different ways to let out his or 
her feelings. 3.57 1.237 

39. My child can entertain his or her self. Removed 
   

Items for the Insight Trait (α = .819)   
  4. My child learns from their mistakes. 4.03 1.207 
  5. My child notices small changes in facial expressions.  4.28 1.365 
  7. My child knows when they are good at something. Removed 
10. My child can change their behavior to match the situation.  4.36 1.175 
15. When something goes wrong, my child can tell if it was 

his or her fault. 4.22 1.198 

21. My child can sense when someone is not telling the truth.  3.97 1.341 
27. My child can tell what mood someone is in just by 

looking at him/her.  4.19 1.215 

   
Items for the Humor Trait (α = .824)   

11. My child’s sense of humor makes it easier to deal with 
tough situations. 4.00 1.054 

25. My child looks for the "lighter side" of tough situations. 3.62 1.114 
33. Laughter helps my child deal with stress. 3.95 1.246 
36. When my child is in a bad mood, I can he or she can cheer 

them self up. 3.49 1.913 

   
Items for the Independence Trait (α = .803)   

  2. My child can deal with whatever comes in the future. 3.94 1.170 
  9. My child says “no” to things that he/she doesn’t want to 

do. Removed 

16. My child knows it’s OK if they don’t see things the way 
other people do. Removed 

19. My child knows it’s OK if some people do not like them. Removed 
20. My child is comfortable making their own decisions. 4.56 1.081 
26. My child controls his/her own life. 3.92 1.180 
34. My child avoids situations where they could get into 

trouble. Removed 

38. My child shares their ideas and opinions even if they are 
different from other people’s. 

 
4.58 1.273 



55 

 

Parental RASP – Items after Validity & Reliability Checks (cont.) 
Items M SD 

Items for the Relationship Trait (α = .917)   
12. My child’s friends know they can count on him/her. Removed 
14. My child knows their family is there for him/her when 

they need them. Removed 

18. My child avoids people who could get them into trouble. Removed 
24. My child chooses their friends carefully. Removed 
31. My child is good at keeping friendships going. 4.65 1.433 
32. My child has friends who will back him/her up. 4.44 1.501 
35. My child can be his/her self around my friends. 4.59 1.209 
40. My child can make friends easily. 4.62 1.457 
   

Items for the Initiative Trait (α = .845)   
  1. When my child’s work is criticized, they try harder the 

next time. 4.41 1.076 

  3. Once my child sets a goal for themselves, they don’t let 
anything stop them from reaching it. 4.12 1.365 

13. My child can change his/her surroundings. 4.26 1.082 
30. My child tries to figure out things that they don’t 

understand. 4.65 1.041 

37. When something bad happens to my child, they don’t give 
up. 3.76 1.437 

   
Items for the Values Orientation Trait (α = .700)   

  8. My child is prepared to deal with the consequences of 
their actions. 3.89 1.450 

17. My child thinks that lying is unacceptable. Removed 
28. My child tries to help others. 5.19 0.889 
29. My child stand up for what they believe is right. 5.22 0.959 
 

 Creativity trait. In the questionnaire, creativity was measured using four items. 

Initially, a confirmatory factor analysis was performed. Three of the items had factor 

loadings sufficient to consider them as measuring creativity, however Item 39 (i.e., “My 

child can entertain his or her self.”) exhibited a factor loading of 0.451 and was therefore 

excluded from the reliability analysis of the RASP construct. The three remaining items 

measuring creativity are listed in Table 2 and had factor loadings of 0.879, 0.845 and 
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0.896 respectively. A very strong relationship is identified between the items and the 

underlying support construct they are measuring. 

 A reliability analysis of the items resulted in a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.864, which 

was interpreted as a high level of reliability that the items consistently measured 

creativity. Consequent deletion of any item would not improve the scale reliability, thus 

the three items measuring resiliency’s creativity trait were retained. Based on sample 

scores, items 6, 22 and 23 were provided evidence of validity and reliability. 

 Insight trait. The initial factor analysis of the seven items intended to measure 

the insight trait of RASP resulted in a KMO of 0.824 and a significant result of Bartlett’s 

Test of Sphericity (p = 0.0001). Item 7 (“My child knows when they are good at 

something.”) had a factor loading lower than the acceptable level (0.557) and was 

therefore removed before the reliability test. 

 A test of reliability resulted in a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.816 and therefore 

suggested an adequate level of reliability. Consequent deletion of any items would not 

increase the alpha, thus the remaining items were kept, adequately measuring the insight 

trait for reliability and validity. 

 Humor trait. The initial factor analysis of the four items intended to measure the 

humor trait of the RASP resulted in a KMO of 0.762 and a significant result of Bartlett’s 

Test of Sphericity (p = 0.0001). All items had factor loadings sufficient to consider them 

as measuring humor therefore none were excluded from the reliability analysis of the 

RASP construct.  

A reliability analysis of the items resulted in a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.824, which 

was interpreted as a moderate level of reliability that the items consistently measured 
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humor. Consequent deletion of any item would not improve the scale reliability, thus the 

items measuring resiliency’s humor trait were retained. The subscale was found to be 

valid and reliable. 

 Independence trait. The first factor analysis of the eight items included in 

independence resulted in a KMO of 0.721 and a significant level of Bartlett’s Test of 

Sphericity (p = 0.0001), confirming good sampling adequacy and valid factor measures. 

The factor loadings component matrix, however, demonstrated that there were two 

dimensions of independence. Three of the items (9, 19, and 34 or “My child says ‘no’ to 

things that he/she doesn’t want to do,”  “My child knows it’s OK if some people do not 

like them,” and “My child avoids situations where they could get into trouble,” 

respectively) had factor loadings below the critical value of 0.60 (0.405, 0.583, and 0.078 

respectively) and were removed from the analysis.  

Reliability analysis was performed on the subscale. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.798. 

Deletion of item 16 (“My child knows it’s OK if they don’t see things the way other 

people do.”) improved the scale reliability, thus the four items remaining measuring 

resiliency’s independent trait were again analyzed for validity.  

The second factor analysis, consisting of items 2, 20, 26 and 38 resulted in a 

KMO of 0.755 and all items were above the accepted level of 0.60. 

The final reliability analysis resulted in a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.803, a high level 

for reliability and deletion of items would not increase this value. Therefore the 

remaining three items measuring independence are valid and reliable for this subscale. 

 Relationship trait. The initial factor analysis of the relationship items resulted in 

a KMO value of 0.812 and a significant Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (p = 0.0001). The 
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exploration of the factor loadings component matrix revealed two dimensions. However 

no items were dropped before the reliability analysis due to high factor loadings. 

Cronbach’s alpha for the reliability analysis was a 0.887, which was interpreted as 

a high level of reliability that the items measure relationships. Consequent deletion of 

Item 14 (“My child knows their family is there for him/her when they need them.”) 

would improve the scale reliability, thus Item 14 was removed for the following factor 

analysis.  

The second factor analysis included Items 12, 18, 24, 31, 32, 35 and 40. This 

resulted in a KMO of 0.812 and all factor loadings for the items were above the 

acceptable level; however Items 18 and 24 loaded on a second factor. 

The second reliability test resulted in a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.900 and 

consequent deletion of Item 18 (“My child avoids people who could get them into 

trouble.”) would improve this value. Thus this item was removed for the following factor 

analysis. 

The factor analysis resulted in a KMO of 0.818 and factor loadings were above 

the acceptable level, therefore these six items were subjected to another test of reliability.  

The third reliability test resulted in a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.904 and deletion of 

Item 24 (“My child chooses their friends carefully.”) would increase the scale reliability 

and it was therefore removed for the following factor analysis.  

The factor analysis resulted in KMO of 0.859 and factor loadings were above the 

acceptable level, therefore these six items were subjected to another test of reliability.  
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The fourth reliability test resulted in a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.917 and deletion of 

Item 12 (“My child’s friends know they can count on him/her.”) would increase the scale 

reliability and it was therefore removed for the following factor analysis.  

The factor analysis resulted in KMO of 0.813 and factor loadings were above the 

acceptable level, therefore these six items were subjected to another test of reliability.  

The last reliability test resulted in a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.917 and deletion of any 

items would not increase the scale reliability and therefore the remaining four items, (31, 

32, 35 and 40) are a valid and reliable measure of the relationship trait.  

Initiative trait. The initial factor analysis of the initiative items resulted in a 

KMO value of 0.796 and a significant Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (p = 0.0001). The 

exploration of the factor loadings component matrix revealed a unidimensional structure 

and all items held with values above 0.60.  

The Cronbach’s alpha for the reliability analysis on initiative was a 0.845, which 

was interpreted as an adequate level of reliability that the items measure the initiative 

trait. Deletion of any items would not improve the value, thus the four items remained.  

Values orientation trait. The initial factor analysis of the four items intended to 

measure the values orientation trait of the RASP resulted in a KMO of 0.622 and a 

significant result of Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (p = 0.0001). All items had factor 

loadings sufficient to consider them as measuring values orientation, however the items 

loaded on two separate components, therefore all four items remained for the reliability 

analysis. 

A reliability analysis of the items resulted in a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.700, which 

was interpreted as a moderate level of reliability that the items consistently measured 
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values orientation. Deletion of Item 17, (“My child thinks that lying is unacceptable.”) 

would improve the scale reliability, thus the item was removed measuring values 

orientation before being subjected to another factor analysis. 

With the second confirmatory factor analysis, a KMO of .626 was represented and 

all three items loaded on an acceptable level, therefore the remaining three items were 

kept for the reliability test.  

A reliability analysis of the items resulted in a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.723. 

Deletion of Item 8, (“My child is prepared to deal with the consequences of their 

actions.”) would improve the scale reliability, thus the item was removed measuring 

resiliency’s values orientation before being subjected to another factor analysis. 

With the Factor Analysis, a KMO of .500 was which is below the acceptable level 

and though deletion of Item 8 would increase the reliability, it would decrease the 

validity below the minimum level of acceptance, therefore it was decided to keep Item 8 

and the resulting Cronbach’s Alpha is 0.723. 

 Parental version of the Resiliency Attitudes and Skills Profile (RASP). As a 

final step in the factor analysis, the seven subscales were converted to items (composite 

measures) measuring the RASP. Factor analysis and reliability analysis were performed 

on the seven subscale items of the RASP (e.g., items from the insight, creativity, humor, 

independence, relationship, initiative, and values orientation subscales). The initial factor 

analysis resulted in a KMO value of 0.524 and a significant result (p = 0.0001) of the 

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity, which falls below a valid measure of the RASP construct.  

A principle components factor analysis was run with Varimax rotation. The 

hypothesis was that there would be seven factors (traits) identified after the rotation 
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process. However, it was found that six factors were identified. Furthermore, factor 

loadings were assessed in terms of parsimony (i.e., they load only on the hypothesized 

factor, otherwise they would be discarded), and that they still meet the criterion of greater 

than 0.60 in order to be retained. Not every hypothesized trait “held” in the analysis. 

Some traits lost items due to the cross loading of items on other traits, only the minority 

of the traits were empirically sound (most of which were of the relationships trait). Table 

7 shows the means and standard deviations for each subscale. 

 

Table 7  

Parental RASP Subscale Means 

Subscale M SD 
Items for the Creativity Trait  3.75 1.07 
Items for the Insight Trait  4.12 0.91 
Items for the Humor Trait  3.76 0.92 
Items for the Independence Trait  4.24 0.91 
Items for the Relationship Trait  4.57 1.25 
Items for the Initiative Trait  4.20 0.91 
Items for the Values Orientation Trait  4.70 0.93 

 

Descriptive Analysis of Aggressive Behaviors 

 

According to results from Rosero (2010), the principal at an elementary school in 

Cortland, NY, there were zero behavioral referrals (“pink slips”) for the duration of the 

fall semester for 5th graders. Before the program was instituted, (month of September 

2009, 17 school days) there were zero aggressive behaviors reported for 6th grade 

students. During the extent of the 8-week program (October through November 2009, 36 

school days) there were five behavioral referrals (all males) submitted to the faculty. For 
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the month of December, (17 days) there were five referrals (one female, and four males).  

Table 6 indicates that the frequency of aggressive behaviors rose 62% after the program 

had ended.  

 
Table 8  

Instances of Aggressive Behaviors as reported by the Principal 

Program Month School 
Days 

Number of 
Aggressive 
Behaviors 

Percentage of 
Aggressive 
Behaviors* 

Before September 17 0 0% 
During October & November 36 5 13.89% 
After December 17 5 29.41% 
* Measured by: School Days/Number of Aggressive Behaviors 

 

Academic Performance Evaluation 

 

 Because numerical averages of students’ grades were unavailable to the 

researchers, the 5th and 6th grade teachers were e-mailed a qualitative inquiry after the 

implementation of League 56 Academy. The survey consisted of only three questions, 

“Do you think any of your students benefited from the academic assistance that was 

provided to them in the Fall League 56 Academy program?”  “If so, to what extent?”  

“Keeping anonymity, can you please provide an example?” Due to a limitation of 

respondents, a restricted amount of information exists for this research component. 

 When asked, “Do you think any of your students benefited from the academic 

assistance that was provided to them in the Fall League 56 Academy program?” A sixth 

grade teacher responded, “Definitely.”   
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 When asked, “Do you think any of your students benefited from the academic 

assistance that was provided to them in the Fall League 56 Academy program?”  “If so, 

to what extent?”  A sixth grade teacher’s response was, “Many sixth-graders looked 

forward to working with the SUNY students. Even students who were not struggling with 

the content enjoyed working with the SUNY [Cortland] students because they made 

personal connections with them. Students who struggle with homework completion had 

the opportunity to get it done in study hall, and felt great about it. They were earning 

recess the following day, and learning.” 

 
  



 

 

 
 

 

Chapter 5 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

The purpose of this study was to explore the perceived effects of a resiliency-

based, afterschool program. This study focused on levels of resiliency, instances of 

aggressive behaviors and achievement in academic performance.  

 This chapter illustrates the summary of the implementation of a resiliency model 

during an afterschool program at a local elementary school. The conclusions in this 

chapter are introduced in the following manner: (a) summary of procedures; (b) summary 

of findings; (c) conclusions; (d) discussion and implications; and (e) recommendations. 

 

Summary of Procedures 

 

This study was a quasi-experimental design that was used to study the effects of a 

resiliency-based afterschool program. In accordance with the four-step, Benefits-Based 

Programming (BBP) model (Allen, et. al, 1998), stakeholders, including participants, 

parents, school board, school administrators and teachers, were all taken into 

consideration when creating the outcome oriented program goals. The sample was hand-

selected (consisting of 5th and 6th graders at a local elementary school in Central New 
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York,) in order to address an issue with a prominent number of aggressive behaviors 

within that population.  

Next, theories and previous, successful courses were studied in order to create a 

successful program that this population would benefit from (i.e., positive youth 

development [Cheon, 2008], RALLY afterschool program [Johnston, 2009], resiliency 

literature [Wolin & Wolin, 1993], benefits of afterschool programming [Witt, 2005], etc.) 

The afterschool program, League 56 Academy, was identified as the experimental 

treatment and the elementary students had the choice of whether or not they attended 

(drop-in style). The goals of the program were three-fold: to instill resiliency in 

participants, decrease occurrences of aggressive behaviors and increase academic 

performance within the 5th and 6th grades. 

Third, multiple measures were taken in order to assess progress towards desired 

goals. In order to assess progress in the area of resiliency, RASP pretests and post-tests 

were administered to both participants and non-participants, and were coded using the 

last four digits of their home phone number. Results from this data collection were 

assessed using SPSS (Statistical Package for Social Sciences) version 17.0. Reliability, 

validity and significance tests were all run with this data. Additionally, to assess 

aggressive behaviors, the faculty researchers were given information from the elementary 

school principal regarding the numbers of aggressive behaviors that occurred before, 

during and after the program implementation. In order to evaluate whether or not the 

academic assistance piece was beneficial to the elementary students, teachers were asked 

to answer three open-ended questions via e-mail. A fourth measure was also taken in 

order to assess the program in the future; this was the addition of the parental version of 
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the RASP. In this study, it was evaluated for psychometric properties, thus enabling its 

use in future studies. 

Continuing with the last step of the BBP model, the program accomplishments 

have been publicized. An article in the local paper was published in order to inform the 

local public about the practices. Furthermore the program coordinators have spoken at 

multiple conferences and community events about the undertakings, outcomes and 

benefits of League 56 Academy. 

 

Limitations 

 

While an overall focus and use of resiliency seems to be a potential antidote to 

meet the needs of youth, it is important to note that it takes ample time and effort to 

combine a number of organizations, individuals, and teaching concepts to accurately 

tailor a program that provides benefits a particular population can use in order to enhance 

their general well-being. It is imperative to note that this is the first year in which a 

program such as this being instituted in conjunction with a single elementary school 

(targeted at 5th and 6th grade students), a University, and a resiliency based component 

that guides the entire program. There are limited effects (positive or negative), as of yet, 

being seen in League 56 Academy due to limited data. Overall, the methods and analyses 

of this study were limited due to the new and early stages of development of a program 

like League 56 Academy and the data collection process.  

Data collection and coding was extremely problematic for this study. One of the 

primary concerns involved the matching of the “last four digits” of the elementary 
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student’s phone number. This was difficult because phone numbers changed in the course 

of a year, students forgot their number from pre to post test, some had multiple phone 

numbers (e.g., one for mother, one for father, or cellular versus home phone), and some 

students (e.g., siblings) may have had the same last four numbers (making it difficult to 

distinguish one set from the other). This was also made difficult due to illegible 

handwriting and a change of a telephone number during the year for some of the 

participants.  

There was also a lack of response from the elementary school teachers when 

encouraged to answer questions about their students’ academic performance. Though the 

teachers were prompted twice within a three-week period, only one teacher was inclined 

to respond.  

 

Summary of Findings 

 

The identified RASP dimensions in the present study (i.e., creativity, insight, 

independence, relationships, initiative, relationship, humor and values orientation) 

besides demonstrating statistical validity and reliability, also confirm previous research 

on resiliency. The results of the present study support previous research on the 

dimensions of resiliency. As Wolin and Wolin (1993) initially suggested, the seven 

resiliency traits all measured the overall resiliency attribute, as operationalized by the 

RASP (Hurtes & Allen, 2001). Unlike, Johnston’s (2009) study, which found support for 

combining the “insight” and “creativity” traits into one trait, evidence in this study and in 

Collins’ (2009) suggested that the these two resiliency traits should remain separated. 
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The RASP was confirmed to incorporate the dimensions of creativity, insight, 

independence, relationships, initiative, humor, and values orientation; therefore the 

present study can be regarded as a confirmation of previous research. More research is 

needed, however, to continue to test all the items, as there were some discrepancies 

between this study, Collins’, and Johnson’s exploration of the resiliency traits.  

With respect to the RASP as a measure of resiliency, most of the items used to 

measure resiliency held up to the various iterations of reliability and validity analyses. 

However, because in some cases, stark differences were found between this study’s 

findings, in relation to Collins’ (2009) and Johnston’s (2009) studies, replication of the 

RASP on the same and other populations should continue.  

In relation to the components of the RASP construct, the resiliency trait that 

presented the highest Cronbach’s Alpha was Relationships (0.833) noting it was the most 

consistent measure; again supporting findings from Collins (2009).  Additionally, the 

relationship trait also had the highest mean. The next highest means and alphas that were 

assessed were those of the values orientation construct. This finding does not support the 

findings of previous studies, as it was found that initiative tended to have the second 

highest means and alphas. The lowest Cronbach’s Alpha was that of Creativity (0.588). 

This finding does not support the findings of previous studies as prior studies indicate 

that humor was the lowest alpha. These findings showcase why some resiliency traits 

need to be emphasized more within the afterschool program to ensure the constructs are 

understood. The proposed idea of an in-school component may help this concern.  
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Research Hypothesis 1 

 

It was hypothesized that there would be a decreased number of aggressive 

behaviors as measured by reported number of referrals before, during and after the 

program. This hypothesis was accepted. Over the course of eight weeks (during the 

program), there were only five incidents of aggressive behaviors. After the program 

ended, there were five more, over a four-week period. This indicates that there was the 

same number of aggressive behaviors, over twice the amount of time, after League 56 

Academy ended. The program had a positive impact on aggressive behavior as evidenced 

by the 62% decrease of referrals during the program. 

 

Research Hypothesis 2 

 

Compared to the pre-test scores on the RASP, experimental group would show 

significantly increased levels of resiliency in post-test scores. Accept the hypothesis. 

Given the results of the dependent t-test, (of the 40 item RASP) it was indicated that 

participants had a significant increase in scores. The 29 item RASP, given a larger sample 

size, could be more user-friendly instrument; this was concluded based on the p value 

(.051) measuring level of significance.   
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Research Hypothesis 3   

 

Students who were able to utilize the academic support offered by the college 

students would have an increase in academic performance. Fail to reject the null 

hypothesis. With the responses from the homeroom teacher of the fifth and sixth grade 

students, it is acceptable to claim that the academic assistance is beneficial to the 

students. 

 

Research Hypothesis 4   

 

The parent version of the RASP is a valid and reliable measure of resiliency. 

Accept the hypothesis. After testing the psychometric properties of the parental version 

of the RASP, it is acceptable to suggest that the RASP should be decreased to 29 items 

and administered to the parents again. 

 

Conclusions 

 

Similar to previous findings, this study found a significant difference between 

participating in recreational activities and achieving more benefits of resiliency (e.g, 

Collins, 2009). With the use of a paired samples t-test to analyze the 19 participants who 

completed the pre and post (40 item RASP) test, the data revealed that there was a 

significant difference between pretest and posttest scores. However, (it is speculated that) 
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due to a limited sample size (19), there was no significant difference found from pretest 

to post-test using the 29 item RASP. 

 

Discussion and Implications 

 

The use of recreational activities for fifth and sixth grade students seemed to 

correlate well with past studies regarding the use of recreation in an afterschool program. 

The students were excited to participate in the activities and a number of individual 

behaviors increased in positivity as they became comfortable with program leaders 

(SUNY Cortland’s Recreation, Parks and Leisure Studies’ students) as suggested they 

would by Witt (2005). Also, the activities were a great way for the youngsters to relieve 

energy, as they had been in school for over six hours, sitting in classes, with minimal 

breaks during school hours, and League 56 Academy was the fun and excitement that 

they needed and wanted, where they could participate in activities with their peers. 

Additionally, as mentioned before, League 56 Academy served an average of 32 students 

per afterschool session, students who were not being served prior to the initiation of this 

program; it gave them academic assistance, a healthy snack and provided them with an 

opportunity to develop positive outlooks on life. 

The concepts and explanations above have provided an in-depth framework of 

how League 56 Academy encourages a positive, benefits-based approach to program 

planning and implementation. It is the intent that program leaders interacting in the 

program will help improve the overall quality of life of individuals participating while 

increasing resiliency skills that have been tailored within the curriculum, to help the fifth 
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and sixth grade students achieve, understand and appreciate the resiliency traits that 

League 56 Academy teaches. All these things can be achieved with the successful 

completion of the following areas:  continuing to implement positive youth development, 

keeping the strong mentorship between the undergraduate and elementary students, 

improving programming structure and implementation, and continuing to build a strong 

relationship with the school district to ensure the stability and success of League 56 

Academy.  

 

Recommendations 

 

This study can be useful for continued studies related to resiliency, structured 

afterschool time, and the use of the Resiliency Attitudes and Skills Profile. Although this 

study showed little significance throughout its analysis, it could be further explored and 

measured to determine new ways to achieve success in a program like the one in this 

study. Unfortunately, with a new program like League 56 Academy there are a number of 

unforeseen environmental and programming circumstances that may occur. 

 Knowing the positive effects that the relationship and values orientation traits 

have had on the participants are critical in the next steps of programming for the future. 

As a recreation programmer it is important to continue to acknowledge and encourage the 

use of these traits as they have been fully understood by participants. Initially, it is 

important to critically assess all activities that were developed for both the relationship 

and values orientation traits, compare them with others in order to discover why these 

constructs were more easily attained. It is necessary to make similar changes in other 
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weekly activity plans for the remaining five traits in order to test whether the 

development, facilitation or organization may have had an effect on the participants’ 

perception of the trait.  

It is also recommended to encourage an in-school portion so students may be 

introduced to the concepts that they will be encountering after school. In relation to those 

participants who did not score well within certain traits, it would advised to assess 

whether an individual consistently scored poorly of if it was solely within a specific 

traits. It is also recommended that the teachers stress the trait of the week during school 

(e.g., language arts). In addition, in order to increase response rates for qualitative 

feedback regarding students’ academic performance, it is suggested that the researcher 

conduct an interview or focus group with the teachers, post program. 

Within the study, some factors should be reevaluated (each resiliency item) and 

others should be considered to determine if this program played a role in other aspects 

within the sixth grade students’ lives. Those aspects could be a rise or fall in attendance, 

truancy rates, delinquency rates, detention rates, school spirit, friends, etc. Additionally, it 

appears that students grasped the concept of relationships; therefore it would be 

beneficial to follow-up with reports from students, parents or teachers regarding this 

matter. For example, students may consider whether or not they felt more at ease with 

their peers due to their attendance within the program, versus how they felt prior to 

participating League 56 Academy. As a 29 item scale the RASP was still a valid and 

reliable instrument; therefore given the age, and accordingly, probable attention span of 

the population, it is recommended to alter the scale, removing the 11 items that did not 

hold. 
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If the study were to be conducted again, there are a number of factors that should 

be examined and changed. Those factors include the use of the “last four digits” of the 

participants’ phone numbers and to have a program coordinator proctor the survey to 

ensure the directions are read. It would be recommended to assign numbers to students 

who complete the survey, thus keeping anonymity for the participants, while giving the 

researcher the opportunity to easily match pretest to post test. 

 Additionally, it would be beneficial to use the parental version of the RASP to 

coincide with the child version. Comparison of these scores may confirm to validate the 

child’s perception of their resiliency skills. Moreover, it is suggested that the parental 

version of the RASP be reduced to a 29 item scale as well, as many of the items did not 

hold throughout the reliability and validity tests. Before reducing the scale, more research 

needs to be conducted with a larger sample size to authenticate the results. 

 If this afterschool program was developed to target multiple schools, results from 

similar settings may also be evaluated to confirm findings. The expansion of the program 

to the remaining four elementary schools in the school district may suit this 

recommendation well. League 56 Academy combined the concepts of positive youth 

development, intentionally designed programming, and resiliency in order to create an 

afterschool program to combat many multiple risk factors that youths encounter 

throughout their lives.  
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Appendix A 

Resiliency Attitudes and Skills Profile 

(RASP©) 
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SURVEY KEY: 

 

Resiliency Attitudes and Skills Profile (RASP) 

Copyright © 1999 by K.P. Hurtes 

 

CREATIVITY:  6, 22, 23, and 39 

 

HUMOR:  11, 25, 33, and 36 

 

INDEPENDENCE:  2, 9, 16, 19, 20, 26, 34, and 38 

 

INITIATIVE:  1, 3, 13, 30, and 37 

 

INSIGHT:  4, 5, 7, 10, 15, 21, and 27 

 

RELATIONSHIPS:  12, 14, 18, 24, 31, 32, 35, and 40 

 

VALUES ORIENTATION:  8, 17, 28, and 29  

 

 

There are no reverse coded items. 



88 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix B 

Parent Version of the Resiliency Attitudes and Skills Profile 

(Parental RASP©) 
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Appendix C 

Calendar of Targeted Constructs 
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Appendix D 

Weekly Activity Plans 

Weeks 1 through 8 
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Appendix E 

League 56 Academy Daily Schedule 
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Appendix F 

League 56 Academy Parental Permission Packet 
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