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Abstract:  This article provides initial data about the reliability and 
validity of tools aimed at promoting youth intentional self regulation 
(ISR) within mentoring programs. Based on the translation of the 
theory-based research about ISR and youth thriving conducted 
within the 4-H Study of Positive Youth Development (PYD), the GPS 
to Success tools use the metaphor of a car’s GPS navigational 
system to enhance goal-directed behaviors among youth. The core 
GPS tools are “growth grids,” designed to help mentors appraise ISR 
skill development and to link these skills to other grids assessing the 
Five Cs of PYD and Contribution. Data from 152 mentor and youth 
pairs from 4-H program sites in Oregon and North Carolina indicated 
that the growth grids were generally reliable. Although validity 
evidence was mixed, rubrics for “G” and “P” and for a global GPS 
score were related to a well-validated measure of ISR.  

 
 
 
 

Introduction 
 
Evidence from several fields suggests that intentional self-regulatory, or goal-directed, skills 
become especially important to healthy development during adolescence (e.g., Cunha, 
Heckman, & Schennach, 2010; Geldhof, Little, & Columbo, 2010; Gestsdóttir, & Lerner, 2008; 
Lerner, Lerner, Bowers, Lewin-Bizan, Gestsdottir, & Urban, 2011). The salience of intentional 
self-regulation (ISR) during adolescence is grounded in the multifaceted changes that mark the 
second decade of life, and the need to regulate, or control, adaptively one’s behavior in the face 



of changes involving: the brain (Moshman, 2013; Paus, 2009); new motivational states (Freud, 
1969; Susman, & Dorn, 2009);  cognitive changes (Kuhn, 2009); and the refinement of long-
term planning skills (Brandtstädter, 1989; McClelland, Ponitz, Messersmith, & Tominey, 2010).  
 
Philosophers, philanthropists, and practitioners share with developmental scientists the belief in 
the salience of ISR for positive youth development (PYD). For instance, Sir John Templeton 
(2012) explained that the key to character development is the control of one’s mind, noting that 
“If one rules one’s mind, one rules one’s world” (2012, p. 3). In turn, practitioners have great 
interest in integrating ISR skills into youth development programs (e.g., Kurtines, et al., 2008b; 
J. Lerner, et al., 2012). Indeed, not only are youth development programs key ecological assets 
in promoting ISR, PYD, and youth Contribution to their communities but, as well, the adults in 
the lives of youth – and particularly the presence of competent, reliable, and devoted adults – 
are the key features of effective youth development programs (see, for reviews, J. Lerner, et 
al., 2012; Lerner, 2004; Rhodes, & Lowe, 2009). 
 
However, there are few evidence-based tools available to help practitioners discuss and build 
ISR skills with the youth in their care. The purpose of this report is to provide initial data about 
the use and validity of research-based tools aimed at promoting ISR in the context of mentoring 
programs. These materials – GPS to Success – are a translation of the theory-predicated 
research conducted within the 4-H Study of PYD (Lerner, et al., 2005, 2009, 2010, 2011b) 
about the links between youth ISR and positive development.  
 
Designing the GPS to Success tools 
The core components of the GPS to Success project are based on a translation of theory and 
research pertinent to the Selection (S), Optimization (O), and Compensation (C; SOC) model of 
ISR (Baltes, & Baltes, 1990; Baltes, Lindenberger, & Staudinger, 2006; Freund, & Baltes, 2002; 
Freund, Li, & Baltes, 1999). The project uses the metaphor of a car’s GPS navigation system – 
you “choose your destination” and the GPS (your SOC skills in this case) provides “strategies” to 
arrive at your destination (in this case, achieving a goal). In Project GPS, “G” stands for “Goal 
Selection,” and reflects Selection skills. “P” stands for “Pursuit of Strategies,” and reflects 
Optimization skills. “S” stands for “Shifting Gears,” and reflects Compensation skills. The 
definitions of these concepts are:  
 

Goal Selection: A young person who has positive purpose is also one who is on a 
thriving path. Therefore, young people need to understand the importance of selecting 
positive goals and of having the skills to make good choices; 
Pursuit of Strategies: Adolescents need to develop strategies to attain their goals. 
They need to be able to make goal-specific plans and to develop appropriately the 
resources – from practicing a skill to recruiting the help of others – to achieve their 
goals; and 
Shifting Gears: Youth must be able to switch to a new strategy when their initial 
strategy fails to help achieve their goal. In these circumstances, they need to judge 
when it is reasonable to stay with their original goals and when it is prudent to select a 
new goal, for instance, when the chance to attain the initial goal is lost. 

 
The core tools for GPS to Success are rubrics or “growth grids.” The growth grids provide a 
standardized way for youth and mentors to discuss GPS skills and the Five Cs of Positive Youth 
Development (PYD); i.e., Competence, Confidence, Connection, Character, and Caring; (Lerner, 
et al., 2005, 2009, 2010, 2011b) and the “6th C” of youth, Contribution. Growth grids were also 
designed to give mentors a snapshot on how youth in their programs were doing, and what the 
goal-management skills of youth look like. The growth grids also helped mentors appraise skill 



development. This tool enables mentors to assess how well youth in a program have benefitted 
from their involvement with mentors. The growth grids, however, are not just measurement 
tools. They can also serve as powerful motivators for change in youth (Andrade, 2000; 
Goodrich,1997; Marzano, & Haystead, 2008; Moskal, 2003; Popham, 1997). An essential feature 
of GPS to Success is having both mentor-scored growth grids, in which the mentors assess the 
youth, as well as youth-scored growth grids, in which the youth do a self-assessment. With the 
growth grids as a guide, the mentor and youth can compare their assessments of the youth’s 
GPS Skills and PYD – and discuss where they share opinions or where they differ. Youth can see 
where their greatest strengths lie, and where their biggest challenges exist as they move on a 
path towards thriving. 
 
In other words, the growth grids were developed for use by both mentors in diverse youth 
programs and, as well, by the young people they serve. The growth grids were created based 
upon four design criteria: 

1. The use of research evidence for content. Substantive material for the cells of (the 
vocabulary used in) the growth grids was drawn from findings from the 4-H Study of 
Positive Youth Development (Lerner, et al., 2005, 2009, 2010, 2011) and the work of 
Paul Baltes, Alexandra Freund, and their colleagues (e.g., Baltes, 1997; Baltes, & Baltes, 
1990; Baltes, Lindenberger, & Staudinger, 2006; Freund, & Baltes, 2002; Freund, Li, & 
Baltes, 1999). 

2. Aligning terminology with the language of the Thrive Foundation for Youth. 
When supported by research evidence, variations in terminology were introduced to 
align wording with the phrasing used by the Thrive Foundation 
(http://www.thrivefoundation.org/), which drew their content from both the sources 
noted in Point 1, above, and Point 3, below. 

3. The use of cross-validating evidence. The content of the cells of the growth grids 
were modified to incorporate relevant findings of researchers other than those 
associated with the 4-H Study or the Baltes, Baltes, and Freund group. Specifically, the 
work of Peter Benson (2008), William Damon (2008), Carol Dweck (2006), Jacquelynne 
Eccles (2004), and Reed Larson (2000, 2006) was used. 

4. Measurement equivalence across age and phases of program implementation. 
To reach a large number of diverse youth, the tools that were developed had to be 
applicable to diverse young people across the adolescent years and, as well, to diverse 
youth-serving programs at all points in the process of program implementation (from 
program initiation to termination). Accordingly, we aimed to develop tools that would 
have validity at any point in time at which they are used (with “time” referring to both 
age of adolescent and phase of the program he or she is in).  

 
Each growth grid was designed based upon, first, Design Criterion 1 noted above. Accordingly, 
the language used in the research was transformed into the language within the cells of each 
rubric. As such, we made changes in this language only if we found through pretesting and 
research team consensus that Design Criteria 2 or 3 made the tool more useful. Following this 
procedure helped ensure that we had clearly stated terms for each growth grid.  
 
In regards to pretesting, initial reviews of the tools were conducted with youth-serving 
professionals and the research team. Youth-serving professionals were asked to evaluate the 
growth grids in terms of  

1. the relevance of the included dimensions to the construct of Goal Selection, 
Pursuit of Strategies, or Shifting Gears 

2. the clarity of the columns of each rubric  



3. the distinction between and  logical progression of the performance levels  
4. how reliably they can envision each dimension being scored by mentors  
5. the usefulness of the rubrics for youth development and in their organizations 
6. how to adjust the language of the rubrics to make them more appropriate for 

adolescents to score themselves. 
 
This series of conversations resulted in a set of growth grids which were then empirically 
examined with a sample of mentors and youth from 4-H program sites in Oregon and North 
Carolina. These assessments constituted an initial evaluation of the psychometric usefulness of 
the GPS to Success tools. That is, this work involved validation procedures that assessed the 
presence within youth of relations between scores derived from the tools that are pertinent to 
goal-related behavior and scores derived from the tools pertinent to the Cs. We report here the 
results of this examination. 
 

Method 
 

Sample  
There were 152 unique mentor/mentee pairs that participated. Of these participants, 69 of 
these pairs included youth older than 14 years of age (older adolescents; Mean age = 15.84, 
SD = 1.21), and 83 included youth younger than 14 years of age (younger adolescents; Mean 
age = 12.00, SD = 1.20). This evaluation was conducted in the fall of 2010 with mentors and 
mentees at eight 4-H sites in North Carolina and ten 4-H sites in Oregon. Participants from the 
former state constituted 30.9% of the sample.  
 

Of the 69 older adolescents who participated in the study, 30.4% were male, 52.2% were 
female, and 17.4% did not report their gender. Older adolescents’ grade in school ranged from 
“8th Grade” to “12th Grade.”  Of these 69 participants, 2.9% of participants were in 8th Grade, 
24.6% of participants were in 9th Grade, 15.9% of participants were in 10th Grade, 15.9% of 
participants were in 11th Grade, 14.5% of participants were in 12th Grade, and 26.1% of 
participants did not report their grade in school. A large proportion of the older adolescent 
sample reported being White or Caucasian (72.5%), whereas 10.1% reported being African-
American or Latino/a, and 17.4% of youth did not report their race or ethnicity. 
 

Of the 83 younger adolescents who participated in the study, 36.1% were male, 51.8% were 
female, and 12.0% did not report their gender. Younger adolescents’ grade in school ranged 
from “3rd Grade” to “8th Grade.”  Of these 83 participants, 1.2% of participants were in 3rd 
Grade, 3.6% of participants were in 4th Grade, 20.5% of participants were in 5th Grade, 24.1% 
of participants were in 6th Grade, 18.1% of participants were in 7th Grade, 20.5% of 
participants were in 8th Grade, and 12.0% of participants did not report their grade in school. A 
large proportion of the younger adolescent sample also reported being White or Caucasian 
(73.5%), whereas 8.4% reported being African-American, 8.4 % reported Other 
races/ethnicities (Latino/a, Asian American, Native-American), and 12.0% of youth did not 
report their race or ethnicity. 
 

In total 45 mentors reported on these 152 youth. Mentors reported on youth indices for a range 
of one to seven youth (15.5% reported on one youth, 24.4% reported on two youth, 13.3% 
reported on three youth, 15.5% reported on four youth, 20.0% reported on five youth, and 
11.1% reported on 6 or 7 youth). A substantial majority of mentors were female (80%) and 
ranged in age from 25 to 68 (M = 46.95, SD = 9.18). A majority of mentors also reported being 
White or Caucasian (82.2%), with 8.9% reported being, African-American, Latino/a, or Native 
American, and 8.9% not reporting their race or ethnicity.  
 



Rubrics/Growth Grids 
 

The growth grids involve the different aspects and skills of GPS and PYD to help both youth and 
their mentors reflect on the youth's strengths and areas for improvement. The grids provide a 
standard of performance needed to attain a specific score. Each growth grid in the GPS to 
Success suite has a comparable structure. This structure expedites responding and minimizes 
scoring error, regardless of the age of the youth or the skill being assessed. 
 

Each of the growth grids shares the same “1 to 5” scoring scale. The youth moves up in the 
scoring scale as they improve along two axes: skill initiative and skill competence. In other 
words, youth need to have both the initiative to try to use a skill and the competence to 
implement that skill effectively. For example, a youth at a Level 5 on the rubric is showing 
consistent initiative to use a particular skill and has mastered the skill. At the opposite end of 
the spectrum is a youth at Level 1; a youth at Level 1 shows so little initiative or skill, that the 
youth is disengaged from the process. In between these extremes, a youth at a Level 3 has the 
initiative to use a particular skill, but needs a lot of help to actually use the skill. At the onset of 
the GPS to Success project, we expected that we were not likely to find many young people at 
a Level 5 or a Level 1; however, we expected that many youth would fall between these 
extremes. Figure 1 presents an example of a Growth Grid. 
 

Assessments of an adolescent’s GPS skills and levels of PYD through the growth grids were 
completed by both youth and mentors. Youth self-assess their abilities, and mentors assess the 
behavior of youth as well. Having multiple reporters of these intentional self-regulation skills 
addresses a limitation in the research, in which assessments of an adolescent’s SOC were only 
comprised of self-reported data. The language is different in the mentor versus youth-
completed growth grids to reflect who is scoring them; that is, the youth-completed growth 
grids are phrased as “I statements” and contain simpler language than the mentor-completed 
grids. Regardless of these language differences, the content of the rubrics, as well as the 
overall structure, is shared across the sets of rubrics. 
 

The rubrics also differ by the age of the youth who is the focus of the rubrics. It is important to 
note that youth ages 10-13 have a single GPS rubric, while youth ages 14-18 have three rubrics 
assessing G, P, and S skills separately. The reason for this difference is based on research 
which indicated that while it is important for younger adolescents to have goal-directed skills, 
the G, P, and S scores of these adolescents do not differentiate into the tripartite SOC structure 
identified in older adolescents and adults (Gestsdottir, & Lerner, 2007). Younger adolescents 
with high G also have high P and also have high S. These younger adolescents also have a 
difficult time with certain questions on the GPS survey as young people from ages 10-13 often 
display less-refined and a smaller number of GPS skills. Therefore, the concepts related to those 
questions were removed, and the single rubric was developed.  
 

Based upon the theoretical and empirical literature and the iterative process with both 
colleagues at the Thrive Foundation for Youth and youth-serving professionals, we identified 13 
skills that were indicative of SOC and related to successful goal attainment. As indicated, we 
translated these skills into a more practitioner- and youth friendly acronym – GPS – using the 
metaphor of a car’s GPS navigation system:  
 

• The four Goal Selection skills were  
o Choosing your destination,  
o Choosing goals that help others,  
o Breaking down long-term goals, and  
o Identifying relations among goals.  

 



• The five Pursuit of Strategies skills were  
o Sticking to a plan,  
o Seizing the moment,  
o Developing strategies,  
o Showing persistent effort, and  
o Checking your progress.  

 

• The four Shifting Gears skills were  
o Substituting strategies,  
o Seeking different help,  
o Adopting strategies of others, and  
o Changing goals without feeling bad.  

 
An example of one of the growth grids, indexing an older adolescent’s self-assessed “Goal 
Selection,” is presented here, in Figure 1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 



We also identified attributes indicative of each of the Cs of PYD and Contribution (see Appendix 
1). The five Competence dimensions were Academic competence, Cognitive competence, Social 
competence, Emotional competence, and Healthy habits; the five Confidence dimensions were 

Overall Confidence, Confidence in School, Confidence in Physical Appearance, Confidence in 
Peer Acceptance, and Confidence in an Area of Interest; the three Connection dimensions were 
Connection with family, Connection with friends and peer groups, and Connection with 
community; the three Character dimensions were Moral compass, Integrity; and the four Caring 
dimensions were Sympathy, Empathy, Caring actions, and Promoting social justice. The four 
Contribution dimensions were Service to community, Leadership roles, Mentoring peers, and 
Sense of positive purpose. 
 
Positive Youth Development. Youth also completed measures of PYD. As noted, we utilized 
the approach to PYD used by Lerner and colleagues (2005) that employs several measures to 
index PYD, which is operationalized through the assessment of the Five Cs—Competence, 
Confidence, Character, Connection, and Caring. Each “C” comprises a number of well-validated 
scales designed to assess the essential elements of the definition of the construct. Detailed 
information regarding the measurement of each of the Cs is presented below. The Five Cs 
comprising the PYD construct are operationalized as follows:  
 

Competence is a positive view of one’s action in domain-specific areas including the social and 
academic domains and is indexed by 11 items. Cronbach’s alpha for the older adolescents in the 
present sample was .85. Cronbach’s alpha for the younger adolescents in the present sample 
was .82. 
 

Confidence is an internal sense of overall positive self-worth, identity, and feelings about one’s 
physical appearance and was indexed by 16 items. Cronbach’s alpha for the older adolescents 
in the present sample was .90. Cronbach’s alpha for the younger adolescents in the present 
sample was .80. 
 

Character involves respect for societal and cultural rules, possession of standards for correct 
behaviors, a sense of right and wrong, and integrity and was indexed by 20 items. Cronbach’s 
alpha for the older adolescents in the present sample was .87 Cronbach’s alpha for the younger 
adolescents in the present sample was .87. 
 

Connection involves a positive bond with people and institutions that are reflected in healthy, 
bidirectional exchanges between the individual and peers, family, school, and community in 
which both parties contribute to the relationship. Connection is indexed by 22 items. Cronbach’s 
alpha for the older adolescents in the present sample was .89. Cronbach’s alpha for the 
younger adolescents in the present sample was .91. 
 

Caring is the degree of sympathy and empathy, that is, the degree to which participants feel 
sorry for the distress of others and was indexed by 9 items. Cronbach’s alpha for the older 
adolescents in the present sample was .79. Cronbach’s alpha for the younger adolescents in the 
present sample was .63. 
 
Full details about these measures, their construction, and validity and reliability can be found in 
Lerner and colleagues (2005) and Bowers and colleagues (2010). 
 
Contribution. Participants responded to twelve items which were weighted and summed to 
create a composite score of contribution. These items were from four subsets: leadership, 
service, helping, and ideology. Items from the leadership, service, and helping scales measured 
the frequency of time youth spent helping others (e.g., friends or neighbors), providing service 
to their communities, and acting in leadership roles; together, the leadership, service, and 



helping subsets comprise an action component of Contribution. The ideology scale measured 
the extent to which contribution was an important facet of their identities (e.g., “It is important 
to me to contribute to my community and society”). These items are derived from existing 
instruments with known psychometric properties and used in large-scales studies of 
adolescents, that is, the Profiles of Student Life-Attitudes and Behaviors Survey (PSL-AB; 
Benson, Leffert, Scales, & Blyth, 1998) and the Teen Assessment Project Survey Question Bank 
(TAP; Small, & Rodgers, 1995). The action and ideology components are weighted equally to 
calculate the Contribution scores. As with the PYD scores, in the present study the Contribution 
scores range from 0 to 100. Cronbach’s alpha for the older adolescents in the present sample 
was .75. Cronbach’s alpha for the younger adolescents in the present sample was .79. 
 
Intentional self regulation. We used the Selection, Optimization, and Compensation (SOC) 
questionnaire (Freund, & Baltes, 2002) to measure self regulation, that is, the individual 
component of the process of individual-context relations. The original SOC measure, which was 
created in Germany for use with adult populations, includes 48 items (12 items in each subscale 
of Elective Selection, Loss-based Selection, Optimization, and Compensation). Freund and 
Baltes (2002) created a shorter version of this measure, which included six items per scale and 
had acceptable psychometric characteristics (Freund, & Baltes, 2002).  
 
Each of the subscales has six items with a forced-choice format. Each item consists of two 
statements, one describing behavior reflecting Elective Selection, Loss-based Selection, 
Optimization, or Compensation and the other describing a non-SOC related behavior. An 
example of an Optimization scale item is: “When I do not succeed right away at what I want to 
do, I don’t try other possibilities for very long OR I keep trying as many different possibilities as 
are necessary to succeed at my goal.” The latter option reflects goal-optimization. Participants 
are asked to decide which of the statements is more similar to how they would behave. 
Affirmative responses are summed to provide a score for each individual on each subscale. 
Higher scores on each subscale indicate higher levels of self-regulatory skills. 
 
Past research using data from the 4-H Study of PYD has identified the structure of the SOC 
measure among adolescents ranging, to date, from fifth to tenth grades (e.g., Gestsdottir, & 
Lerner, 2007; Gestsdottir, et al. 2009, 2010). In Grades 5 through 7, the SOC construct exists 
globally (Gestsdottir, & Lerner, 2007; Zimmerman, Phelps, & Lerner, 2007), as opposed to the 
adult-like structure of three distinct processes. However, reflective of the orthogenetic principle 
(Werner, 1957), evidence was found for a tripartite, differentiated structure of SOC beginning in 
the eighth grade as the individual S, O, and C components identified in older populations 
(Freund, & Baltes, 2002) were found in these younger people (Gestsdottir, et al., 2009). 
However, this work has been “unable to provide [conclusive] evidence against or in support of… 
differentiation,” (Gestsdottir, et al., 2009, p. 591), and other research has modeled the SOC 
processes using a nine-item subset of the SOC questionnaire across adolescence displaying 
adequate reliability in both middle and late adolescence (Bowers, et al., 2011). The most recent 
work on the structure of SOC in adolescence reinforces the utility of the nine-item composite 
(Geldhof, et al., in press). To be consistent with these findings we calculated a global 9-item 
SOC for all adolescents, and we calculated separate S, O, and C composite scores for older 
adolescents. Cronbach’s alpha for the older adolescents in the present sample was .45 for 
Selection, .57 for Optimization, and .26 for Compensation. Cronbach’s alpha for the 9-item SOC 
composite was .74 for the younger adolescents and .61 for the older adolescents in the present 
sample. 
 



While these alpha coefficients appear low, low internal consistency is not unexpected as the 
SOC questionnaire includes heterogeneous facets of each factor (e.g., optimization: investing 
effort, planning, modeling successful others).  There are also several additional reasons why 
concern over these values is unwarranted. First, Cronbach’s alpha is a lower bound estimate of 
reliability based on Monte Carlo estimates (Cortina, 1993). In addition, some psychometricians 
have argued that low alphas, even at 0.1 to 0.2, are sufficient indices on complex constructs 
(Cattell, 1978).  Finally, and most importantly, the reliability data for SOC components has been 
coupled with concurrent and predictive validity data involving PYD and risk/problem behaviors 
(Gestsdottir, & Lerner, 2007; Gestsdottir, et al., 2009; Zimmerman, et al., 2008). Taken this 
evidence together, the SOC measure is regarded as a useful index of intentional self regulation 
among adolescents.  
 
Mentoring relationship duration, intensity, and structure. For each youth, mentors were 
also asked to report on how long they had known the youth (We have just met, A few weeks, 
Several months, About a year, Several years); how often they met the youth (Less than one 
time per month, Once per month, Several times per month, Once per week, Several times per 
week); the duration of each meeting (Less than one hour, About one hour, several hours); and 
the structure of those meetings (individual, group). 
 
Procedure 
The GPS to Success evaluation involved recruiting and training 4-H staff and agents in North 
Carolina and Oregon to use the growth grids. This training consisted of an hour and a half 
interactive webinar conducted by the research team in which the GPS to Success Project was 
described to mentors, each column of the growth grids was detailed, videos of exemplary 
models of the skills were shown and discussed, and mentors engaged in guided scoring of 
vignettes of young people who used the GPS skills and exhibiting the PYD attributes to varying 
degrees. In order to enhance the reliability and accuracy of reporting on such a diverse set of 
attributes, we worked to recruit mentor-mentee pairs that were established (> six months 
duration of relationships) and saw each other on a regular basis (> 1 time per month).  
 
Mentors received login information for themselves and their mentees to complete an online 
version of the survey via the Internet. In most cases, the programs allocated computers for 
participants to take the survey online. Mentors and mentees completed the surveys separately. 
The questionnaires took approximately forty-five minutes to complete, and participants were 
encouraged to take short breaks if needed.  
 
In order to assess whether the GPS and PYD growth grids were reliable and valid measures of 
intentional self regulation and PYD, we calculated Cronbach’s alphas for each subscale. We also 
conducted validity assessments that involved point-in-time assessments of covariation of scores 
derived from: (1) mentor ratings of youth (growth grids); (2) youth self-ratings (growth grids); 
and (3) youth responses to items from the 4-H Study Student Questionnaire (short version) that 
involved scores for (a) the Five Cs of PYD; (b) Contribution; and (c) SOC.  
 

Results 
 
Preliminary analyses 
Of the 69 older adolescents, 7.2% (n = 5) were reported to have known their mentor about a 
year; and 76.8% (n = 53) were reported to having known their mentor for several years. 
Eleven youth (15.9%) were missing information about relationship duration. Based on the 
prevailing view in the field of mentoring (Rhodes & Lowe, 2009), these results indicate that 



almost 85% of mentors reported relationships with older adolescents long enough in duration to 
report youth attributes accurately.  
 
In regard to dosage, the frequency of mentor-reported contact with youth in general was 
relatively frequent as almost 75% of youth were reported to meet with their mentor at least 
several times per month. Only one youth (1.4%) was reported to see their mentor less than 
one time per month; 24.6% (n = 17) were reported to see their mentors one time per month; 
26.1% (n = 18) were reported to see their mentor several times per month; 11.6% (n = 8) 
were reported to see their mentor once per week; and 20.3% (n = 14) were reported to see 
their mentor several times per week or more. Again, 11 youth (15.9%) were missing 
information about relationship frequency.  
 
Only 2.9% of the older adolescents (n = 2) were reported to average less than one hour of 
time together in a typical meeting. Most youth were reported to meet with their mentors about 
one hour (31.9%, n = 22) or for several hours during a typical meeting (47.8%, n = 33). 
Twelve youth did not have length of visit information reported (17.4%). 
 
Mentors also reported differences their mentoring practices, such that some mentors met with 
their youth individually, whereas others met in groups. In our study, 69.6% of youth (n =48) 
met with their mentors in groups, and 14.5% (n = 10) met with their mentors individually. 
Eleven youth (15.9%) did not have this information available. While there may be some 
concern with the large proportion of older adolescents meeting with their “mentors” in group 
settings, we believe that the reported length of relationships, the frequency of contact, and the 
duration of a typical meeting between mentors and youth provide evidence that the mentors 
would be accurate reporters of older adolescents GPS skills and PYD attributes.  In addition, a 
recent meta-analysis of mentoring programs for youth reported no differences in effects 
between group and one-to-one programs, and the effects for both were positive (DuBois, 
Portillo, Rhodes, Silverthorn, & Valentine, 2011). 
 
Of the 83 younger adolescents, 1.2% (n = 1) were reported to have known their mentor across 
a range of time from a few weeks to about a year; 1.2% (n =1) were reported to have known 
their mentor for several months; 24.1% (n = 20) were reported to have known their mentors 
for about a year; and 66.3% (n = 55) were reported to having known their mentor for several 
years. Six youth (7.2%) were missing information about relationship duration. Again, these 
results indicate that over 90% of mentors reported relationships with younger adolescents long 
enough in duration to report youth attributes accurately. 
 
In regard to dosage, 2.4% (n = 2) of youth were reported to see their mentor less than one 
time per month; 36.1% (n = 30) were reported to see their mentors one time per month; 
27.7% (n = 23) were reported to see their mentor several times per month; 9.6% (n = 8) were 
reported to see their mentor once per week; and 16.9% (n = 14) were reported to see their 
mentor several times per week or more. Again, 6 youth (15.9%) were missing information 
about relationship frequency.  
 
A larger proportion of the younger adolescents (9.6%, n = 8) were reported to average less 
than one hour of time together in a typical meeting. However, most youth were reported to 
meet with their mentors about one hour (25.3%, n = 21) or for several hours during a typical 
meeting (56.6%, n = 47). Seven youth did not have length of visit information reported (8.4%). 
 



The type of program structure experienced by younger adolescents mirrored that of older 
adolescents. Thirteen youth (15.7%) met with their mentors individually, whereas 77.1% 
(n=64) met with their mentors individually. Six youth (7.2%) did not have this information 
available. As with our older adolescent sample, we believe that any concerns about the 
structure of the mentoring relationships (i.e., group) for reporting accuracy and validity is offset 
by the length and intensity of the relationships that were reported. 

 
Main Analyses: The Psychometric Characteristics of the GPS to Success Tools 
In general, the results indicated that the GPS, the Five Cs of PYD, and Contribution growth grids 
were reliable measures (see Table 1). Mentors rated youth in a more reliable manner, that is, 
with high levels of consistency, while youth displayed greater variability in their responses. 
Cronbach’s alphas for the mentor-reported growth grids ranged from a low of .76 for 
Connection in both younger and older adolescents to a high of .92 for young adolescents’ global 
GPS. Conversely, Cronbach’s alphas for the youth-reported growth grids ranged from a low of 
.42 for older adolescent Competence to a high of .80 for younger adolescent Character and 
older adolescent Pursuit of Strategies.  
 

Table 1 
Reliabilities (αs) for mentor- and youth-reported GPS, PYD, and Contribution growth grids for  

Younger and older adolescents 
 

 
Growth Grid 

Older 
adolescents, 

Mentor-
reported 

Older 
adolescents, 
Self-reported 

Younger 
adolescents, 

Mentor-
reported 

Younger 
adolescents, 
Self-reported 

Competence .85 .42 .85 .66 

Confidence .87 .62 .86 .73 

Connection .76 .45 .76 .45 

Character .91 .56 .86 .80 

Caring .90 .43 .85 .49 

Contribution .90 .78 .86 .63 

GPS - Global .93 .68 .92 .63 

Goal Selection .88 .65 NA NA 

Pursuit of Strategies .91 .80 NA NA 

Shifting Gears .85 .59 NA NA 

 
The G, P, and S growth grids for older youth did not exhibit good validity when youth scores on 
the growth grids were correlated with analogous scores on youth-reported 4-H Study 
questionnaire items pertaining to Selection, Optimization, and Compensation (See Table 2). 
However, the growth grids for Goal Selection and Pursuit of Strategies were significantly related 



to the global nine-item measure of SOC that has been found to be a reliable and valid index of 
ISR (e.g., Geldhof, et al., in press; Gestsdottir, et al., 2007). The six-item global GPS score was 
also significantly correlated to the nine-item global SOC measure for both older and younger 
adolescents.  
 

Table 2 
Correlations for Youth-Reported BPS and SOC Dimensions 

 

 

Goal 

Selection      
- YR 

Pursuit of 

Strategies     

- YR 

Shifting 

Gears - 

YR 

Selection          

- YR 

Optimization     

- YR 

Compensation  

-YR 

Global 

GPS  - 

YR 

Global 

SOC      

- YR 

Goal Selection - 
YR 

-               

Pursuit of 
Strategies  - YR 

  .56**
 -             

Shifting Gears - 
YR 

  .58**
   .43**

 -           

Selection - YR -.04 -.06 -.24 -         

Optimization - 
YR 

-.07 -.03 -.01   .26**
 -       

Compensation - 
YR 

.05 .11 -.06 .15 -.15 -     

Global GPS - 
YR 

  .80**
   .85**

   .65**
 -.07 .02 .09 -   

Global SOC   .31*
   .36**

 .22   .40**
   .43**

   .28**
 .35a**

 - 

Notes. **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 

level (2-tailed).     

 
When turning to the Five Cs of PYD, and youth Contribution, the scores on growth grids were 
significantly related to the relevant dimension of PYD or Contribution reported through the 4-H 
Study questionnaire (See Table 3). The correlations across the measures were often higher 
than the correlations for the scales within each measure (growth grid versus 4-H questionnaire 
scale). The results suggest that the growth grids are valid indicators of the Five Cs of PYD and 
youth Contribution.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



PYD Dimension
Competence     

- YR
Confidence       

- YR Caring - YR Character - YR
Connection       

- YR
Contribution      

- YR
Competence      

- SQ
Confidence       

- SQ Caring - SQ Character - SQ
Connection       

- SQ
Contribution      

- SQ

Competence - YR -

Confidence - YR .474** -

Caring - YR .51** .39** -

Character - YR .54** .34** .55** -

Connection - YR .43** .50** .41** .34** -

Contribution - YR .45** .52** .53** .49** .48** -

Competence - SQ .48** .49** .24** .34** .23** .43** -

Confidence - SQ .30** .42** 0.16 .25** .34** .30** .45** -

Caring - SQ .30** .25** .40** .39** .32** .35** .30** .30** -

Character - SQ .52** .41** .54** .56** .48** .52** .38** .35** .61** -

Connection - SQ .32** .41** .32** .33** .56** .39** .34** .55** .43** .57** -

Contribution - SQ .54** .51** .50** .39** .47** .67** .39** .22* .39** .47** .47**
-

Notes. **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 

Table 3 
Correlations for Youth-Reported PYD via Growth Grids and 

Five Cs Questionnaire (SQ) 



 

Within-rater  mentor and youth growth grid scores for GPS and the Five Cs of PYD and 
Contribution were significantly positively correlated for both older and younger adolescents 
(Tables 4 and 5, respectively). The strength of these correlations varied across rater, age 
group, and dimension pairing. However, there were some surprisingly results. For older youth, 
self-reported Connection was not related to youth Pursuit of strategies nor the global GPS 
score. Connection was also not related to youth Competence and Character as would be 
expected in the older youth sample. This lack of a significant relation may be due to a lack of 
power from a small sample size. Finally, while youth self-reported Character was related to Goal 
Selection in older youth, Character was not related to the other two dimensions of intentional 
self regulation. The correlations for the self-reported younger adolescent growth grids also 
indicated that youth connection was the most weakly related to the global GPS score.  
 

Table 4 
Correlations for GPS and PYD Growth Grids for Older Adolescents 

Youth-Reported  

Dimension Goal 

Selection 

Pursuit of 

Strategies 

Shifting 

Gears 

Global 

GPS 

Competence Confidence Caring Character Connection  Contribution 

Goal 

Selection 

-                   

Pursuit of 

Strategies 

.56** -                 

Shifting 

Gears 

.58** .43**  -   
  

            

Global GPS .80** .85** .65** -   
  

          

Competence .53** .52** .38** .54** -           

Confidence .42** .18 .32* .40** .38** -   
  

      

Caring .58** .45** .45** .58** .45** .29* -        

Character .31* .26 .17 .28* .36** .15 .33*  -     

Connection .46** .07 .39** .25 .25 .43** .32* .24 -   

Contribution .66** .44** .47** .54** .44** .41** .53** .37** .52** - 

Mentor Reported  

Goal 

Selection 

-                   

Pursuit of 

Strategies 

.88** -                 

Shifting 

Gears 

.83** .84**  -               

Global GPS .91** .96** .91** -             

Competence .82** .84** .80** .86** -           

Confidence .72** .78** .78** .81** .88** -         

Caring .73** .72** .70** .74** .77** .66** -        

Character .69** .67** .63** .70** .79** .65** .76**  -     

Connection .75** .76** .77** .80** .89** .81** .76** .84** -   

Contribution .82** .84** .78** .87** 88** .79** .82** .83** .86** - 

     Notes. **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 
 
 
 



Table 5 
Correlations for GPS and PYD Growth Grids for Younger Adolescents 

Youth-Reported  

Dimension Global 

GPS 

Competence Confidence Caring Character Connection Contribution 

Global GPS -             

Competence .46** -           

Confidence .35** .53** -         

Caring .47** .56** .47** -       

Character .38** .61** .44** .69** -     

Connection .25* .55** .55** .47** .42** -   

Contribution .35** .47** .61** .55** .60** .45** - 

Mentor Reported  

Global GPS -             

Competence .85** -           

Confidence .70** .82** -         

Caring .75** .78** .63** -       

Character .71** .81** .68** .84** -     

Connection .74** .85** .79** .73** .79** -   

Contribution .83** .79** .78** .71** .73** .82** - 

     Notes. **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).  

                 *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 
 
When turning to the mentor-reported growth grid scores, the results indicate that all of the 
dimensions were strongly related to each other for both younger and older adolescents. The 
smallest correlation for the mentor-reported growth grids was between Shifting Gears and 
Character in older youth, r(55) = .63, p < .01. This value is greater than most of the 
correlations found for the self-reported indices. Taken together with the reliability results (Table 
1), these results suggest that mentors perceive youth as well-functioning in a global manner.  
 
The final set of analyses examined the correlations across raters (youth versus mentor) in order 
to investigate cross-rater reliability (Tables 6 and 7). The results show that for the G, P, and S 
dimensions in older youth, mentor and youth reports were only significantly correlated for 
Shifting Gears, r(43)=.43, p < .0 (See Table 6). However, youth reports of Shifting Gears were 
also significantly correlated with mentor-reported Goal Selection and Pursuit of Strategies. The 
results also lend support to the use of the global GPS growth grid as a valid measure of 
intentional self regulation for both younger and older youth as the mentor-reported global 
measure was significantly related to older youth Goal Selection and Pursuit of Strategies, the 
youth-reported global GPS measure was related to mentor-reported Pursuit of strategies and 
Shifting Gears, and the global measure of GPS was significantly correlated across-raters.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Table 6 
Mentor and Youth Correlations for GPS Growth Grid Dimensions 

Growth Grid 
Dimension 

Goal 
Selection 

 - 
YR 

Pursuit of 
Strategies  

- 
YR 

Shifting 
Gears  

-  
YR 

Goal 
Selection  

- 
MR 

Pursuit of 
Strategies 

 - 
MR 

Shifting 
Gears  

- 
MR 

Global 
GPS  

- 
YR 

Global 
GPS  

- 
MR 

Goal Selection 
- YR 

-               

Pursuit of 
Strategies-YR 

.56** -             

Shifting Gears 
- YR 

.58** .43** -           

Goal Selection 
-MR 

.27 .22 .37* -         

Pursuit of 
Strategies-MR 

.37* .25 .45** .88** -       

Shifting Gears 
-MR 

.28 .14 .43** .83** .84** -     

Global GPS 
-YR 

      .30* .35* .22 -   

Global GPS 
-MR 

.33* .19 .41**       .31a**   

     Notes. **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
     aValue is reported for entire sample of younger and older adolescents (n=152). All other values are for older youth only (n=69). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Table 7 

Mentor and Youth Correlations for PYD Growth Grid Dimensions 

PYD 
Dimension 

 Competence 
- YR 

 Confidence 
- YR 

 Caring 
- YR 

Character 
- YR 

 Connection 
- YR 

 Contribution 
- YR 

 Competence 
- MR 

 Confidence 
- MR 

 Caring 
- MR 

 Character 
- MR 

 Connection 
- MR 

Contribution 
- MR 

  

Competence 
  - YR 

  
- 

                      

 Confidence 
  - YR 

  
.47** 

  
- 

                    

 Caring 
  - YR 

  
.51** 

  
.39** 

  
-  

                  

 Character 
  - YR 

  
.54**  

  
.34**  

  
 .55** 

  
- 

                

 Connection 
  - YR 

  
.43**  

  
.45**  

  
 .41**  

  
 .34**  

  
-  

  
  

            

 Contribution 
  - YR 

  
.45** 

  
.52**  

  
 .53**  

  
 .49**  

  
  .48**  

  
- 

            

 Competence 
  - MR 

  
.29** 

  
.35** 

  
.12  

  
 .22*  

  
  .25**  

  
  .25**  

  
- 

          

Confidence 
  - MR 

  
.26** 

  
.34** 

  
.07 

  
.18 

  
 .24* 

  
  .28** 

  
.85** 

  
- 

        

Caring 
  - MR 

  
.24* 

  
.30** 

  
.14 

  
.17 

  
 .19* 

  
.16 

  
.78** 

  
.65** 

  
- 

      

Character 
  - MR 

  
.21* 

  
.27** 

  
.04 

  
.15 

  
.17 

  
.17 

  
.80** 

  
.67** 

  
.81** 

  
- 

  
  

  

Connection 
  - MR 

  
.22* 

  
.32** 

  
.14 

  
 .21* 

  
 .21* 

  
  .21* 

  
.87** 

  
.81** 

  
.75** 

  
.81** 

  
- 

  

Contribution 
  - MR 

  
.25** 

  
.30** 

  
.10 

  
.17 

  
 .20* 

  
  .25** 

  
.83** 

  
.79** 

  
.76** 

  
.76** 

  
.84** 

  
- 

  

    Notes. **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).  *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 
Across-rater correlations for the Five Cs of PYD and youth Contribution were more problematic 
(See Table 7). For all pairs, correlations between analogous C growth grid scores were 
significant for Competence, Confidence, Connection, and Contribution, but these values were 
low (ranging from r = .21 to r = .34). Correlations between youth and mentors on Caring and 
Character were in the right direction, but quite low. The discussion details possible reasons for 
these low levels of reliability. However, these initial evaluation findings pertinent to the 
psychometric quality of the GPS to Success tools suggested that the growth grids were suitable 
for larger-scale use.  

 

Discussion 
 
Intentional self regulation (ISR) has been linked consistently across the adolescent years to 
positive youth development (PYD) and youth contribution (e.g., J. Lerner, et al., 2012). ISR, as 
a key individual strength of youth, results in these features of youth thriving when enacted in 
the context of key ecological developmental assets, such as youth development programs 
having competent, reliable, and devoted adults serving as mentors to youth (e.g., Benson, 
Scales, & Syvertsen, 2011; Rhodes, & Lowe, 2009; Theokas, & Lerner, 2006. The 4-H Study 
uses a model of ISR that operationalizes this construct as involving the selection of positive 
goals, optimizing ones chances of attaining ones goals through using effective strategies of 
resource recruitment and/or the cognitive and behavioral skills reflected in executive 
functioning, and compensating when goals are blocked or when strategies fail (Baltes, & Baltes, 
1990; Freund, & Baltes, 2002; Lerner, at al., 2011a). The 4-H Study of PYD (e.g., Lerner, et al., 



2005, 2009, 2010, 2011b) has provided longitudinal data documenting the links among ISR, 
PYD, and youth Contribution. The study verifies that covariation exists as well among these 
links and youth development programs, and the mentoring occurring within them. 
 
The goal of the 4-H Study was to not only describe and explain these patterns of association 
among youth strengths, such as ISR; ecological assets, such as mentors within youth 
development programs; and youth thriving (as indexed by scores for PYD and youth 
Contribution) but, as well, the intent was to use this research base to devise means to optimize 
positive development among youth (Lerner, Lerner, & Benson, 2011). Because there are few 
tools derived from theory-predicated developmental research that can be used by mentors to 
enhance the links among ISR and PYD or youth Contribution, we sought to develop a set of 
tools derived from the findings of the 4-H Study for potential use by the practitioners involved 
in mentoring youth in community-based programs. The present article presented initial 
information about the psychometric quality of the tools we have developed, that is the GPS to 
Success growth grids (rubrics), which – as we have explained – use the metaphor of a GPS 
navigational system (“G” standing for goal selection, “P” standing for pursuit of strategies, and 
“S” standing for shifting gears, or compensatory skills needed when goals are blocked or when 
strategies fail). We also developed growth grids assessing the Five Cs of PYD (competence, 
confidence, connection, character, and caring) and youth Contribution.  
 
We believe that our results are promising in regard to the reliability and validity of these growth 
grid tools, at least among the younger and older adolescents and their mentors who were 
involved in 4-H program sites in Oregon and North Carolina. This research is limited to 
assessing these psychometric characteristics at one point in time within the program 
experiences of youth and mentors. There are nevertheless indications of modest to high levels 
of reliability in both younger and older youth scoring of the growth grids, somewhat higher 
levels of reliability in regard to the scores on the rubrics provided by the mentors and, as well, 
scores indicative of validity. For instance, validity was evidenced by the findings that rubric 
scores for “G” and “P” and for the global GPS score were significantly related to the measure of 
ISR developed by Freund and Baltes (2002). Validity was evidenced also by findings that within-
pair mentor and youth growth grid scores for GPS, the Five Cs, and Contribution were 
significantly positively correlated.  
 
We are therefore encouraged that there is sufficient evidence of the psychometric quality of the 
tools to promote their further use in longitudinal assessments of their usefulness and 
measurement quality. We intend to conduct such research in a manner mindful of the several 
limitations of the present research. Our further plans for developing the measurement quality of 
these tools involves not only longitudinal assessments but, as well, use of samples that extend 
beyond the two geographic areas assessed in the present research and, as well, that include 
more racially and ethnically  diverse youth than involved in the present research. In addition, 
we will study youth involved in programs other than 4-H and, in this context, explore as well 
how program dosage and program type may moderate the psychometric quality of the growth 
grids. For instance, we would expect that youth involved in programs of greater intensity and 
duration might – within the context of the mentoring they experience – show not only growth in 
their ISR skills and in the links between ISR and indices of thriving but, in addition, they might 
evidence increasing convergence between their self appraisals on the rubrics and the appraisals 
of their mentors. Here, it will be interesting to see whether, if such relations exist, they vary in 
relation to participation in different youth development programs. Again, the testing of these 
ideas awaits further longitudinal research.  
 



Nevertheless, we can conclude that the present research has provided encouraging evidence 
that the research developed within the 4-H Study of PYD can be translated into tools useful for 
mentors to employ in their efforts to enhance a key individual strength among youth – ISR. 
Thus, mentors can use the “GPS to Success” tools to catalyze the use of this strength among 
youth. Mentors can help youth engage their context to effectively pursue goals and to access 
the ecological resources associated with them, developmental assets that enable young people 
to thrive (Benson, et al., 2011). If the quality of these tools can be enhanced through further 
tool-development research, we believe that the importance of applied longitudinal research, 
such as the 4-H Study, will be underscored. Most important, there will be a documentation of 
the importance of evidence-based tools in facilitating mentors enacting their vital contributions 
to promote youth strengths and thriving. 
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Appendix 1 
Descriptions of GPS and the Cs of PYD 

 

(G)  Goal Selection  
Before an adolescent can achieve a goal, he or she must choose that goal and understand the 
steps needed for goal achievement. In the GPS framework, these behaviors are called “Goal 
Selection” (or G) behaviors. 

Choosing Your Destination – This behavior is the ability for a youth to select one or a 
small number of meaningful, realistic and demanding long-term goals, for example, 
getting into college or joining an athletic team. 
Goals That Help Others – Long-term goals, goals that are the destination of youth, 
should help themselves and also help the community, whether it be family, school, 
neighborhood, or the environment. 
Breaking Down Long Term Goals (Vertical Coherence) – Thriving adolescents are 
able to select long-term goals that can be broken into short-term steps along the way.  
Having logical and achievable short-term goals within a long-term goal improves the 
likelihood of attaining that goal. 
Identifying Relations Among Goals (Horizontal Coherence) – The best kinds of 
goals help youth out in many different parts of life, and can even help youth to achieve 
other goals. For example, the goal of joining a sports team helps youth become both 
physically fit and make friends. 

 

(P)  Pursuit of Strategies  
After selecting a goal, an adolescent must then use and/or develop the strategies needed to 
achieve that goal. In the GPS framework, these behaviors are called “Pursuit of Strategies”, (or 
P) behaviors. 

Sticking to a Plan – Making a detailed, step-by-step plan – and sticking to it by 
staying focused – increases the likelihood that an individual will successfully achieve a 
goal. 
Seizing the Moment – In order to achieve their goals, youth often have to know when 
and how to act. To seize the moment, youth must be aware of their environment, and 
know when and how to use their strategies most appropriately. For example, a youth 
may wait to ask his parents for help when they are in a good mood. 
Developing Strategies – In order to achieve their goals, youth must develop 
strategies that will help them along the way. Sometimes, these may be strategies they 
already possess, such as studying to prepare for a test. Other times, it might mean 
looking for new strategies in the environment such as joining a study group to prepare 
for a test. It might also mean that youth refine, or practice, the strategies that they are 
already using.  
Showing Persistent Effort – Just having the right strategies in place isn’t enough for 
a youth to achieve his or her goals. They must stay focused and show persistent effort 
with their strategies, resisting the temptation (at least most of the time) to be distracted 
by other things that may lead them off the path to goal achievement. 
Checking Your Progress – An important – and often-overlooked – strategy for 
achieving goals is keeping track of goal progress, and specifically, which strategies are 
working and which are not. Some youth may do this primarily mentally, keeping track 
“in their head” about how things are going and what is working and what isn’t. Other 
youth might need more structure to check up on their progress. 
 
 
 



(S)  Shifting Gears  
Sometimes the strategies that we use don’t work as well we planned. However, “roadblocks” 
don’t necessarily mean that the goal is wrong; rather, there might be something not working 
with our strategies. In other words, with some adjustments, there is still hope to achieve the 
goal. In the GPS model, these are called “Shifting Gears” (or S) behaviors. 

Substituting Strategies – Sometimes, a youth’s first choice of strategies won’t work 
quite as well as they had planned for a particular goal. Keeping that long-term goal a 
reality requires some adjustment or substitution of strategies. Youth might have to 
change their plans, but the goal remains the same. 
Seeking Different Help – When youth run into trouble or their original plans do not 
work out, they often need to seek help from new and familiar people and resources to 
reach their goals. 
Adopting the Strategies of Others – One of the most important ways that youth can 
find new strategies is by modeling or emulating the successful behavior of others. 
Society is full of success stories, and often these individuals provide excellent advice for 
youth who are struggling to achieve their goals. 
Changing Goals Without Feeling Bad, or Loss-Based Selection (LBS) – LBS is all 
about changing goals when things aren’t working as planned. Recognizing the need to 
move to a new, more appropriate goal, LBS is about accepting loss as part of the 
learning process, analyzing options and keeping an overall long-term goal in perspective. 

 

What is PYD? 
 

Positive Youth Development (PYD) is the capacity for all young people to Thrive. Whether it is 
through their own actions and abilities, or through the support of caring adults and youth-
serving organizations, ALL young people can lead healthy, happy lives. Studies from Tufts 
University and other research centers show that PYD is made up of Five Cs that are linked to 
youths’ positive development: Competence, Confidence, Connection, Character, and Caring. 
When youth are developing positively and reach the highest level of the Five Cs, they are more 
likely to become active citizens and develop a sense of Contribution, a sixth C. 
 

Competence  
Competence is defined as a young person’s ability to perform successfully in a number of 
different areas, such as social, academic, cognitive, and self-care skills. 

Academic Competence – Youth’s ability to develop academic skills, participates in 
school activities, and uses personal and academic resources for success in school.  
Cognitive Competence – Youth’s ability to display curiosity and initiative to learn 
outside of school settings, which leads to skills in these areas. 
Social Competence – Youth’s ability to interact successfully in different situations with 
people of various ages and cultures. 
Emotional Competence – Youth’s ability to identify, control and adapt emotions in 
different situations. 
Healthy Habits – Youth’s ability to make healthy life choices by taking care of self with 
good diet, rest, and exercise, while avoiding unsafe behaviors. 

 

Confidence  
Confidence is defined as a young person’s beliefs in his or her abilities to achieve in a variety of 
domains. 

Overall Confidence – Youth’s internal sense of overall positive self-worth and efficacy.  
Confidence in School – Youth’s confidence in ability to succeed in an academic 
setting. 



Confidence in Physical Appearance – Youth’s confidence in dress, hygiene, and 
features. 
Confidence in Peer Acceptance – Youth’s confidence in ability to make and keep 
friendships. 
Confidence in an Area of Interest – Youth’s personal belief for success in a valued 
area. 

 

Caring  
Caring is defined by the sense of sympathy and empathy that a young person has for others, as 
well as a dedication to social justice. A caring young person is not satisfied with just having his 
or her own needs met, but is also concerned with the needs of others. Caring includes the 
expectation that everyone should have equal opportunities and be free from discrimination. 

Sympathy – Youth’s support and concern for the emotions of others. 
Empathy – Youth’s ability to relate to others’ emotions and experiences, and ability to 
place one’s self “in the other person’s shoes.” 
Caring Actions – How kind and helpful youth’s behaviors are towards other people. 
Promoting Social Justice – Youth’s willingness to help a community in need by 
working for fairness and equality. 

 

Connection 
Connection is measured by the quality of relationships that a young person has with other 
people and social groups. 

Connection with Family – How well youth maintains healthy relationships with family 
members, uses open communication skills, and deals with problems. 
Connection with Friends – How well youth maintains strong, healthy relationships 
with friends and is able to connect with many peers. 
Connection with Community – How well youth creates successful relationships with 
community members and institutions, and is able to improve and expand these ties. 

 

Character  
Character is defined as having a sense of morality – beliefs in standards for the behavior of 
oneself and others – and the belief that integrity is an important part of a thriving life. 
Character can also be described as doing what’s best for yourself and society. 

Moral Compass – Youth’s sense of right and wrong that guides them in situations and 
whether youth uses moral emotions (empathy, sympathy, admiration, shame, guilt, 
anger, self-esteem) rather than snap judgments to make decisions. 
Integrity – Youth’s ability to show sense of right and wrong in actions and ability to 
monitor self to see if actions are consistent with beliefs. 
Equal Treatment of Others – Youth’s equal and fair treatment of others, regardless 
of who the others are and youth’s ability to stand up for the fair treatment of everyone. 

 

Contribution 
When the Five Cs are present in a young person, then a sixth C, Contribution, can emerge. 
Contribution describes a person’s ability and desire to give back and contribute to his family, 
community, and society. 

Service to Community – Youth’s level of service to the community, such as getting 
involved in service projects. 
Leadership Roles – Youth’s ability and initiative to lead in a positive way. 
Mentoring Peers – Youth’s willingness to mentor peers who need help. 
Sense of Positive Purpose – Youth’s sense of purpose and desire to contribute now 
and in the future. 


