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Sport-based youth development programs represent a promising approach for 
engaging youth in activities that can support their socioemotional, physical, and life 
skill development.  This article focuses on the strengths, opportunities, and 
challenges related to the design and implementation of an established sport-based 
activity model called Teaching Personal and Social Responsibility (TPSR). This TPSR 
approach revolves around activities that are designed to help youth develop life skills 
that can extend to multiple areas of their lives, including the family, community, and 
school. Notwithstanding this important strength, our review of the literature suggests 
that this transfer process may be far from automatic, especially for low-income youth 
challenged by poverty and its correlates. To address this difficulty, we offer an 
expanded social-ecological framework. This framework highlights opportunities for 
program leaders, researchers, and evaluators to better ground TPSR programs in 
surrounding community systems and in youth’s emergent cultural strengths and 
world views. 
 
 

port-based youth development 
programs (SBYD) have received 
increased educational practice and 

policy attention in recent years, and for 
good reason.  When designed appropriately, 
these physical activity programs provide 

youth with multiple social, educational, and 
life benefits (Holt, Neely, Slater, Camiré, 
Côté, Fraser-Thomas, MacDonald, 
Strachan, & Tamminen, 2017). These 
benefits derive from opportunities for 
enhanced social connections to peers, 

S 
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teachers, coaches, and other caring adults at 
school and in the community (Hemphill & 
Richards, 2016; Martinek & Lee, 2012). 
They then extend to include other 
important indicators of school and life 
success such as grit, self-regulation, and self-
determination (Gould & Carson, 2008; 
Petitpas, Cornelius, Van Raalte, & Jones, 
2005).  

One of the more popular SBYD 
programs to emerge in recent years is the 
Teaching Personal and Social Responsibility 
(TPSR) model (Hellison, 2011). This TPSR 
model is gaining popularity because of its 
unique focus on helping youth develop a set 
of life skills and related competencies that 
they can apply to multiple areas of their 
lives, including school. 

Although the TPSR literature asserts the 
model’s potential for helping youth develop 
and transfer these skills and competencies, 
our review of the broader educational and 
SBYD research literature suggests that this 
transfer process may be far from automatic, 
especially for youth from underserved 
communities (Lee & Martinek, 2013).  For 
instance, while the process of life skills and 
competency transfer may initially depend on 
students’ skill development, youth may not 
complete the transfer process if their 
teachers, peers, and family members do not 
support the direct use and application of 
content learned in the program (Lave, 
1997). For this reason, the overall success of 
SBYD programs and their transfer related 
goals may ultimately depend on the extent 
to which the norms, practices, and priorities 

of schools, families, and SBYD programs 
are properly synchronized and harmonized 
(i.e. their social ecology). (Martinek & Lee, 
2012). 

The purpose of this paper is to provide 
an expanded social-ecological lens and 
framework for understanding how the 
transfer-related goals of TPSR and related 
SBYD programs might be better aligned, 
integrated, and synchronized with their 
surrounding school, family, and community 
systems.  In pursuit of this purpose, we 
begin with a brief overview of the TPSR 
model, and a TPSR program that is 
currently being implemented and studied in 
a low-income community in the 
southeastern region of the United States.  
This program offers several “real world” 
case examples that help illustrate the 
importance of attending to the social 
ecology of sport-based youth development. 
Next, we highlight opportunities to better 
connect family, school, and neighborhood 
practices and norms in support of positive 
youth development. One particular model 
for school-community practice is offered as 
an exemplar for this work; an emergent 
approach to parent involvement and family 
support called Collective Parent 
Engagement (Alameda-Lawson & Lawson, 
2016). We conclude the article with select 
implications for future research and 
development on TPSR and related SBYD 
programs. 
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Teaching Personal and Social 
Responsibility 

As indicated in its name, the TPSR 
model aims to support the development of 
two fundamental competencies in youth: (a) 
personal responsibility; and (b) social 
responsibility.  Personal responsibility refers 
to youth efforts to exercise individual skills 
such as respect, effort, and self-control.  
Social responsibility is defined as being 
aware of other’s rights and needs and 
responding to them in pro-social, and 
culturally desirable ways. The model was 
developed with a set of goals that help to 
focus lesson content and work toward the 
achievement of each of these goals 
(Hellison, 2011). The first four TPSR goals 
include (a) respect and self-control, (b) 
participation and showing effort, (c) self-
direction, and (d) caring about others and 
leadership. The fifth goal involves the 
application or transfer of the first four goals 
outside of the gym in other areas of youths’ 
lives (Martinek & Lee, 2012).  

Each TPSR session begins with 
relationship time, where program leaders 
interact with youth to develop personal 
relationships and trust. Following 
relationship time, program leaders give an 
awareness talk where the TPSR focus of the 
day is introduced, based on a selected goal 
(e.g., respect). During this discussion, 
program leaders provide youth the 
opportunity to describe what they believe 
the focus means, typically by inviting them 
to give examples of what it looks or sounds 

like (e.g., what does it look like when 
someone shows respect?) (Hellison, 2011).  

The next and most time-intensive 
segment of each TPSR session is the lesson 
focus. During this time, sport or physical 
activity lessons are delivered in a way that 
integrates opportunities for youth to 
observe, practice, and apply life skills. While 
some of these opportunities may be 
structured into the plan for the lesson (e.g., 
having students practice the goal of helping 
others by asking more skilled students to 
help less skilled students with a task), 
program leaders can also identify “teachable 
moments” related to the goal to prompt 
youth to consider and discuss ways the goal 
of the day could be better achieved. 
Teachable moments occur when an 
educator responds to inquiry on the spot, 
when the learner is ready to learn new 
information (Rich, 2009). For example, if 
children are expected to practice dribbling a 
ball with their feet, but they kick it across 
the gym instead, there is an opportunity to 
teach them about self-control.  

Following the lesson focus, TPSR 
instruction involves youth in discussions 
that are designed to enhance their overall 
understanding of the session goal.  Here, 
the instructor might ask youth to identify 
examples of their peers effectively 
demonstrating the goal for the day, or 
asking them to discuss how interpersonal 
conflicts were addressed throughout the 
lesson.  

The final lesson segment is reflection time. 
Here, youth are asked first to evaluate their 
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performance related to the day’s goal.  
Then, they are asked to consider how the 
activities and goal of the day might be used 
to enhance the behavior at home, school, 
and other social settings (Hellison, 2011). 
 

The Out-of-School Time Program 
Our appreciation of the strengths, 

opportunities, and challenges facing TPSR 
and related SBYD programs is derived, in 
large part, from our own work as designers, 
facilitators, and evaluators of similar 
programmatic efforts. In this section of the 
article, we describe the emergent challenges 
associated with the development and 
implementation of TPSR as they have 
presented themselves in a particular, out-of-
school-time program (OST). 

The school-community targeted by this 
OST effort is a low-income, predominately 
African-American community that is 
challenged by high rates of unemployment 
as well as on-going social exclusion 
dynamics, following a long history of racial 
segregation that remains largely unresolved 
today. In 2011, the community was 
essentially decimated by a tornado, which 
destroyed most of the housing and foliage 
in the area, as well as the elementary school 
targeted by the effort. The school re-opened 
two years ago and now serves nearly 450 
students, 87% of which qualify for 
government-sponsored, free or reduced 
lunch, indicating the family comes from a 
low socioeconomic status. Academically, the 
school ranks below the 30th percentile in 

student test scores in the state (Lawson, 
Alameda-Lawson, & Richards, 2016). 

Below we provide an overview of the 
program, and then refer back to it in 
examples provided throughout the 
remainder of the discussion. The examples 
have been collected as part of an ongoing 
qualitative research initiative that currently 
spans one year and includes ethnographic 
observations and interview data from youth 
participants and pre-service physical 
education teachers.  

The OST program is led principally by a 
university faculty member, doctoral student, 
and preservice physical education teachers, 
and meets afterschool three days a week in 
the gym of the collaborating elementary 
school. The program serves approximately 
seventy youth in grades 1-5 who are referred 
for participation by the school personnel 
(i.e., teachers, principals, counselors, and 
social workers) based on being at risk for 
social, behavior, and academic issues. The 
faculty member and doctoral student ran 
the sessions for 6-8 weeks at the beginning 
of each semester. During that time, the pre-
service teachers were led through lectures 
and peer-teaching sessions for six hours a 
week as training for participation in the 
program. These training sessions were 
created around the guidelines of the Children 
Moving (Graham, Holt, Hale, & Parker, 
2013) and the Teaching Personal and Social 
Responsibility Through Physical Activity Model 
(Hellison, 2011) textbooks to develop the 
pre-service teachers’ pedagogical and 
model-based knowledge and skills. From 
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here, pairs of pre-service teachers began to 
develop their own lesson plans and mini-
units with consistent feedback from their 
professor and taught them to small groups 
during the OST program twice a week, with 
the third day still led by the faculty member 
and graduate student.   

Utilizing TPSR guidelines, youth in the 
OST program are taught fundamental 
movement skills (e.g., hopping, skipping, 
throwing and catching, kicking) and 
movement concepts through the skill 
themes approach to elementary physical 
education (Graham, Holt, Hale, & Parker, 
2013), in addition to a daily focus on 
developing personal and social 
responsibility. Each session is run in a 
similar fashion, in line with the TPSR lesson 
format (Hellison, 2011). First, youth 
informally interact with each other and the 
leaders for several minutes during 
relationship time at the start of the session. 
Program leaders then introduce the TPSR 
goal of the day (e.g., participation/effort, 
respect) during an awareness talk, and 
prompt youth to describe what they believe 
the goal means, looks like, sounds like, etc.  

Next program leaders conduct a 
physical activity lesson introducing 
participants to movement concepts and 
skills that vary from popular sports to 
nontraditional activities, such as folk 
dancing. Several strategies are used by the 
leaders to enhance the TPSR experience 
including giving choices and voices, 
assigning leadership roles, and promoting 
transfer (Escartí, Wright, Pascual, & 

Gutiérrez, 2015).  For example, several 
times throughout the lesson, program 
leaders select instances to recognize children 
who are demonstrating the TPSR goal or 
provide feedback on how it can be 
demonstrated more effectively in sport, and 
likewise applied to life. Youth are frequently 
encouraged to make their own responsible 
choices without prompts from the leaders, 
while also meeting preset behavioral 
expectations (Hellison, 2011).  

At the conclusion of the session, 
program leaders facilitate a group discussion 
related to the daily goal and youth are 
encouraged to rate how well they achieved 
the daily goal and share examples from the 
lesson that support their rating. Time is also 
reserved for individual reflection on life skill 
and physical activity learning prior to 
dismissal. A key component of both group 
discussion and individual reflection includes 
program leaders prompting youth to 
consider on how the TPSR goal can be 
applied outside of the program setting. 
Central to this program and all TPSR 
programs is the idea of transfer, or 
encouraging youth to seek opportunities to 
demonstrate positive behaviors in alternate 
settings such as their schools, homes, and 
community (Hellison, 2011). 

  
Transfer and Context (In)congruence 

As noted earlier, TPSR programs such 
as the OST program introduced above have 
the potential to teach children life skills that 
can influence multiple aspects of their lives 
(Hellison, 2011). This prospect of life skills 
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and competency transfer is most likely when 
youths’ surrounding school, family, and 
community contexts share similar norms 
and values (Lee & Martinek 2013; Martinek, 
Schilling, & Johnson, 2001).  This process is 
typically referred to as “near transfer,” with 
the adjective “near” indicating the context-
level correspondence that makes skills and 
competency transfer easier or more 
manageable to youth (Gordon & Doyle, 
2015). 

In contrast, when the cultural values 
and/or norms for acceptable behavior are 
inconsistent across social contexts, “far 
transfer” occurs (Gordon & Doyle, 2015).  
“Far transfer” refers to instances in which 
children receive contradictory and confusing 
messages from the adults or peers in their 
lives about norms for acceptable behavior. 
Research indicates that these contradictory 
messages can undermine children’s social 
and emotional learning (Melendéz & 
Martinek, 2015). They can also put youth in 
the undesirable position of having to choose 
between conflicting allegiances of school, 
family, friends etc. (Fordham & Ogbu, 
1986).  

We mention these challenges and 
tensions here because they have been 
consistently present in the OST program. 
For instance, the OST program sought to 
improve behavior by empowering youth to 
make choices and teach them how to 
exercise their voices appropriately, whereas 
authority figures from the school took a 
more direct approach to behavior 
management that emphasized obedience 

and submission to authority. Likewise, in 
the case of verbal or physical conflicts 
among students in school, teachers would 
frequently separate or isolate the involved 
parties rather than facilitating positive 
communication and eventual conflict 
resolution as the OST program promoted. 

Along with school and program 
inconsistencies, individuals from children’s 
families and kinship networks sometimes 
possess priorities and values that don’t align 
with the philosophy of SBYD programs. 
These networks have critical implications 
for life skills transfer because family 
members are the primary socializing agents 
for their children (Clausen, 1966). For this 
reason, parents’ involvement in SBYD 
programs often represents a determining 
factor in program success (Holt et al., 2017). 

Meléndez and Martinek (2015) 
witnessed a lack of congruence between 
family and program norms and orientations 
toward the notion of respect.  Specifically, 
they found that some of their program 
youth residing in underserved urban 
communities have been instructed by their 
families/kinship networks to gain “respect” 
from others by exerting power and 
influence over them. In contrast, in the 
TPSR setting, “respect” is typically defined 
as valuing the rights and feelings of others 
(Hellison, 2011). These kinds of disconnects 
position youth between the two forces of 
socialization, both of which they need to be 
healthy and successful. When youth lack the 
power, knowledge, or skills to reconcile 
these disconnects and contradictory 



Journal of Amateur Sport      Special Issue: Family Issues      Jacobs et al., 2017 26 

messages, they are confronted with an 
affective dilemma (Phelan, Davidson, & 
Cao, 1991).  

The youth in the OST program have, at 
times, displayed patterns of violence when 
working through problems that manifest in 
the program. Following the TPSR model, 
leaders attempt to walk youth through 
problem solving strategies in the face of 
conflict such as taking a break from the 
situation, talking it out in a safe and 
structured way, and finding a common 
ground to compromise (Hellison, 2011). 
These efforts do not always translate into 
sustained positive behavior change because 
many youth in the OST program strongly 
believe that physical altercations solve 
problems. This is likely due to a lack of 
congruence between different contexts in 
their lives. For example, a fifth grade 
participant felt threatened by another boy 
during a game of basketball and hit him in 
the face. When leaders discussed the 
incident and attempted to lead the young 
man to consider other choices he may have 
made, he insisted that his mom told him to 
hit anyone whom he feels has acted in a 
threatening manner. He said we could call 
his mother to talk with her about the 
incident, but that would not matter because 
she would think that he did the right thing. 

Another common theme with children 
in the OST program is the way they 
comprehend and respond to authoritative 
figures. For example, when the children are 
prompted to talk about respect, they define 
it as, listening to the adult who is talking. 

When asked why they specify adults instead 
of just listening to others, youth explained 
that they are told their job is to be respectful 
by being quiet and listening to adults at 
home and in school. Though this 
rationalization, youth demonstrate a 
behaviorist response rather than an 
autonomous, empowerment-based 
internalization of the value, as TPSR aims to 
foster. In the OST program setting, leaders 
promote the importance of mutual and 
earned respect for all, which conflicts with 
the ideology many youth have been taught 
about respect being conditional. Taken 
altogether, these kinds of dilemmas 
highlight needs for strategies that can 
enhance correspondence, or congruence, 
between school, family, and program 
contexts. 

 
Theoretical Perspective toward 

Congruence 
The preceding discussion has 

established that TPSR afterschool programs 
do not operate in isolation, but are instead 
embedded within larger school, family, and 
community contexts. All of these contexts 
interact, and incongruences (i.e., 
inconsistencies) and contradictions between 
them can negatively impact youth 
development (Banks & Banks, 2004; 
Martinek & Lee, 2012). To address this 
potential for harm, we turn to the collective 
parent model (Alameda-Lawson & Lawson, 
2016), which provides theoretical insight 
into how and why programs that integrate 
the TPSR framework might forge stronger 
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connections with school and family 
contexts.  

Collective Parental Engagement 
Collective parent engagement (CPE) is a 

moniker used to describe programmatic 
efforts that engage parent groups in 
activities designed to improve school and 
community contexts (Alameda-Lawson, 
Lawson, & Lawson, 2010).  This collectivist 
approach differs from the conventional 
“Parent Involvement” (PI) approach 
highlighted in much extant educational 
research (e.g. Epstein, Sanders, Simon, 
Salinas, Jansorn, & Voorhis, 2002). For 
instance, conventional PI programs are 
typically developed with the assumption that 
poor educational and social outcomes stem 
from low levels of parent involvement in 
home and school activities. Following these 
assumptions, PI efforts are typically 
designed to help “educate” or “inform” 
low-income parents about how they might 
engage in activities that can support the 
educational and social welfare of their 
children and school. 

In contrast to this conventional view, 
CPE programs are designed with the 
assumption that the primary barriers to 
school success lie not in parents, but in 
larger structural issues and problems like 
poverty, social isolation and exclusion 
dynamics, crime, and community safety; and 
that low-income parents, families, and 
communities may already be doing as much 
as they can—as individuals—to support their 
children’s health, welfare, and overall school 
success.  As such, CPE efforts are typically 

designed to develop and mobilize social 
networks that can help parents address 
institutional-level problems that cannot be 
easily understood or changed by individuals 
working in isolation from one another 
(Ishimaru, Barajas-López, & Bang, 2015; 
Lawson & Alameda-Lawson, 2012). 

Alameda-Lawson & Lawson (2016) 
offer specific strategies through one CPE 
approach that includes three on-going, 
interactive, and iterative strands of 
programmatic activity (see also Alameda-
Lawson, Lawson, & Lawson, 2013). The 
first phase, the individual parent 
engagement phase, includes the following 
activities: (a) door-to-door outreach to the 
homes of community parents; (b) a 
collaborative decision-making and needs 
assessment process that allows parents to 
individually and collectively identify barriers 
to their children’s healthy development and 
overall social welfare; and (c) a 40-hour 
Outreach Training course that trains parents 
in community outreach, communication, 
family assessment and family interviewing, 
and agency referral. 

Drawing from the strengths-based and 
engagement-focused skills emphasized in 
the outreach training course, the second 
design phase of their approach is developed 
to connect parents to others in the CPE 
program and neighborhood community 
(Alameda-Lawson et al, 2013).  In this 
“collective development” phase, 
participating parents are provided with a 
small weekly stipend that supports their 
efforts to design and implement 
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programmatic solutions to the barriers and 
challenges they identified during the 
assessment/individual engagement phase. 
For example, the stipend could be used for 
a Home Visitation program that enables 
parents to take lead roles in solving public 
health issues like a school-wide Lice 
outbreak or chronic truancy problems at 
school (Alameda-Lawson et al., 2013).  

The third phase of CPE centers on the 
development of a school-community 
collaborative.  This collaborative is 
developed to enhance family access to, and 
use of, school-community services and 
resources. When effectively implemented, 
past versions of these collaboratives have 
facilitated significant shifts/improvements 
in the design and delivery of school-
community services (Alameda-Lawson & 
Lawson, 2016; Lawson & Alameda-Lawson, 
2012). One example of this shift is the 
transfer of professional roles from solo 
service providers to a more flexible, 
bottom-up approach that builds on family 
and community strengths.  Research 
indicates that when professionals learn to 
work with parents and leverage their 
strengths, more sustainable “anchoring” 
support contexts are created in the 
community (e.g. Netter Center for 
Community Partnerships, 2008; Warren, 
Nelson, & Burlingame, 2009). These 
anchoring supports facilitate the 
development of social capital and collective 
efficacy in the community while enhancing 
“horizontal” linkages between schools, 
health and human services, and youth 

development agencies (Alameda-Lawson & 
Lawson, 2016; Lawson & Alameda-Lawson, 
2012). 

Enhancing cultural adaptivity.  
Because CPE targets change in school, 

neighborhood, and community-contexts, it 
represents a logical partner for TPSR and 
other SBYD programs. One way that CPE 
can support the transfer-related goals of 
TPSR and SBYD programs is by helping 
school parents and children learn how to 
adapt to institutional cultures, practices, and 
norms that are different from their own.  
For example, the school-community 
consortium of families, educators, and 
community services developed by CPE 
provides families and school-community 
professionals with a joint opportunity to 
develop shared norms for family, school, 
and community interaction. Sport programs 
should look for opportunities to be 
involved in this process to foster greater 
alignment with different contexts and in 
turn provide youth with targeted strategies 
for navigating across contexts and 
developing cultural adaptivity. The 
development of these shared norms 
provides an opportunity to address the 
kinds of context incongruences that might 
otherwise limit the skills and competency 
transfer goals of TPSR and SBYD 
programs.   

The CPE model can help foster this 
cultural adaptivity in several ways.  For 
instance, during the effort’s outreach 
training course, parents learn about the 
behavioral norms of school and 
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governmental service systems and are taught 
communication skills that enable them to 
negotiate the barriers often experienced by 
low-income parents and families in these 
settings.  Second, CPE provides 
opportunities for routine interactions 
between parents and school/neighborhood 
service contexts.  Among other potential 
benefits, these interactions provide families 
with the necessary opportunity to learn how 
to negotiate different cultural norms and 
contexts, often with the support of a trained 
family advocate/social worker (Lawson & 
Alameda-Lawson, 2012). 

Finally, CPE provides consistent 
opportunities for children to see their 
parents engaged at the school and in other 
community/institutional settings, often in 
tandem with the adults (e.g., teachers, 
coaches, social workers) who are charged 
with their day-to-day care and well-being.  
Theoretically, these kinds of interactions 
help to reduce the feelings of affective 
dissonance/ambivalence that low-income 
children and youth may experience when 
their families and schools work in isolation, 
or even worse, in competition with one 
another (e.g., Lawson, 2003). All in all, the 
theoretical and empirical benefits associated 
with CPE provide an important rationale 
for wedding TPSR programs with efforts 
that can help reduce cultural disconnects 
and divides between families, schools, and 
neighborhood contexts. 
 
 

Enhancing the Transferability of 
Lessons Learned in TPSR Programs 
Parents and families play a critical 

developmental role in their children’s lives, 
including the realm of physical activity and 
sport (Dorsch, Smith, & McDonough, 2009; 
Dorsch, Smith, Wilson, & McDonough, 
2015). Through this paper we attempt to 
illustrate that a collective understanding of 
the youth participants, coaches, teachers, 
and institutional structures (e.g., schools, 
community organizations) is necessary to 
facilitate the positive outcomes youth 
experience from sport, exercise, and 
physical activity, and to help them transfer 
lessons learned to other areas in their lives. 
Based on an understanding that youths’ 
environments are complex and comprised 
of multiple contexts that at different times 
conflict, align, interact, and coexist, there is 
a need to explore how TPSR programs can 
be better aligned with surrounding social-
institutional systems.  

In Figure 1 we present a conceptual 
framework that begins with the assumption 
that students are best able to transfer 
lessons learned through TPSR programs to 
other contexts in their lives when the goals 
and values across those contexts are more 
similar than dissimilar. Within this paper, we 
specifically discuss the program, family and 
school contexts as these are all experienced 
by youth in the program, but as indicated in 
the model, “other social contexts” (e.g., 
peers, religion, non-profit organizations, 
etc.) also interact and provide a considerable 
influence over youth development as well. 
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This model illustrates that TPSR program 
providers should work toward empowering 
youth to help them recognize, navigate, and 
adapt to differences across these contexts, 
while also working to bring those contexts 
toward congruence.  

The circle around the outside of the 
figure represents the community context in 
which all contexts operate. The family, 
school, TPSR program contexts are then 
depicted on points of a triangle representing 
the need to build connection and 
congruence, with the mediating factor of 
other social contexts. The arrows on the 
outside of the triangle reflect the influence 
that each context exerts on the others. 
Specifically, there is interplay between the 
family, school, program, and other contexts, 
and each context socializes youth to behave 
in specific ways (Lee & Martinek, 2013). 
One goal of TPSR program providers is to 
work with school leaders and parents to 
bring the three contexts closer together to 
better facilitate transfer inter-context 
transfer. Another goal is to develop 
adaptivity in youth, which feeds back into 
how they approach the family and school 
contexts. Opportunities for transfer outside 
of the program are enhanced when students 
perceive congruence across contexts and 
when they develop adaptivity in navigating 
these contexts. 
 

Strategies for Developing Congruence 
across Contexts 

The unifying message of our approach 
to better facilitating transfer from TPSR-

focused afterschool programs relates to 
building congruence across social contexts. 
We provide recommendations related to 
recognizing barriers to congruence; and 
coalition-building between TPSR programs 
and other social contexts. 

Recognizing barriers to congruence. 
The first strategy we propose for developing 
congruence across contexts involves 
programs recognizing youth as products of multiple 
worlds, and that goals espoused in these 
contexts sometimes conflict. It is imperative 
that programs identify the potential for 
incongruent values at home and school 
before proposing strategies for students to 
mediate these differences. Because 
incongruences are context and site specific, 
program leaders need to develop 
relationships and get to know youth 
participants, their schools, and their 
community/family situations. This aligns 
with the SBYD best practice of relationship 
building (Holt et al., 2017), and positions 
program leaders to think about students’ 
lives in a holistic way so they can be better 
equipped to teach youth the skills they need 
to navigate across contexts.  

In addition to adopting a more holistic 
viewpoint of youths’ lives, another strategic 
approach is for programs to promote certain 
values that give youth the opportunity to think 
about how their different life contexts relate and 
overlap. Inherent to the TPSR model is the 
value of youth empowerment, or 
recognizing and affirming students’ 
strengths (Hellison, 2011). One way this can 
be leveraged to foster congruence is by 
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encouraging youth to recognize their 
families’ strengths as a part of their own, 
and having program leaders respond in ways 
that show respect for student and family 
situations (Bryan & Henry, 2008). Youth, 
particularly those from marginalized 
backgrounds, bring an awareness of their 
families’ struggles into the program setting. 
This is an opportunity for program leaders 
to support their dialogue and help youth see 
how their families have demonstrated 
qualities of resilience and perseverance. 

Social responsibility, one of the pillars of 
TPSR, is another value that provides the 
opportunity for youth to make connections 
across family, school, community, and 
program life. Research has suggested that 
teaching social responsibility is considered a 
primary function of schools, almost ranked 
with an equal emphasis to academic skills 
(Liem, 2016). Because teachers value order 
and responsible behavior in the classroom, 
TPSR programs are in a unique position to 
advocate for the value of the program as 
aligning with and promoting school 
behavioral initiatives. When students receive 
social responsibility lessons in their sport 
programs that encourage respecting the 
rights and feelings of others and 
cooperation, and these values are further 
fostered in the classroom, students receive 
congruent messages that further support 
adopting this behavior. Program leaders, 
then, have the potential to impact classroom 
culture and even school culture to where 
school personnel could see the program as a 
highly supportive entity to their values and 

goals (Blair & Raver, 2015; Cadima, 
Verschueren, & Buyse, 2015). 

Coalition-building between the 
program and other social contexts.  
With established values in the program 

setting that encourage program leaders to 
view youth in a more holistic manner, 
programs can turn their attention to 
coalition building, or fostering relationships 
between the program, families, and schools 
(Benson, 2003 Martinek & Lee, 2012). 
Consistent with CPE (Lawson & Alameda-
Lawson, 2012), it is necessary to establish an 
authentic dialogue between program 
providers, school personnel, and families 
where all voices play a unique 
developmental role in youths’ lives 
(Debnam, Johnson, Waasdorp, & 
Bradshaw, 2014). 

First, building alignment and a shared 
sense of initiatives between programs and 
parents is a critical part of fostering 
congruence. Because TPSR programs are 
typically situated within school contexts, 
programs often inherit the challenges that 
derive from parent-school partnerships as 
well (Hellison, 2011). Among the many 
barriers parents experience related to school 
engagement, research has explored isolation 
as one significant factor (Delgado-Gaitan, 
1991; Greenwood & Hickman, 1991). 
Namely, to parents, programs associated 
with the school can be perceived as foreign 
or exclusionary since parents of 
marginalized students were often not 
afforded the same opportunities in their 
educational experiences (Turney & Kao, 
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2009). Thus, one factor that leads to 
parental disengagement from school-related 
events is the powerlessness they feel in 
influencing school culture. Several tactics 
can serve to overcome this challenge. For 
example, outreach events situated in the 
sport setting where parents and peers are 
invited and can experience the program 
norms are encouraged. This could include 
hosting a parent sport night where youth 
present the values and goals of the program 
and then participate in a culminating 
sporting contest or open gym session open 
to members of their families. Other options 
include creating an awards ceremony where 
all youth receive an honorary participation 
award for completing the program with 
their parents in attendance. 

As an added benefit, building 
relationships in the sport setting between 
parents and youth at a time when they are 
more engaged in their child’s lives (e.g., 
elementary school) increases the likelihood 
that they will remain engaged in their sport 
experiences in the long term (Wuerth, Lee, 
& Alfermann, 2004). Furthermore, when 
parents are given access to the program 
setting, they not only observe the core 
values of the program in action, they 
witness their child interacting with peers, 
which forges a connection between youths’ 
home and social lives (Phelan et al., 1991). 
Providing parents the regular opportunity to 
watch the program and attend regular 
events further contributes to building and 
sustaining alignment between youths’ 
contexts. 

Getting parents to attend school events 
can be challenging, particularly when youth 
come from families where both parents 
work or when other life demands take 
precedence over school events (Goodall & 
Montgomery, 2014). Thus, programs can 
encourage youth to share the program 
values with parents and exemplify them at 
home. In many ways, quality programming 
that promotes enjoyment makes youth 
naturally want to share their experiences 
with parents, teachers, and peers. However, 
programs can further foster a connection 
between the program and family setting 
through assigning “transfer” homework, 
such as asking youth to “perform one 
leadership act at home,” or “show respect 
to a classmate who is having a difficult day.” 
This can be further supported through 
sending information home to parents about 
what youth are learning in the program 
setting (Hellison, 2011), as supporting 
research has demonstrated that parents 
want schools and teachers to advise them 
about how to best help their children at 
home by keeping them apprised of what 
their children are doing at school (Epstein 
& Dauber, 1991). 

Finally, TPSR programs should consider 
the role program leaders have outside of 
formal program hours. Research has 
examined the positive impacts that can 
result from schoolteachers interacting with 
parents at the end of the day (Rimm-
Kaufman, & Pianta, 1999). This same basis 
can apply to TPSR program leaders 
interacting with parents after the program 
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ends. Making program leaders available and 
approachable to parents creates a more 
positive and open environment. 
Additionally, forging relationships between 
program staff and parents contributes to the 
TPSR mission as program leaders increase 
their impact and solidify themselves as 
caring adult figures that have compassion 
for youth outside of the program. 

Programs also have the potential to 
foster congruence between the school setting and the 
program by creating an opportunity for youth 
to exhibit what they learn through the 
program at school. Schools struggle with a 
lack of capacity and available resources to 
holistically focus on students and barriers to 
learning and development, particularly in 
underfunded, urban environments (Bryan & 
Henry, 2008). However, since students’ 
ability to move between their different 
“worlds” greatly affects their school success, 
TPSR programs are in a position to provide 
institutional structures that help support 
students’ investment and engagement in 
school (Phelan et al., 1991). Programs could, 
for instance, encourage school personnel to 
provide opportunities for meaningful 
student participation based on the lessons 
they learn in the program (Bryan & Henry, 
2008). This could include forming a peer 
mediation team or conflict resolution plan, 
based off the sport program content (e.g., 
learning about self-control and problem 
solving), as a way to remedy school 
behavioral issues. 

Some TPSR research has recognized the 
school counselor or school social worker as 

a good point of access for this type of 
intervention (Gordon, Jacobs, & Wright, 
2016). Program leaders should look for 
opportunities to build mutually beneficial 
and sustainable partnerships with school 
personnel who are invested in students’ 
developmental success and privy to the 
non-academic struggles that students face 
(Jacobs, Condon, & Wright, 2014; Cook, 
Hayden, Bryan, & Belford, 2016). For 
example, program staff could invite the 
school counselor/social worker’s 
involvement by referring students to join 
the program, or even attending sessions and 
participating in the physical activity/sport 
lessons to gain an understanding on the 
goals of the program.  Further discussions 
with these key school stakeholders could 
center on adopting a shared language or 
values system related to TPSR, or keeping 
an open dialogue about managing student 
behaviors in a way that moves from 
militaristic approaches into more 
empowerment-centered frameworks. 

One approach that has been developed 
primarily within sport-based community 
programs is the concept of growing the 
programs’ reach in the greater community context 
(Jacobs, Castaneda, & Castaneda, 2016). 
The majority of SBYD and TPSR work has 
been situated within controlled physical 
spaces where the nature of the program 
setting provides limited access for outsiders 
(e.g., gyms, classrooms, church buildings, 
community centers). While these are 
opportune launching pads for initially 
establishing positive relationships, teaching 
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values, and encouraging healthy behaviors, 
we recommend that that program leaders 
should increase the visibility of the program 
reach so that youth have the opportunity to 
exercise their life skill development outside 
of the controlled program setting.  Notably, 
outside environments such as unsafe 
neighborhoods, unstable home situations, 
and failing schools pose a great risk to youth 
being able to sustain developmental gains 
(Buckle & Walsh, 2013; Lerner, Agans, 
Arbeit, Chase, Weiner, Schmid, & Warren, 
2013). Thus, community-based sport 
programs have focused their efforts on 
empowering youth to act in positive ways in 
these same public spaces through initiatives 
such as organizing public sporting events 
and service/outreach activities (Anderson-
Butcher, Iachini, Ball, Barke, & Martin, 
2016; Jacobs et al., 2016). It is through these 
engaged community experiences, under the 
program direction, that youth can build the 
confidence to apply their life skills to new, 
unfamiliar, and oftentimes quite different 
school, community, and cultural contexts. 

While the research in this area with 
respect to sport programs fulfilling this role 
is still emerging, one model community-
based sport program situated in the inner 
city of Chicago has seen success through 
enacting a variety of different public events 
aimed at creating acceptable public spaces 
and changing the culture of norms present 
in a historically gang-controlled area (Jacobs 
et al., 2016). For instance, this organization 
promotes the use of “drop-in” programs as 
a solution for appealing to those youth who 

are not committed to regularly attending a 
program, but may establish a pattern of 
attendance if they are less pressured to fully 
commit. These are often youth who are 
labeled as “on the fringes,” or vulnerable for 
risk factors such as drug use, gang 
involvement, or risky sexual behaviors 
(Sandford, Armour, & Warmington, 2006). 
A drop-in option enables youth to 
participate in sports while also providing 
them with important access to a safe, 
inclusive environment that is sponsored by 
caring and supportive staff. This format also 
allows regular program attendees to bridge 
the gap between their social lives and the 
program with the option to invite friends to 
participate. 

Other community-based program 
components include hosting sports 
tournaments in outdoor spaces that 
community residents can attend as 
spectators or volunteers. These events 
subscribe to a “strength in numbers” 
approach in an attempt to change youths’ 
perceptions of living in a community that is 
dominated by gangs, and instead 
demonstrate how neighborhoods can be 
“taken back” by the presence of groupings 
of positive allies (Jarrett, 1997). Creating 
programs where parents and community 
members can become connected with the 
program and volunteer as coaches or 
referees creates further opportunities for 
involvement in youth sport experiences 
(Cuskelly, 2004). 

Other Opportunities for 
Development and Research. Finally, there 
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are several measures that TPSR program 
leaders can take to help youth develop the 
kinds of individual and collective 
competencies fostered by CPE.  For 
example, TPSR program leaders can help 
youth learn about the concepts and then 
help them reflect about how norms differ 
depending on setting and context.  These 
kinds of learning and reflection activities 
can be conducted during the “relationship 
time,” “activity,” and “reflection” periods of 
each TPSR lesson. 

To provide a more concrete illustration, 
a TPSR teacher could start a relationship 
talk by asking kids about how they define 
“respect” and then encourage/support a 
certain definitional view of respect during 
the skills-development portion of the 
lesson.  Next, during the reflection period, 
the teacher could encourage youth to 
explore and share how the notion of 
“respect” varies according to different 
contexts, settings, and social environments.  
Subsequent lessons could then be devoted 
to helping youth learn how to effectively 
adapt to, and reconcile, competing norms 
and definitions of the same concept. By 
helping youth learn how to reconcile the 
contradictory norms and identity conflicts 
posed by competing settings, program 
leaders (with proper training focused on 
developing cultural competencies) can help 
TPSR programs become key mediating 
settings for positive youth development (see 
also Lawson & Alameda-Lawson, 2012). 
Such is the potential of youth development 

programs that are anchored in a strong, 
social-ecological framework. 

 
Conclusions and Final Thoughts 

Programs that implement the principles of 
SBYD represent a promising strategy for 
helping low-income children and youth 
develop the kinds of life skills, 
competencies, behaviors, and social 
identities they need for educational and life 
success. Among these SBYD approaches, 
the TPSR model has emerged as a special 
exemplar and leading best practice model 
(Holt et al., 2017). The TPSR model has 
earned this “best practice” status not only 
because of its multi-pronged focus on youth 
empowerment, relationship building, and 
life skills development, but also because of 
its unique and explicit strategy of helping 
children and youth learn to transfer 
competencies to other school, family, and 
community contexts.  

Although we assert the promise and 
potential of TPSR and SBYD to improve 
child and youth outcomes, our analysis 
indicated that in some cases their current 
program design may not be sufficient for 
helping youth transfer the skills they learn in 
program settings to other contexts and 
community contexts. To this point, the 
research literature is clear that skills and 
competency transfer is best facilitated when 
children’s school, family, and community 
environments are governed by similar values 
and expectations for desired behavior 
(Gordon & Doyle, 2015). Unfortunately, the 
literature indicates that, in many low-income 
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communities, this “correspondence” or 
“congruence” in desired norms and social 
practices does not exist across school, 
family, and community contexts.  
Consequently, these disconnects loom as 
significant structural barriers to the 
successful design and implementation of 
programs using the TPSR framework.  

Several important conclusions can be 
derived from this important finding and 
claim. The first is that, in order to help get 
the conditions right for skills and 
competency transfer, program leaders 
should strive to marry TPSR/SBYD 
programs with broader efforts, like CPE, 
that can help them and other community 
leaders better synchronize and harmonize 
school, family, and community resources in 
support of the youth’s optimal 
development.  But to make this important 
leap, TPSR/SBYD will need to expand its 
orientation from a stand-alone program 
(often in afterschool settings) to a social-
ecological intervention that targets 
organizational and context development 
(e.g., Unger, 2011).  Although the 
conceptual underpinnings of this expanded, 
collective work was sketched in this article 
(i.e., Figure 1), this context integration 
oriented work stands as the next frontier. 

The second conclusion that can be 
derived from this paper pertains to those 
communities where harmonizing and 
synchronizing norms between family, 
school, and community is either not desired 
or logistically feasible. In such instances, we 
encourage TPSR program leaders to adopt a 

more explicit focus on helping program 
children and youth learn how to transfer the 
skills, talents, and identities they develop in 
the program to settings that have different, 
and at times, competing norms and values. 
But to pursue this important work, TPSR 
program leaders will need to make youth 
adaptability across contexts an explicit, 
targeted learning competency, and pursuing 
this important goal may require the 
development of expanded program 
curricula as well as additional staff training. 

The third and related conclusion relates 
to the professional preparation that is 
needed to enhance SBYD programs that 
serve low-income, youth, families, schools, 
and communities. Currently, youth service 
providers are trained in a variety of 
academic disciplines and helping fields. 
Notwithstanding the potential strengths of 
this diversity, the sheer range and scope of 
the current education and training pipeline 
threatens to create a field that is not multi-
disciplinary as intended, but atheoretical and 
adisciplinary. To this point, our analysis 
indicates that future TPSR teachers and 
programs leaders will need explicit 
education and training in several academic 
fields and disciplines, and this may require 
the development of new interdisciplinary 
degrees and professional preparation 
programs. In our view, these new academic 
and professional preparation programs will 
include a robust focus on physical education 
and coaching, educational leadership, 
educational psychology (particularly theories 
on motivation, engagement, and transfer), 
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social-ecological theory, critical and cultural 
theory, and organizational development. 
Moreover, given the inherent 
interdisciplinary nature of the work that lies 
ahead, inter-professional training and 
practice-embedded professional learning 
opportunities should be prioritized by the 
academic units/departments that are 
charged with developing the next-
generation workforce for positive youth 
development programs. 

Of course, all of these 
recommendations and the research from 
which they are derived stand as possibilities 
for the important work that lies ahead. To 
the extent this paper helps to shine the light 
on the future directions and potential for 
SBYD programs that serve youth, families, 
and communities, it will have achieved its 
primary purpose. 

---  
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Figures 
 
Figure 1 

Conceptual Model for Enhancing Skills and Competency Transfer Across Life Contexts. Solid 
arrow represent communication and congruence among the school, family, and TPSR program 
systems. Broken arrows reflect youth’s ability to apply skills learned in SBYD program to different 
(and potentially competing) school, family, and community contexts.  
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Figure 1. Conceptual Model for Enhancing Skills and Competency Transfer Across Life Contexts. Solid arrow 
represent communication and congruence among the school, family, and TPSR program systems. Broken 
arrows reflect youth’s ability to apply skills learned in SBYD program to different (and potentially competing) 
school, family, and community contexts.
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