
Open Journal of Statistics, 2015, 5, 421-429 
Published Online August 2015 in SciRes. http://www.scirp.org/journal/ojs 
http://dx.doi.org/10.4236/ojs.2015.55044  

How to cite this paper: Sullivan, P.J., LaForge-MacKenzie, K. and Marini, M. (2015) Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the 
Youth Experiences Survey for Sport (YES-S). Open Journal of Statistics, 5, 421-429.  
http://dx.doi.org/10.4236/ojs.2015.55044   

 
 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Youth 
Experiences Survey for Sport (YES-S) 
Philip J. Sullivan*, Kaitlyn LaForge-MacKenzie, Matthew Marini 
Department of Kinesiology, Brock University, St. Catharines, Canada 
Email: *phil.sullivan@brocku.ca 
 
Received 12 January 2015; accepted 4 August 2015; published 7 August 2015 

 
Copyright © 2015 by authors and Scientific Research Publishing Inc. 
This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution International License (CC BY). 
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/ 

    
 

 
 

Abstract 
Research on Positive Youth Development (PYD) has been hampered by lack of a valid measure for 
the construct, particularly for research in sport. The Youth Experiences Scale for Sport (YES-S) [1], 
is a five-factor measure of positive youth outcomes specifically designed for the sport context. The 
YES-S is a promising instrument that fills an important niche in PYD research, and MacDonald et al. 
provided support for many of its psychometric properties. However, the factor structure of the 
scale is currently based on an exploratory factor analysis and has not yet been subjected to a con-
firmatory factor analysis (CFA). The present study was designed to confirm the five-factor struc-
ture of the YES-S. A sample of 350 youth sport athletes (196 male, 153 female) completed the YES-S. 
A CFA showed that a modified version of the five-factor YES-S had excellent fit of the model to the 
data. An analysis of invariance showed no differences in responses in terms of gender. It is con-
cluded that this short-form YES-S offers excellent psychometric properties while retaining the 
original factor structure of the YES-S. The results offer further support for the validity of the factor 
structure of the YES-S while providing a shorter version of the scale, which may be appealing for 
research with younger sport participants. 
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1. Introduction 
The positive outcomes that youth can develop through sport may outweigh the sport-specific outcomes athletes 
derive. However, the significant applied findings that research may generate are hampered by the lack of a valid 
measurement. Although issues with measurement validity are a characteristic of Positive Youth Development 

 

 

*Corresponding author. 

http://www.scirp.org/journal/ojs
http://dx.doi.org/10.4236/ojs.2015.55044
http://dx.doi.org/10.4236/ojs.2015.55044
http://www.scirp.org
mailto:phil.sullivan@brocku.ca
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


P. J. Sullivan et al. 
 

 
422 

(PYD) research in general, it is particularly relevant to the context of sports. 
In the past, research on the development of youth and adolescents was considered to be more focused on ne-

gativity and negative outcomes. Larson (2000) [2] further investigated this idea with research looking at why 
youth seemed to be “trapped in the present” (p. 170), suffered from high rates of boredom and disconnected 
from meaningful challenges. His findings led towards the idea that these deficits were not due to psychopathol-
ogy or increases in negative outcomes, but instead due to a lack of positive outcomes and positive development 
[2]. Therefore a new theoretical framework termed PYD was constructed to target development as an asset to-
wards fostering positive outcomes and also reducing negative outcomes [1] [2]. 

The PYD framework allows for a more open-minded approach to researching and observing PYD and how 
the environments that we put our youth in, shape their development [1] [3] [4]. PYD is perpetuated by providing 
structured activity programs, such as performance and fine arts clubs, sports, academic clubs and organizations, 
and community organizations [5]. These programs promote well-being, help reduce boredom by allowing youth 
to focus on attending their weekly scheduled programs as well as reduce and prevent negative development. 
Youth who experience PYD can be considered as exemplary young people who are healthy and thriving [5]. 
Their actions benefit the well-being of themselves, parents, peers, the community, and society. 

The majority of PYD studies to date have used Larson’s conceptualization of the construct. Dworkin, Larson, 
and Hansen (2003) [6] examined growth experiences (i.e., “experiences that teach you something or expand you 
in some way, that give you new skills, new attitudes, or new ways of interacting with others” p. 20) through par-
ticipation in organized activities (including sport). Via focus groups with 55 adolescents, they identified six do-
mains of learning experiences that were divided into personal and interpersonal development. Personal devel-
opment described processes that occurred within the individual and included three domains: identity work, de-
velopment of initiative, and emotional regulation. Interpersonal development described processes that involved 
developing social connections and included the domains of teamwork and social skills, positive relationships in-
cluding acquiring prosocial norms and diverse peer relationships, and development of adult networks and social 
capital.  

The Youth Experiences Survey (YES) is an operationalization of Larson and colleagues’ perspective of PYD 
and the measure has been subjected to an on-going validation process. The YES was originally based on the qu-
alitative findings of the Dworkin et al.’s (2003) study and vetted through additional focus groups with adoles-
cents, refined, and subjected to review with a panel of 10 adult experts. The original measure, the YES 1.0, in-
cluded 90 items which measured six major domains of positive development (i.e., identity work, initiative, basic 
skills, teamwork and social skills, interpersonal relationships, and adult networks) and one major domain of 
negative experiences. This measure was designed to be applicable to all organized activities for youth and ado-
lescents. 

As a specific organized youth activity, sport is a popular context for PYD research. Organized sport in partic-
ular has been found as an ideal environment to foster PYD [7]. In particular, youth who are involved in a struc-
tured sport environment are found to be more engaged and more intrinsically motivated as compared to youth 
who participate in unstructured programs in sport, leisure activities, or school [8]. Using the YES 1.0, Hansen, 
Larson, and Dworkin (2003) [9] found that sport activities were positively associated with moderately higher 
rates of personal development (i.e., self-knowledge, goal setting, effort, time management, emotional regulation, 
and physical skills) and interpersonal development (i.e., teamwork, social skills, leadership, and peer relations) 
experiences in comparison to other youth activities. Self-referenced competencies and task-oriented sporting 
climates have been found to be positively associated with positive factors of a sport-specific YES measure whe-
reas other-referenced competencies and ego-oriented sporting climates were associated with negative PYD out-
comes [1]. 

Following their work using sport-specific environments, Hansen and Larsen further refined the YES into the 
Youth Experiences Survey 2.0 (YES 2.0) which was revised to be shorter than the original YES but had much 
stronger evidence of reliability and validity [5]. Larson, et al., [10] tested the YES 2.0 across three different 
program-based activities in 2280 youth participants: faith-based activities, performance and fine arts activities, 
and sports. They found that the sports and performance and fine arts programs provided the most beneficial 
PYD outcomes, although sports also provided more high stress situations. 

Combined, these findings suggest there are distinct learning experiences related to different youth activities. 
However, there have been consistent concerns about the psychometric properties of the YES 2.0, particularly 
when it is used in sporting contexts [1] [11]. These concerns date back to Hansen and Larson’s [5] introduction 
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of the YES 2.0. In their unpublished paper, the authors described the confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) pro-
cedures they used to support their scale, but omitted or neglected many of the conventional criteria for an effec-
tive procedure. In their paper, Hansen and Larson reported minimal information on the procedures used and fit 
of the model to the data. They compared two models for positive and negative factors independently despite a 
conceptual background that considered them interrelated. Specifically they compared a one-factor model of pos-
itive PYD with a model comprised of six related positive factors, and five-factor and one-factor models for neg-
ative factors. They only reported the Goodness of Fit Index (GFI), and did not mention any other global good-
ness of fit indices or residual-based goodness of fit indices. Furthermore, they reported no analyses for a model 
that included all scales. Their results for their best fit for the positive scales, which was comprised of six sepa-
rate factors, was a GFI of 0.73, which is far below the accepted value for an excellent fit of the model to the data. 
The one-factor model for the negative factor did show a GFI of 0.92. 

Research using the YES 2.0, particularly in sport, has regularly reported issues with the psychometric proper-
ties of the scale including the nature of the factor structure and internal reliability. Reported estimates of Cron-
bach’s alphas for scales of the YES 2.0, which should be above 0.70 to indicate acceptable internal consistency, 
have ranged as low as 0.55 [11] [12]. 

MacDonald et al., (2012) further examined the validity and reliability of the YES 2.0 for use in sport contexts. 
A sample of 637 athletes aged from 9 to 19 years old participated in the study. The authors first attempted to 
replicate Hansen and Larson’s (2005) results by testing the same four models (i.e., one positive factor, six posi-
tive factors, one negative factor, and five negative factors). They also attempted to extend on the CFA work of 
Hansen and Larson by testing three more complete models: a two factor model comprised of one positive and 
one negative factor, a seven factor model comprised of six positive and one negative factor, and an eleven factor 
model comprised of six positive and five negative factors. When the results did not support Hansen and Larson’s 
model, the authors proceeded to perform exploratory factor analyses. These analyses revealed a five-factor 
model, which they termed the Youth Experiences Survey for Sport (YES-S). This model, which included only 
37 of the original YES items, was comprised of five factors. Personal and Social Skills refers to positive rela-
tions with peers, teammates and adults. Cognitive Skills refers to how athletes develop creative and problem 
solving skills whereas Goal Setting measures skills involved in learning to set and achieve challenging standards. 
Initiative refers to high levels of attention and effort indicative of intrinsic motivation. Finally, the sole negative 
factor of Negative Experiences comprises a variety of anti-social and stressful experiences, choices, and influ-
ences. 

The YES-S showed good fit to MacDonald et al.’s (2012) data, and appeared to be promising as a model of 
positive youth development specific to sporting contexts [13]. However, there are no published studies to date 
that confirm this factor structure. More research is needed to support the psychometric properties of the scale, 
particularly in the context of the previous ambivalent support that has been seen for the YES 2.0. 

Given the ambivalent history of psychometric properties for the YES, specifically the confusion surrounding 
its factor structure and the suggestion for a sport-specific version of PYD outcomes [1] [13], the primary objec-
tive of the current study was to confirm the five-factor structure of the YES-S.  

2. Method 
2.1. Participants 
A sample of 350 team sport athletes (196 male, 153 female, and 1 participant did not indicate gender) partici-
pated in this study. The athletes ranged in age from 13 - 18 years (M = 15.41, SD = 1.30). Their sport experience 
ranged from 1 - 15 years (M = 7.96, SD = 2.81). The sports played were basketball (n = 124), hockey (n = 114), 
and soccer (n = 112). All players from each sport played in the same league. All leagues were recreation, or 
“house leagues”, and each of these leagues served a medium-sized urban area. 

2.2. Procedures 
Upon receiving institutional review board clearance, researchers contacted youth sport league administrators via 
their publically available contact information. The league administrators were asked to forward a message to the 
coaches containing an explanation of the study and the investigators’ contact information. Once the interested 
coaches replied to the message, an investigator attended a team meeting or practice to explain the nature of the 
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study to their athletes. Interested athletes were given a questionnaire package that included a letter of invitation 
and a consent form for their parents to sign. Athletes were instructed to bring the package home, and, if their 
parents consented, to complete the survey. The surveys were collected at the following practice by the investi-
gator. Every athlete who took a package completed and returned the survey. Completion of the survey took be-
tween 20 - 30 minutes. No athletes reported any difficulty completing the survey. All athletes completed the 
survey in the second half of their season to ensure they had sufficient opportunities to develop perceptions of 
their coaches’ behaviors. 

2.3. Instruments 
The YES-S is a 37-item scale that assesses personal and interpersonal developmental experiences and negative 
experiences in structured activities on five major scales (4 positive and 1 negative), all measured on a 4-point 
scale from 1 (yes, definitely) to 4 (not at all) [1]. The 37 items of the YES-S are a subset of the 70 items of the 
YES 2.0, with some modifications on the phrasing of the items. Because data collection for the present study 
was conducted prior to the publication of MacDonald et al.’s paper, the YES 2.0 was used for data collection but 
the 37 items that comprised the YES-S were used for data analysis. There were some minor word choice differ-
ences on six items. For example, the YES-S item “learned a way to reach my goals” was phrased “learned to 
find ways to achieve my goals”. For use in the current study, at the top of the YES-S, respondents were in-
structed to answer the questions with specific reference to their primary sport involvement. The positive scales 
comprised Personal and Social Skills, which was measured by 14 items (e.g., became better at taking feedback), 
Initiative Experiences (4 items, e.g., learned to push myself), Cognitive Skills (5 items, e.g., improved creative 
skills), and Goal Setting (4 items, e.g., learned to find ways to reach my goals). The sole negative factor was 
termed Negative Experiences, which was measured by 10 items (e.g., felt left out). 

3. Results 
Prior to any analyses, the data set was examined for the assumptions of multivariate data analysis [14]. There 
was some missing data, but this was less than 1% of the complete data set, so these cells were replaced with va-
riable means [15]. The variables of the YES-S were normally distributed (see Table 1), with the exception of the 
items regarding Negative Experiences. These values were retained in the data because CFA using Maximum 
Likelihood method is considered robust for these violations and skewed values on these items, which indicate 
extreme negative outcomes, are meaningful; high negative skew in these items would indicate that they rarely 
happen. There were no instances of multicollinearity (r > 0.90) in the data set. Finally, because Mardia’s norma-
lized coefficient for multivariate kurtosis (5.38) was significant, analyses were based on the Satorra-Bentler 
scale chi-square statistic [16], which corrects for χ2 when distributional assumptions are not met.  

The current data was subjected to a CFA with the five-factor model of the YES-S. This initial model produced 
indices of fit including S-B ( )

2
619χ  = 1480.97, CFI = 0.79, SRMR = 0.077, and RMSEA = 0.063. Although 

values of .95 and greater on the CFI have been proposed as indicative of excellent fit of the model to the data 
[17], it has been argued that this is too restrictive and values of 0.92 - 0.94 may be considered as evidence of 
excellent fit [18]. Accepted criteria for excellent fit are 0.08 or less for the SRMR [17], and 0.10 or less for the 
RMSEA [19]. As these fits did not approach an excellent fit of the model to the data, it was decided to modify 
the model in an attempt to improve the fit. Specific suggestions have been made for model modifications [20]. 
First, they suggest that factor loadings less than 0.50 be eliminated from the model, which suggested the reduc-
tion of the model by five items. This second model showed much better fit indices (S-B ( )

2
452χ  = 975.74, CFI = 

0.84, SRMR = 0.059, RMSEA = 0.058). Traditionally, examination of a significant difference between models 
involves comparing the difference in χ2. However, use of the S-B χ2 is slightly more complicated as this differ-
ence is not distributed as a χ2 [21]. Furthermore, the Δχ2 test has recently been criticized as both impractical and 
unrealistic [22] [23]. The use of a ΔCFI test for model equivalence has been suggested, since changes in CFI > 
0.01 support the conclusion that models differ significantly [22]. According to this criteria, this second model 
was a significantly better fit to the data (ΔCFI = 0.05) than the original YES-S model. However, this model did 
not yet show results of a consistent excellent fit of the model to the data, so further modifications were at-
tempted. Although Hair et al. suggested that factor loadings should be at least 0.50, factor loadings of at least 
0.70 are ideal. This resulted in a third model with the elimination of 13 more items. However, three of these 
would have resulted in the factors of Goal Setting, Initiative and Cognitive Skills being reduced to three items,  
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics and standardized factor loadings of items.                                                  

Factor Item 1st Model 2nd Model 3rd Model M SD Skew. Kurt. 

Personal and 
Social Skills 

1 0.661 0.661 - 1.79 0.87 −0.17 0.85 

2 0.690 0.690 - 1.61 0.80 1.23 0.85 

3 0.810 0.810 0.874 1.70 0.82 1.05 0.46 

4 0.779 0.779 0.840 1.61 0.81 1.26 0.88 

5 0.727 0.726 0.775 1.66 0.82 1.16 0.71 

6 0.637 0.637 - 1.69 0.90 1.16 0.35 

7 0.674 0.674 - 1.59 0.83 1.35 1.08 

8 0.645 0.645 - 1.81 0.89 0.93 0.03 

9 0.595 0.595 - 1.82 0.93 0.97 −0.12 

10 0.578 0.578 - 1.79 1.02 1.02 −0.28 

11 0.521 0.521 - 2.01 1.06 0.63 −0.90 

12 0.625 0.626 - 1.75 0.91 1.01 0.04 

13 0.517 0.517 - 1.91 0.96 0.72 −0.57 

14 0.789 0.789 0.762 1.61 0.85 0.68 1.26 

Cognitive  
Skills 

15 0.807 0.805 0.804 2.90 1.02 −0.50 0.90 

16 0.817 0.822 0.822 2.98 1.06 −0.63 −0.89 

17 0.853 0.854 0.854 3.23 1.02 −1.09 −0.12 

18 0.667 0.665 0.665 3.12 0.10 −0.86 −0.41 

19 0.314 - - 2.28 1.11 0.27 −1.29 

Goal  
Setting 

20 0.873 0.874 0.877 1.70 0.86 1.00 0.07 

21 0.839 0.839 0.837 1.57 0.83 1.37 1.04 

22 0.732 0.731 0.731 1.85 0.86 0.68 0.45 

23 0.432 0.432 0.430 1.95 0.79 0.51 −0.20 

Initiative 

24 0.873 0.873 0.874 1.37 0.73 2.12 3.85 

25 0.848 0.847 0.850 1.46 0.75 1.73 2.51 

26 0.790 0.790 0.790 1.56 0.74 1.38 1.76 

27 0.691 0.691 0.686 1.28 0.69 2.80 7.25 

Negative  
Experiences 

28 0.730 0.719 0.714 3.59 0.86 −2.10 3.24 

29 0.854 0.858 0.856 3.63 0.79 −2.24 4.11 

30 0.933 0.937 0.937 3.67 0.75 −2.39 4.80 
31 0.898 0.901 0.903 3.65 0.75 −2.38 4.97 
32 0.907 0.912 0.913 3.72 0.77 −2.76 6.35 
33 0.488 - - 3.22 1.03 −1.05 −0.24 
34 0.757 0.747 0.743 3.68 0.79 −2.53 5.26 
35 0.522 0.529 - 3.27 0.96 −1.11 0.06 
36 0.430 - - 3.11 1.05 −0.88 −0.50 
37 0.435 - - 2.91 1.05 −0.60 −0.85 
Final Factors α M SD Skew. Kurt. 

Personal and Social Skills 0.885 1.64 0.71 1.27 1.23 
Cognitive Skills 0.865 3.06 0.86 −0.82 −0.25 

Goal Setting 0.802 1.76 0.66 1.07 0.76 
Initiative 0.873 1.41 0.61 −2.30 5.58 

Negative Experiences 0.936 3.66 0.67 2.82 −7.49 

Note: The latent factors are italicized. All loadings were standardized and statistically significant (p < 0.05). Skew = skewness. Kurt = kurtosis. 
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and Hair et al. suggest that each factor contain at least four items. Therefore these three variables were retained, 
and the third model had ten less variables than the second model. This third model showed excellent goodness of 
fit statistics (S-B ( )

2
197χ  = 323.37, CFI = 0.94, SRMR = 0.054, RMSEA = 0.043) and was a significant im-

provement on the second model (Δ CFI = 0.10). These models are summarized in Table 1. 
In addition to the excellent fit of the model to the data, the factors of the third model also showed excellent re- 

liability; each factor fulfilled the reliability criteria of Hair et al. (2006) of comprising at least four items and 
Cronbach’s alphas ranged from 0.802 - 0.936 (see Table 1). The final model included 22 items. Personal and 
Social Skills, Cognitive Skills, Goal Setting and Initiative were all represented by 4 items, Negative Experiences 
was represented by 6 items. The items and factors for the revised YES-S are given in Appendix A. 

Because the current sample consisted of relatively equal numbers of males and females, an analysis of inva-
riances was conducted to see if the five-factor model was a good fit for both genders. Analysis of invariance is a 
set of hierarchically ordered and increasingly restrictive tests of equality between groups. This analysis com-
prises (1) establishing the model for both genders individually, (2) testing the model with both groups simulta-
neously (in what is called a configural mode), (3) examining the invariance of factor loadings between genders 
(in a measurement equivalent model), and finally (4) examining the invariance of factor variances and cova-
riances between genders (in a structural equivalence model). 

The measurement model revealed good fit as a baseline model for both male (S-B ( )
2
199χ  = 351.09, CFI = 

0.90, SRMR = 0.061, RMSEA = 0.063) and female (S-B ( )
2
199χ  = 249.80, CFI = 0.91, SRMR = 0.073, RMSEA 

= 0.041) samples. All factor loadings were significant in both models. A test for configural equivalence through 
a simultaneous multi-group model also showed good fit of the model to the data (S-B ( )

2
398χ  = 592.68, CFI = 

0.90, SRMR = 0.067, RMSEA = 0.053). At this point, it appears that the factorial structure of the YES-S is well 
represented by the 22-item, five-factor model with the factor loadings specified in the CFA. 

The third step in the analysis of invariance, which restrained variance of factor loadings between the two 
samples showed the following goodness of fit: S-B ( )

2
145χ  = 611.89, CFI = 0.90, SRMR = 0.070, RMSEA = 

0.053. Finally, the model that constrained both factor loadings and covariances showed the following results: 
S-B ( )

2
425χ  = 649.60, CFI = 0.89, SRMR = 0.167, RMSEA = 0.055. 

Testing for invariance incorporates nested models. Therefore any given model cannot exceed the fit of the 
immediate previous model. According to the ΔCFI test, the factor loadings and covariances of the present model 
do not significantly change between groups, and it can be concluded that the 22-item, five-factor model of the 
YES-S is invariant across genders for adolescent athletes. 

4. Discussion 
The current study was conducted to confirm the factor structure of the YES-S as established by MacDonald et al. 
(2012) [1]. A CFA confirmed the five-factor model of the YES-S, although it supported a reduction in the num-
ber of items within that structure. Furthermore, this resulted in a revised form of the YES-S, which showed ex-
cellent internal consistency and did not vary according to gender in the current sample. 

The current results supported the previous [1] conclusion that the five factors of Personal and Social Skills, 
Cognitive Skills, Initiative, and Negative Experiences comprised the most valid operational definition of PYD in 
the sports context. Compared to previous factor structures (e.g., combinations of six positive factors and one or 
five negative factors), this five-factor model has now been shown to have strong fit to the data in both the 
present and MacDonald et al.’s samples. Additional, the factors have been shown to be internally consistent in 
both samples. 

The current results also extended previous work [1] in several ways. Whereas the model generated by Mac-
Donald and colleagues was only the result of exploratory data analysis, it has now been confirmed through a 
CFA with a separate, although similar, sample. Furthermore, the present results have shown that the five-factor 
model is equivalent for both male and female athletes. This extends the value of the scale in applied research 
settings. In addition, it is noteworthy to reiterate that the history of research in PYD has been marred by meas-
ures with questionable psychometric properties. By providing this psychometric support for the YES-S, we have 
offered substantial further support for the scale as an operational definition for the construct of PYD within 
sport. 

One interesting implication is that the current results suggest that a minimal number of items are needed to 
effectively measure PYD in sport. Whereas the original exploratory analysis supported a total of 37 items [1], 
the final CFA results were based on 22 items. Ten of the items that were deleted were from the factor of Personal 
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and Social Skills, and four of the remaining five deletions were from Negative Experiences. Originally, these 
two factors contained 23 of the total 37 items on the YES-S. The results of the analysis may suggest that many 
items were not needed for these factors to comprise a psychometrically sound measure. It should also be noted 
that four other items in the remaining three factors of Cognitive Skills, Goal Setting, and Initiative could have 
been eliminated using the same criteria that resulted in the above decisions if not for the further restriction of 
needing at least four items per factor. However, the final scale, with a more even number of items per factor than 
the original YES-S definitely showed the best fit of the model to the data in the current sample. 

Based on the current results, we would suggest that the 22-item version of the YES-S is a valid and psycho-
metrically sound measure of PYD in sport. This version of the scale may be more appealing to researchers than 
the YES-S because it is more concise than the original YES-S, which can be a benefit in research with youth. 
Furthermore, our current results also support the five-factor scale underlying the YES-S [1], suggesting consis-
tency in the five-factor structure across youth samples and sports. 

Considering the history of the YES as a scale which has already undergone several revisions (i.e., the YES, 
YES 2.0, YES-S) and the need for minimizing confusion in the literature, we suggest the current scale be re-
ferred to as the “short-form YES-S”. The current study should also be understood within the context of the de-
velopment of a sport-specific instrument to measure PYD. The YES 2.0 was in itself a response to the need of a 
more psychometrically sound measure than the YES, specifically for research within sport [9] [11]. In addition 
to the significance of the current study in the continued development of a sport-specific measure of PYD, it is 
important to recognize both the statistical and applied implications of the short-form YES-S. The original form 
of the YES was a total of 90 items, measuring a variety of domains of PYD in various organized activities [9]. In 
moving to the YES 2.0, Hansen and Larsen (2005) shortened the scale to 70 items, however still focusing on a 
number of organized youth activities. This was subsequently reduced to 37 [1], focusing only on experiences in 
sports. Finally, the current study again reduced the items, keeping the focus solely on sport activities. In elimi-
nating these items, the resulting short-form YES-S shows excellent psychometric characteristics, resulting in a 
concise, psychometrically sound instrument. So while the short-form YES-S fits the same factor structure found 
by MacDonald et al., it does so with a smaller number of items which may be an appealing applied characteristic 
when researching youth sport. 

The limitations of the current study include that a large number of changes were made to the short-form 
YES-S based on one sample. Although these changes resulted in the retention of the five-factor model of the 
original YES-S, a more balanced version of the scale, and the demonstration of excellent psychometric proper-
ties, we recognize that these changes were based solely on one study. In addition, only a small number of sports 
were examined: basketball, hockey, and soccer. These sports were all interactive team sports. As a result of 
these limitations, we suggest that future studies continue to validate the short-form YES-S with a variety of 
samples, including sports, ages, and contexts (e.g., competitive vs. non-competitive and team vs. individual 
sports). 

5. Conclusion 
In conclusion, the short-form YES-S offers excellent psychometric properties while retaining the conceptualiza-
tion of PYD [1]. As such, even with the deletion of items with lower factor loadings, the five-factor structure of 
PYD in sport and the theme of each of these factors remain. The short-form YES-S offers a viable and psycho-
metrically sound alternative to the YES-S as, from an applied perspective, the short-form YES-S may be used in 
conjunction with other measures to fully capture youth experiences in sport. We suggest that future studies fur-
ther examine the psychometric properties of short-form YES-S with a variety of sports, ages, and contexts. 
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Appendix A: Factors and Items of the Short Form YES-S 
Personal and Social Skills: 

I became better at sharing responsibility 

I learned that working together requires some compromising 

I learned to be patient with other group members 

I learned how my emotions and attitude affect others in the group 

Cognitive Skills: 

I have improved: Skills for finding information 

I have improved: Academic skills (reading, writing, math, etc.) 

I have improved: Computer/internet skills 

I have improved: Artistic/creative skills 

Goal Setting: 

I learned to find ways to achieve my goals 

I set goals for myself in this activity 

I learned to consider possible obstacles when making plans 

Observed how others solved problems and learned from them 

Initiative: 

I learned to push myself 

I learned to focus my attention 

I put all my energy into this activity 

I have improved athletic/physical skills 

Negative Experiences: 

Adult leaders in this activity are controlling and manipulative 

Adult leaders intimidate me 

Adult leaders make personal comments that I find upsetting 

Adult leaders encouraged me to do something I believed morally wrong 

Youth in this activity got me into drinking alcohol or using drugs 

I was treated differently because of my gender, race, ethnicity, disability, or sexual orientation 
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