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ABSTRACT 

This study investigated the impact of two sets   
of positive youth development (PYD) messages 
designed to promote building developmental assets (a 
set of positive relationships, social experiences and 
environments) on positive outcomes among the Thai 
youth. Research hypotheses and interventions were 
developed from integration of the Framework of 40 
developmental assets (Scales & Leffert, 1999) and 
Fishbein’s Integrative Model of Behavioral Pre-
diction (Fishbein, 2000). The experimental field 
study (intervention and post-test) was conducted  
with 1,244 Thai youth in mid-adolescence and 241 
parents/caregivers to examine the PYD messages’ 
influences on social cognitive factors, behavioral 
intentions, and behavior in relation to asset building. 
Interventions included two mini-magazines titled 
“PYD” (one targeting youth vs. one targeting parents) 
that focused on building three developmental assets 
among test subjects.  Findings reveal complementary, 
short-term, but mixed, effects of two sets of messages 
on the Thai youth’s positive outcomes.  
 
บทคัดยอ 

งานวิจัยนี้ศึกษาอิทธิพลของสารซึ่งมุงสงเสริมการสราง
สินทรัพยเชิงพัฒนา (ความสัมพันธเชิงบวก ประสบการณ
ทาง สังคมและสิ่งแวดลอมของเยาวชน) ที่มีตอพัฒนาการ
ของเยาวชนไทย โดยผูวิจัยไดนําเอากรอบทางความคิดที่วา
ดวยสินทรัพยเชิงพัฒนา 40 รายการ (Scales & Leffert, 1999) 
และแบบจําลองเชิงบูรณาการในการทํานายพฤติกรรมของ 
Fishbein (Fishbein, 2000) มาใชรวมกันในการสรางสมมติ-
ฐานการวิจัยและพัฒนาเนื้อหาของสาร วัยรุนไทยตอนกลาง 
จํานวน 1,244 คน และผูปกครอง จํานวน 241 คนไดเขารวม
การวิจัยในรูปแบบของการทดลองภาคสนาม (การนําเสนอ
สารและการทดสอบหลังการเปดรับสาร) เพื่อศึกษาอิทธิพล
ของสารที่มีตอปจจัยดานความคิดทางสังคม ความตั้งใจใน
การสรางสินทรัพยเชิงพัฒนา และการสรางสินทรัพยเชิง
พัฒนาของเยาวชนไทย สารดังกลาวประกอบดวยจุลสาร

ภายใตช่ือ “PYD” จํานวน 2 ฉบับ (ฉบับแรกมีเยาวชนเปน
กลุมเปาหมาย สวนอีกฉบับมีผูปกครองเปนกลุมเปาหมาย) 
จุลสารนี้มุงเชิญชวนใหกลุมเปาหมายทั้งสองกลุมสราง
สินทรัพยเชิงพัฒนาสามสินทรัพยที่นําเสนอในจุลสาร ผล 
การวิจัยบงช้ีวาจุลสารทั้งสองฉบับไดรวมกันสรางอิทธิพล
ทางความ คิดและพฤติกรรมในระยะสั้นตอกลุมเปาหมาย  
แตอิทธิพลที่มีตอเยาวชนที่ศึกษาในสายสามัญและสาย
อาชีวะไมสอดคลองกัน 
 

Thai adolescents have become the main users of 
methamphetamine in recent years, and the drug 
epidemic in schools has worsened (The Office of 
Narcotics and Control Board, 2001).  Due to this 
increasing trend among adolescents to engage in 
risky behaviors such as illicit drug use, enhancing 
health and well-being have become the goals that 
social marketing campaigns targeted to adolescents 
aim to achieve.  The emerging field of youth develop-
ment expands the concept of health to include the 
kinds of skills, behaviors, and competencies required 
for success in education, employment, and civic life.  
Healthy development represents both the avoidance of 
unhealthy or negative behaviors and the increase of 
positive behaviors (Lerner, 2003).  Surprisingly, 
however, media campaigns have placed much greater 
emphasis on negatively-framed messages (Block and 
Keller, 1995) or preventing problems rather than 
promoting positive youth development.  

Yet, campaign designers often fail to recognize 
that these message strategies have the potential for a 
“boomerang effect” on young audiences. Despite 
enormous spending on communication campaigns, 
public health interventions may engender reactance 
(Brehm & Brehm, 1981) and “boomerang” by 
generating effects opposite to the intended ones (Clee 
& Wicklund, 1980; Guttman, Kegler, & McLeroy, 
1996; Stewart & Martin, 1994).  When individuals 
perceive that their freedom to choose among different 
behavioral possibilities is being limited by a pre-
scribed attitude or behavior, they react and work to 
refute the target of that inhibitor to restore their  
 



 

perceived freedom of choice (Heilman & Toffler, 
1976). In addition, research findings have suggested 
that deficit-reduction approaches (e.g., teaching youth 
resistance skills) have “produced weak, transient        
or no results” among general adolescents (Connell, 
Gambone, & Smith, 2001, p.1).  Although these ap-
proaches may be appropriate to at-risk teenagers,      
the messages assume that there is something wrong 
with the adolescents, and that knowledge and skills  
are required to correct the deficiency. Connell and 
colleagues make a compelling argument that it is 
possible for adolescents to be problem-free and still 
not necessarily grow up to be fully functioning adults.  

Given the limitations of the negatively-framed 
message strategy and deficit-reduction attempts, a 
theoretical approach that may be more appropriate in 
dealing with general youth is called “positive youth 
development (PYD).”  In contrast to deficit-based 
models focusing solely on youth problems, the PYD 
approach addresses the broader developmental needs 
of youth and the stages of youth’s development.        
At the center of this paradigm is the idea that youth  
are resources to be developed, rather than problems   
to be managed. The PYD approach does not eliminate 
the need to target specific high-risk individuals for 
attention, but indicates that efforts should not be 
restricted to this group or solely concerned with 
problem remedy.  Its relevance for all youth allows   
its contribution to be extended to not only at-           
risk adolescents, but also to the whole teenaged 
population. 

Youth programs applying the PYD approach in 
the U.S. have reported positive changes in attitudes 
toward pro-social behaviors and actual behaviors, 
such as better school attendance and less involvement 
with the criminal justice system among program par-
ticipants (Roth et al., 1998).  However, mass com-
munication has not yet been incorporated into these 
programs.  Whether and how a media campaign 
adopting a PYD approach can exert a positive impact 
on the development of youth audiences has not been 
thoroughly examined.  In addition, media campaigns 
rarely use theoretical frameworks of persuasion or 
behavior change to promote positive youth develop-
ment (Hornik, 2002).  By applying a PYD approach 
and Fishbein’s Integrative Model of Behavioral 
Prediction, this paper set out to test the effectiveness 
of two sets of PYD messages targeted at adolescents 
and their parents in Thailand.  

 

LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES 
 
The framework of 40 developmental assets 

Developed by the Search Institute1, this frame-
work aims to embrace a PYD approach.  The Search 
Institute’s survey with more than 500,000 U.S. 6th- 
12th graders has helped to identify 40 developmental 
assets organized into two main classes, each sub-
categorized into four categories (see details in 
Appendix A). The 20 internal assets (e.g., achieve-

ment motivation and responsibility) identify those 
characteristics and behaviors that reflect internal 
values, skills, and beliefs that youth need to fully 
engage with and function in the world around them.  
They will help youth make thoughtful and positive 
choices and, in turn, be better prepared for situations 
in life that challenge their inner strength and con-
fidence.  The 20 external assets (e.g., family support 
and adult role models) are external structures, 
relationships, and activities that create a positive 
environment for youth.  They identify important roles 
that family, school, congregations, neighborhood, and 
youth organizations can play in promoting healthy 
development (Benson, Scales, and Mannes, 2003).  

Developmental assets have a conceptual simi-
larity to positive behaviors.  However, assets are 
conceptualized as building blocks of success whereas 
positive behaviors are viewed as markers of success.  
Conditions under which the attainment of those 
positive behaviors is made more possible are 
determined by youth’s experiences with the assets 
(Benson et al., 2003).  The philosophy of the 
developmental assets framework is characterized by    
a positive, ‘asset building’ orientation.  Lorion and 
Sokoloff (2003) metaphorically described adolescents 
as the flowers and developmental assets as the soil 
conditions, nutrients, moisture, and available sunlight. 
Challenges to growth, such as inclement weather, 
threaten the outcome.  However, those challenges can 
be mitigated by an optimal and protective growth 
environment.  Creating such environments for ado-
lescents represents the purpose of building assets.  Due 
to the assumed mutability of developmental assets–
responsiveness to efforts to change their presence, 
intensity, availability, and effectiveness, it is assumed 
that assets below capacity level can be increased, or 
they can be built when absent.  Changes in assets can 
be targeted at the individual, family, school, neigh-
borhood, or community levels (Lorion & Sokoloff, 
2003).  

Although contextual factors are recognized as 
having parallel, independent effects from personal 
factors on the individuals’ behaviors, they have 
generally been ignored by media campaigns targeting 
youth.  The assets framework not only recognizes  
the primacy of personal factors, but also that of 
contextual factors in supporting youth efforts to 
navigate the pathways to adulthood.  These con-
textual factors such as family, schools, neighbor-
hoods, and religious communities are major sources 
of youth’s external assets (Benson et al., 1998; Scales 
& Leffert, 1999).  According to Furstenberg, Cook, 
Eccles, Elder, and Sameroff (1999), how family 
delivers nurturance, support, and discipline,    
together with how it manages opportunity and risk   
in other developmental ecologies, and the degree     
to which parents model positive behaviors contri-
bute to building developmental assets and positive 
behavioral outcomes. Taking the assumed mutability 
of assets and the direct influence of family on youth 
into consideration, messages that persuade both 



 

youth and their parents to build relevant assets would 
stimulate the reciprocal cycle in which the per-
ceptions of the parents’ external asset building will 
lead to the youth’s internal asset building, and vice 
versa.  Therefore, I propose the following will occur 
after exposure to PYD messages: 

H1: Perceptions of others’ asset building positively 
influence subjects’ own asset building. 

 
Developmental assets are found to significantly 

contribute to three types of positive outcomes: (a) the 
prevention of risky behaviors, (b) the enhancement of 
positive behaviors; and (c) resilience (Benson et al., 
2003).  The more assets adolescents possess, the 
fewer risky behaviors2 they engage in and the more 
positive behaviors3 they experience (Benson, Scales, 
& Roehlkepartain, 1999; Leffert, Benson, Scales, 
Sharma, Drake, & Blyth, 1998; Scales & Leffert, 
1999; Scales & Taccogna, 2001).  The consistency of 
the positive associations found between positive 
outcomes (e.g., school success, overcoming barriers) 
and developmental assets leads to the following as-
sumption about the impact of messages promoting 
asset building on the youth’s healthy development:  

 
H2: Subjects’ asset building contributes positively 

to youth’s positive outcomes.  
 

Developmental assets also provide a Vertical 
pileup effect, measured as the total number of assets 
adolescent experience at any one time (Benson et al., 
2003).  Asset-rich adolescents are six times more 
likely to engage in positive behaviors, regardless of 
whether they are highly vulnerable or not (Scales, 
Benson, Leffert, & Blyth, 2000).  Interestingly, assets 
benefit not only privileged youths, but also at-risk 
youths. The level of assets makes a profound 
difference even among the most vulnerable youth.  
Nearly 60% of highly vulnerable youth with a high 
number of assets were found to engage in six of the 
eight positive behaviors, but just 11% of highly 
vulnerable youth with an average level of assets 
experienced the same outcomes of the thriving youth 
(Scales, 1999).  The more vulnerable youth are, the 
more they seem to benefit from the protective impact 
of assets.  Adolescents with no deficits and high as-
sets are 1 ½ times as likely as those with an average 
level of assets to be risk-free, but adolescents with 
three deficits and high assets are about four times 
more likely, and those with five deficits and high 
assets are nearly seven times more likely to be risk-
free (Scales, 1999).  When youth and parents jointly 
build assets (conceptualized in this study as family 
asset building), the vertical pileup effect of such PYD 
messages is predicted.  Therefore, I propose:  

 
H3: Family asset building influenced by dual 

(parent, youth) sets of PYD messages contributes 
positively to the youth’s positive outcomes. 

 

Integrative Model of Behavioral Prediction 
In order to effectively influence the target 

audiences’ behavior, a theoretical framework is em-
ployed that enables the researcher to identify the 
variables underlying an individual’s decision to per-
form or not perform a given behavior.  Theories of 
behavioral prediction and behavior change such as     
the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA), the Health 
Belief Model (HBM), and Social Cognitive Theory 
(SCT) have proven useful in providing a framework     
to help identify such variables (Fishbein, Cappella, 
Hornik, Sayeed, Yzer, & Ahern, 2002).  However, there 
is growing consensus that each of the available theo-     
ries has some limitations by not incorporating all 
variables that are crucial in predicting and explaining 
any given behavior (Carter, 1990).  Due to the 
limitations of each model, Fishbein (2000) proposed      
a new theoretical model incorporating the TRA, the 
SCT, and the HBM to provide a better prediction       
and explanation of volitional behavior.  As depicted    
by the graphic presentation (see Figure 1 in Appen-    
dix B), the Integrative Model of Behavioral Predic-   
tion describes human behavior as being reciprocally 
determined by both personal and contextual factors.  
This model demonstrates that any given behavior          
is most likely to occur if an individual has a strong 
intention to perform the behavior, the necessary skills 
and abilities required to perform the behavior, and         
if there are no environmental constraints preventing 
behavioral performance (Fishbein et al., 2002).  The 
model recognizes that attitudes, subjective norms,      
and self-efficacy are themselves functions of outcome, 
normative, and efficacy beliefs. To successfully   
change intentions and behavior, salient beliefs must     
be addressed among the target population in an 
intervention (Fishbein et al., 2002).  

Research testing the predictive and explanatory 
value of this integrated model shows that the model 
predicted and explained the adolescents’ intentions  
to use marijuana (Fishbein et al., 2002).  Regression 
analyses indicated that none of the external variables 
(e.g., sensation seeking and time spent with “risky” 
friends) contributed to the prediction of intention 
over and above the contribution of attitudes, sub-
jective norms, and self-efficacy. This evidence sug-
gests that interventions should be designed to  
directly attack these underlying psychosocial varia-
bles rather than attacking the external variables. 
Consequently, important implications of this inte-
grative model for developing messages to influence 
behavior change are that individual behavior change 
can be facilitated by modifying people’s personal 
factors and/or by altering contextual factors under-
lying a given behavior to encourage healthful be-
havior (Fishbein et al., 2000).  In the context of youth 
development, it is viable that the messages designed  
to effectively influence the target audiences’ primary 
determinants of intention will lead to behavior change.  
Based on this rationale, the connection between 



 

exposure to such PYD messages and behavioral   
change is posited in the following hypotheses:  

 
H4: Subjects’ exposure to PYD messages posi-

tively influences their attitudes and self-efficacy for 
asset building. 

 
H5: Subjects’ attitudes and self-efficacy for asset 

building positively influence their intention to build 
assets.   

 
H6: Subjects’ intention to build assets positively 

influences their asset building.   
 

Fishbein et al. (2002) pointed out that the relative 
importance of three psychosocial variables – attitudes, 
subjective norms, and self-efficacy – as determinants   
of intention depend on both the behavior and the 
population being considered.  One behavior may be 
primarily determined by attitudinal considerations, 
whereas another may be primarily determined by self-
efficacy.  Behavior that is attitudinally driven in one 
population may be normatively driven in another. 
Building assets is a behavior that requires high com-
mitment and efforts from builders (Benson, Leffert, 
Scales, & Blyth, 1998). Almost all of the promoted 
assets, except family support, are considered personal 
rather than social behavior. Audiences’ intentions         
to build assets are assumed to be under self-efficacy 
control to a greater extent than normative control.         
In addition, the PYD magazines were designed to 
influence the readers’ attitudes and self-efficacy, not 
subjective norms, for building the promoted assets. 
Therefore, hypothesis 7 suggests a more important    
role of attitudes and self-efficacy on determining 
intention to build assets.  

 
H7: Subjects’ attitudes and self-efficacy for asset 

building are stronger predictors of their intentions to 
build assets than their subjective norms.   

 
Previous research applying the assets framework 

or Fishbein’s Integrative Model of Behavioral Pre-
diction has relied upon participants from Western 
cultures (Fishbein et al., 2002; Scales & Leffert, 
1999).  To determine whether these frameworks are 
transferable to a non-Western culture, this study 
tested participants in Thailand.  
 
RESEARCH METHOD 

To test the above hypotheses, an experimental 
field study (intervention and post-test) was conducted 
within a two-month period in Bangkok, Thailand 
with 1,244 youths in mid adolescence and 241 
parents/caregivers.  
 
Study Design 

A post-test (control vs. treatment) was conducted 
after the media treatment to investigate the impact of  
 

two sets of messages (one targeted to parents and  
one to youth) applying the developmental assets 
framework on Thai youth’s positive outcomes. 
 
Sample 

Samples for this study consisted of two groups:  
1) 1,244 youth: 900 students in 11th Grade from five 
general education schools and 344 students in all 
levels of three vocational/technical schools; and 2) 
241 parents (198 general education students’ parents 
and 43 vocational/technical students’ parents).  The 
response rate of the student sample is 84.80% (54.5% 
females and 45.5% males). Ages ranged from 14 to 
17 years old (median = 16). With the response rate  
of 34.60%, the parent sample (N = 241) included       
a greater number of females (66.1%) than males.  
The age ranged from 31 – 50+ years old.  While the 
majority of youth and adult subjects are Buddhists, 
they were of various ethnic and socioeconomic 
backgrounds.  To prevent selection biases, the re-
cruited students and their parents were randomly 
assigned to the treatment or control condition.  

In Thailand, private school students are likely   
to have a higher social-economic status than public 
school students.  In addition, general education 
students are generally different from vocational/ 
technical students in terms of academic goals and 
career paths.  Due to the different characteristics of 
students influenced by ownership and type of schools 
in Thailand, multistage cluster sampling was used to 
draw the samples.  The list of primary sampling units 
(schools in Bangkok) was compiled and stratified by 
their ownership (public versus private) for sampling. 
Schools in both groups were further stratified by the 
type of school (general education versus vocational/ 
technical4).  Then samples of schools in those four 
groups were randomly selected on the basis of their 
relative proportion of the population – five general 
education/public schools, one vocational/public 
school, one general education/private school, and 
three vocational/private schools.  Eight of the ten 
schools that were approached agreed to participate.  
They include four general education/public schools; 
one general education/demonstration school; two 
vocational/private schools; and one technical/public 
school.  Lack of collaboration from two of the 
identified schools might have resulted from the fact 
that the study required not only an access to their 
students’ names and addresses, but also a lot of    
time and efforts from both students and parents. 

 

Treatment: PYD messages 
Due to a limited budget, low Internet access 

among lower class adolescents and parents, and     
the complex nature of developmental assets, a print 
medium in the form of a mini-magazine appeared    
to be the most appropriate kind of mass media for  
the treatment in this study.  The framework of 40  
 



 

developmental assets served as a useful model for 
developing the content of the stimuli.  There were 
two different sets of stimuli – one targeted youth 
(PYD-Youth), and the other targeted parents/care-
givers (PYD-Parents). Both magazines aimed at 
influencing the target audiences’ attitudinal and 
efficacy beliefs for building salient developmental 
assets identified by a pilot study6.  Control subjects 
did not receive any PYD.  PYD-Youth and PYD-
Parents were in the same size and layout (14 cm 
wide and 20.5 cm long), printed in four colors with 
photos and text written in Thai. Each magazine 
consisted of four chapters.  The major differences 
were the content. PYD-Youth promoted building 
three internal assets, whereas PYD-Parents promoted 
building three external assets.  To determine the 
treatment’s persuasive content effect, both magazines 
were pre-tested with representatives of the target 
audiences prior to their actual use.  Both student and 
parent subjects reported that the message content  
was persuasive and understandable.  However, the 
majority of student subjects suggested an addition of 
pictures and games in the magazine to maximize its 
appeal. 

 

PYD-Youth 
The objective of PYD-Youth was to persuade the 

teenaged audiences to build three salient internal 
assets – achievement motivation, responsibility, and 
sense of purpose.  With 36 pages, the magazine 
included five topics – the featured internal asset, 
benefits of the featured asset, young people in   
focus, tips for success, and recommended books.     
In particular, Chapter 1 introduced the PYD concept 
and developmental assets to the audiences. Chapter 2 
featured ‘achievement motivation’ with tips for self-
development to become high potential youth, and a 
real success story of a nationally awarded student 
who has continuously built achievement motivation.  
To promote ‘sense of purpose,’ Chapter 3 presented 
tips for setting goals and a story of a young person 
who set his academic and career goals and per-
severed in reaching his goals. In addition to “Tips  
for Entrance examination preparation, Chapter 4 
promoted “responsibility” by presenting a story of    
a Thai teen idol, Navin Tar, who maintained his 
excellent academic performance in college while 
pursuing his singing career.  

To generate the target audiences’ positive 
attitudes toward internal asset building, PYD-Youth 
was designed to influence their belief evaluations    
in relation to building each featured internal asset   
by presenting a wide range of benefits ranging     
from academic success to good mental health as the 
consequences of asset building.  The magazine also 
aimed to influence the audiences’ belief strengths   
by showing real life examples of well-known and/   
or outstanding Thai adolescents who experienced 
positive outcomes generated by the featured internal  
 

assets. In addition, several tips for building the 
featured internal assets were provided to enhance the 
audiences’ self-efficacy in building those assets.   

 

PYD-Parents 
PYD-Parents aimed to persuade the parents or 

caregivers to build three salient external assets – 
family support, adult role models, and community 
values youth.  With 34 pages, the magazine con-
tained five topics – the featured external asset, bene-
fits of the featured asset, parent in focus, parenting 
basics, and recommended books.  Chapter 1 intro-
duced the PYD concept, developmental assets, and 
strategies for monitoring and observing children’s 
behavior and well-being.  Chapter 2 provides guide-
lines from which parents can select and adopt to 
develop “family support” for their children, together 
with a story of a well-known actress who success-
fully raised her daughter to become a decent and 
competent young woman.  To promote the ‘adult role 
model,’ Chapter 3 presented strategies for parents’ 
modeling and consulting, together with a story of a 
dedicated father of whose positive and responsible 
behavior inspired his son to switch from a bad       
boy to a hard working and responsible student.        
In addition to strategies that enable parents to sup-
port their child’s healthy development, Chapter 4 
promoted “community values youth” by presenting a 
story of a single mother who valued her teenaged 
child and experienced positive outcomes. In addition, 
this chapter encouraged readers to adopt a supportive 
parenting style. 

To generate positive attitudes toward external    
asset building among adult audiences, its content was 
designed to influence their belief evaluations for 
building each featured external asset by presenting 
various benefits ranging from the youth’s abstinence 
from sexual intercourse to accepting and taking  
personal responsibility as the consequences of    
building the featured assets.  The magazine also aimed 
to influence the audiences’ belief strengths by fea- 
turing true stories of well-known Thai parents who 
actively built the featured assets and witnessed their 
child’s positive outcomes. In addition, the topic titled 
‘parenting basics’ in each chapter taught the readers 
how to build the featured assets, with an aim to en-
hance their self-efficacy.   

 

Procedure – Media Intervention 
Both sets of magazines – PYD-Youth and PYD-

Parents – were mailed to student subjects in the 
treatment condition. A memo was attached to these 
magazines to instruct the students to deliver PYD-
Parents to their parent(s), and naturally read the 
PYD-Youth during a period of two weeks.  To 
prevent any contamination, the subjects were also 
asked not to share the PYD with their friends who 
were in the control group.  



 

Procedure – Experimental field study 
Permission was granted by the school authorities 

to conduct research with students and parents. 
Assignment to condition was done randomly with 
sampled classrooms within each school to mitigate 
any possibility of systematic bias. Roughly, equal 
numbers of subjects in each classroom were assigned 
to either the treatment or control condition.  One 
week prior to the research study, teachers distributed 
the ‘parental consent forms’ to the student subjects.  
The consent forms stated explicitly the real objective 
of the research (to investigate the impact of messages 
promoting positive youth development), and that 
subjects would be asked to answer questions re-
garding personal and social behaviors, and their res-
ponses to those messages. Anonymity was pro-   
mised.  The parental consent forms were collected by 
the school personnel and returned to the investigator   
prior to the treatment.  

Approximately two weeks after the intervention, 
the post-test questionnaires for youth were completed 
by students in a classroom setting.  The survey took 
approximately 45 minutes to complete. Questionnaires 
for adults were completed in a home setting.  Student 
subjects were asked to deliver an envelope with the 
parents/caregiver survey and then drop the completed 
surveys in a sealed envelope in the provided box 
within two weeks.  Collecting data from students in 
the classroom setting not only enable us to overcome 
the Thai subjects’ low response rate of mail survey, 
but also to eliminate the high mailing cost.  Further-
more, it is more likely to gain sufficient responses 
from the parent subjects when their child served as   
the coordinator for the data collection.  
 

Measures  
All measurements were in a scale or a multiple 

choice format. Cronbach’s alphas for the scales (see 
Table 4 – 5 in Appendix C) were sufficiently high 
(>.70). Youth’s measurements focus on three internal 
assets, while parents’ focus on three external assets. 

Exposure to PYD messages. Subjects in the 
treatment group were asked to report the amount of 
content in each chapter of the PYD magazine they 
read.  The response categories included 1 (very little), 
2 (some), 3 (mostly), and 4 (all).  The scores obtained 
from each item were combined.  Subjects in the 
control group obtained a 0 score whereas those in  
the treatment one obtained scores, ranging from 4 to 
16. 

Belief evaluation.  Subjects evaluated each of  
the four outcomes (two positive vs. two negative) 
resulted from building the promoted assets (e.g., 
Having a desire to do well in school enhances your 
academic achievement vs. having a desire to do well 
in school puts some pressure on you).  Responses 
were measured on a 9-point scale ranging from 1 
(very strongly disagree) to 9 (very strongly agree) 
(Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). 

Belief strength. Subjects indicated their belief 
about the possibility regarding the consequences      
of building the promoted assets. Each question      
was answered on a 9-point scale ranging from 1 
(extremely unlikely) to 9 (extremely likely) (Ajzen & 
Fishbein, 1980).   

Attitudes toward asset building.  This construct 
was computed by multiplying the subjects’ belief 
evalua-tion for building each of the promoted    
assets by the corresponding belief strength, and then 
summing the products (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980).  As 
the questions on belief evaluation and belief strength 
included  both positive and negative outcomes of 
building each promoted internal asset, the scales 
were recoded to be bipolar scales5: -4 (1), -3 (2), -2 
(3), -1 (4), 0 (5), 1 (6), 2 (7), 3 (8), 4 (9). 

Normative belief. Based on a 9-point scale 
ranging from 1 (should not) to 9 (should), youth 
subjects indicated their beliefs about the expectations 
of their parents and close friends for their building 
each of the promoted assets (Ajzen & Fishbein, 
1980).  Questions for parents switched to child and 
spouse or boy/girlfriend.  These scales were also 
recoded to be bipolar scales. 

Motivation to comply. Based on a 9-point scale 
ranging from 1 (very low) to 9 (very high), subjects 
assessed their motivation to comply with their 
parent(s) and close friend or their child and spouse  
or boy/girlfriend (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980).  

Subjective norms for asset building.  This con-
struct was computed by multiplying normative 
beliefs for building each of the assets by the cor-
responding motivations to comply, and then sum-
ming the products (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980).  

Efficacy belief.  On a 9-point scale ranging from 
1 (very low) to 9 (very high), subjects reported their 
efficacy belief for building each of the promoted 
assets (Fishbein et al., 2002).  

Strength of efficacy belief.  Subjects indicated 
the strength of their belief in their ability to build 
each of the promoted assets, based on a 9-point scale 
ranging from 1 (very weak) to 9 (very strong) 
(Fishbein et al., 2002).  

Self-efficacy for asset building.  The construct 
was determined by multiplying the subjects’ efficacy 
belief for building each of the promoted assets by  
the corresponding belief strength, and then summing 
the products (Fishbein et al., 2002).     

Behavioral intention.  Based on a 9-point scale 
ranging from 1 (extremely unlikely) to 9 (extremely 
likely), subjects indicated how likely they were to 
build each of the promoted assets during the past  
two weeks (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). 

Internal asset building.  With the use of a 9-
point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 9 (always), 
subjects reported how frequently during the past two 
weeks they or their child built each of the three 
internal assets – achievement motivation, responsi- 
bility, and sense of purpose.  The sum of the three 
items was used to indicate the degree to which youth 



 

subjects built a particular internal asset after the 
intervention.  Scores of the three assets were then 
summed to make the total scores of youth’s internal 
asset building (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980).  Because 
the measurement of the developmental assets used  
by  the Search Institute could not be obtained, all     
of the nine items used in this study were newly 
developed based on the Search Institute’s literature 
and the findings from the pilot study.  

External asset building.  With the use of a 9-
point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 9 (always), the 
subjects reported how frequently their parents or  
they themselves built each of the promoted external 
assets during the past two weeks.  The sum of the 
three items was used to determine the degree to 
which the parent subjects built a particular external 
asset after the intervention. Scores of the three assets 
were then summed to determine the parents’ external 
asset building (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980).   

Family asset building.  This construct was as-
sessed by multiplying youth’s internal assets with  
the parents’ external assets.  The mean score (M = 
3,813.38) was used to divide the subjects into two 
groups – High versus low family asset building.  

Positive outcomes.  Based on a 9-point scale 
ranging from 1 (never) to 9 (always), the subjects 
indicated which point on the scale best described 
their own or their child’s performance during the past 
two weeks in three areas – succeeding in school, 
resisting danger, and overcoming obstacles.  Three 
items for each outcome were summed to indicate   
the degree to which the youth subjects experienced   
a particular outcome after the media campaign.  
Scores of three outcomes were then summed to 
indicate the total positive outcomes youth ex-
perienced.  
  

RESULTS  
Means, standard deviations (Table 1 – 3), and 

Pearson correlation (Table 6 - 7) for the dependent 
variables, and Figure 2 – 5 are reported in Appendix 
C. Except an hierarchical analysis used for hypo-
thesis 2, all of the multiple regression analyses con-
ducted in this study were linear (see Table 8 – 9 for   
a summary of regression analyses) and all of the       
t-tests used were independent-samples.  

Hypothesis 1 suggested a positive contribution 
of the subjects’ perceptions of others’ asset building 
on their own asset building.  This hypothesis was 
sup-ported for both parent and youth samples.  
However, the t-tests indicated that the control youth 
perceived significantly higher external asset building 
than did the treatment youth, t (1,222) = 2.83,            
p < .01, whereas no significant difference in per-
ceptions of internal asset building was found for      
the parent sample, t (223) = .86, p > .05.  To more 
closely examine this unintended effect, a 2 x 2 
(condition x school) ANOVA was conducted with 
the subjects’ own asset building as the dependent 
variable (see Table 10 for a summary of ANOVA).  

It indicated significant main effects of condition and 
school.  Youths from general education schools 
perceived to a higher extent than those from 
vocational/technical schools that their parents built 
external assets.  There was also a significant inter-
action of condition and school on the youths’ 
perceptions of their parents’ external asset building 
(see Figure 2).  Treatment youths from vocational/ 
technical schools had the lowest scores on per-
ceptions of their parents’ asset building.  For the 
parent sample, however, only a main effect of school 
on the parents’ perceptions of their child’s internal 
asset building was found. In this case, those parents 
whose children attended general education schools 
perceived that their children built internal assets to a 
higher extent than those whose children attended 
vocational/technical schools. 

Hypothesis 2 predicted that asset building con-
tributed positively to youths’ positive outcomes. 
Hierarchical multiple regression analysis of positive 
outcomes used the perceptions of others’ asset 
building (step 1) and own asset building (step 2) as 
the predictors.  Although the regression analysis 
results supported this hypothesis for the youth  
sample but not the parent sample, the parents’ asset 
building was positively correlated with the youths’ 
positive outcomes (r = .38, p > .01).  Therefore, this 
hypothesis was also supported for the parent sample 
by a significantly positive correlation.  Interestingly, 
parents perceived that their child’s internal asset 
building contributed to the youth’s positive outcomes 
to greater extent than their own asset building.  This 
was not the case for youth who perceived that their 
parents’ external asset building contributed to their 
positive outcomes to a similar degree as their own 
asset building.  

The t-test indicated significantly higher positive 
outcomes of the control youth as compared to the 
treatment youth, t (1,236) = 4.22, p < .001.  Due to 
this unintended result, a 2 x 2 (condition x school) 
ANOVA yielded significant main effects of con-
dition and school on the youth’s positive outcomes.  
Control groups and those in the general education 
schools indicated significantly more favorable 
outcomes than did treatment groups or those in the 
vocational/technical schools.  No significant inter-
action was found.  The same ANOVA was tested    
on the parent sample. In this case, there was only      
a significant main effect of school on positive 
outcomes perceived by parents. Parents with children 
from general education schools reported higher 
youths’ positive outcomes than those with children 
from vocational/technical schools.  Differently from 
the youth sample, an interaction of condition and 
school on positive outcomes was found. Control 
parents with children from vocational/technical 
schools reported the lowest positive outcomes. 

Hypothesis 3 suggested that family asset building 
positively contributed to the youth’s positive out- 
comes.  Consistent with the findings on the vertical  
pile-up effect of developmental assets, this hypo-    



 

thesis was supported. Results of linear regression on   
the treatment group yielded R2 = .18 F(1, 74) = 17.14, 
p < .001 with significant beta-values for family asset 
building, ß = .43, t(74) = 4.14, p < .001. 

Hypothesis 4 proposed the positive influence of 
the audiences’ campaign exposure on their attitudes 
and self-efficacy for asset building. Results of linear 
regression on the treatment youth supported this 
hypothesis.  However, the result of the t-tests 
indicated that for both the youth and parent samples 
in the control group had significantly more positive 
attitudes, t(1,241) = 4.41, p < .01; t (223) = 2.47, p < 
.02; and higher self-efficacy t(1,237) = 2.82, p < .01; 
t (231) = 2.44, p < .02, than those in the treatment 
group.  A 2 x 2 (condition x school) ANOVA yielded 
significant main effects of condition and school on 
the youth’s attitudes.  There were also significant 
main effects of condition and school on the youth’s 
self-efficacy.  Those in the control group and those 
from general education schools reported higher 
attitudes and self-efficacy for internal asset building 
than those in the treatment group or those who 
attended vocational/technical schools. A significant 
interaction for school and condition on youth’s 
attitudes was also found (see Figure 3).  The same 
ANOVA was then conducted for the parent sample.  
In this case, only a main effect of school on the 
parents’ attitudes and self-efficacy were found.  
Parents with children in the general education school 
indicated greater positive attitudes and self-efficacy 
than those with children in the vocational/ technical 
school.  

Hypothesis 5 predicted positive influences of 
attitudes and self-efficacy on behavioral intention.  
This hypothesis was partially supported.  The t-tests 
indicated no significant differences in behavioral 
intention across conditions for either the youth or   
the parent sample. Out of interest, a 2 x 2 (condition 
x school) ANOVA was conducted on the youth 
sample with behavioral intention as the dependent 
factor.  This analysis yielded a significant main effect 
of condition and a significant interaction between 
condition and school on the youth’s intention (see 
Figure 4).  The same ANOVA conducted with the 
parent sample yielded a significant main effect of 
school on the parents’ intention.  In this case, the 
general education school sample scored significantly 
higher than the vocational school sample on 
predicted dependent variables. 

Hypothesis 6 predicted that behavioral inten-
tion would contribute positively to asset building.     
Multiple regression analysis of asset building used 
environmental constraints, incentives, others’ asset 
building, and intention as the predictors.  The analy-   
sis result supported this hypothesis.  A 2 x 2    
(condition x school) ANOVA indicated significant  
main effects of condition and school and a significant 
interaction of condition and school on the youth’s    
asset building (see Figure 5).  The same ANOVA      
was conducted for the parent sample.  This analysis 
revealed a significant main effect of school on the 

parents’ asset building.  Again, in all cases, the general 
education school sample scored significantly higher 
than the vocational school sample for all dependent 
measures.  This was particularly true for those 
subjects in the treatment condition.  

Hypothesis 7 stated that attitudes and self-
efficacy were stronger predictors of behavioral     
intentions than subjective norms.  The results of       
the multiple regression analysis partially supported       
this hypothesis.  Only self-efficacy was a stronger 
predictor of behavioral intentions.  A summary of 
hypothesis testing is presented in Table 11. 

 

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 
Fundamentally, the research assessed whether 

youth and parent exposure to PYD messages 
significantly contributed to the Thai youth’s positive 
outcomes (school success, resisting danger, and 
overcoming barriers). As a whole, the findings pro-
vide an ambiguous answer for this question.  On the 
one hand, the results of the linear and multiple 
regression analyses indicated that the messages 
positively influenced normative and efficacy beliefs 
for youths and efficacy beliefs for parents in the 
treatment groups, which in turn positively related     
to their asset building and the youth’s positive 
outcomes.  In addition, the findings suggest the 
complementary impact of the two sets of messages 
(youth and parent) on the Thai youth’s positive 
outcomes.  That is, the youth’s and parents’ asset 
building and their perceptions of the others’ asset 
building contributed positively to favorable out-
comes among the treatment youths. However, when 
comparing the observed campaign effects on the 
dependent variables directly between treatment and 
control groups, it appears that the treatment youth 
actually scored significantly lower than the control 
youth in terms of attitudes, self-efficacy, and positive 
outcomes.  Similar effects were evidenced among 
adult subjects.  

The inferior performance of the treatment group 
might result from some limitations of this research. 
First, there is a possibility of contamination. Although 
preventive measure was made by mailing the PYD 
magazine to the treatment subjects and asking them 
not to share it with their friends in the control group, it 
is likely that some treatment subjects did not comply 
with the request. Second, the subjects were informed 
of the real objective of the experiment at the onset. 
Control subjects might be conscious of their depri-
vation and intentionally competed with the treatment 
subjects.  Third, an assessment of the manipulation 
reveals an uneven number of subjects in different 
conditions.  That is, the number of students who were 
identified as the treatment subjects (especially those 
from School B and E) was much lower than the 
number of those who were identified as the control 
subjects (see Figure 6).  Except School G, the uneven 
groups were not due to the subjects’ dropping out      
of the study but likely due to the subjects’ switching 



 

from the treatment group (assigned prior to the data 
collection) to the control group (during the post-test).  
This may impact our results since their responses  
were treated as responses of the control group, when 
they in fact received the treatment.  

However, the unintended results may also have 
occurred because the presentation of asset building  
in the PYD magazines might have influenced          
the treatment group’s self-evaluation.  That is, the 
audience engaged in social comparison processes 
(Suls & Miller, 1977) between themselves and the 
people presented in the magazine.  For example, the 
PYD-Parents exclusively presented stories of ideal 
parents who perfectly built external assets.  Reading 
such stories might make the treatment parents con-
sciously compare their performance with these ideal 
examples, which could have resulted in more 
negative self-evaluations than the control parents. 
This effect could have happened with the treatment 
youth.  

An alternative explanation for these mixed 
findings involves the influence of external factors, 
including the sample. Besides the campaign effects, 
other external factors might concurrently influence 
the audiences’ psychosocial beliefs, behavioral inten-
tion, and behavior in relation to asset building.  One 
of these factors measured post-hoc in this study was 
type of school (general education or vocational/ 
technical).  With respect to the campaign exposure, 
the inclusion of school as an independent factor 
resulted in main effects on the youth’s and parents’ 
attitudes and self-efficacy for asset building, and 
interactions of condition and school on the youth’s 
attitudes.  Such interactions suggest that exposure     
to the PYD messages contributed to less positive 
impact on vocational/technical youth than on   
general education youth. This may be because 
general education students are generally different 
from vocational/technical students in terms of 
academic goals and career paths.  The former student 
aims for college or graduate degrees and careers  
such as physicians, lawyers, or business executives, 
while the latter aims for vocational or technical cer-
tificates and careers such as secretaries, mechanics, 
or sales professionals.  Overall, general education 
students tend to have better family conditions in 
terms of the parents’ education and marital status 
than vocational/technical students (see Table 12 – 14 
in Appendix C).  All assets promoted in the messages 
are built directly and indirectly by family life.  Thus, 
it is likely that the family life that general education 
students experience on a daily basis contribute to 
their more positive norms and higher self-efficacy for 
asset building, greater asset building and positive 
out-comes than vocational/technical students, even 
without exposure to the PYD campaign.  In addition, 
the less positive impact of the PYD messages on 
vocational/technical students and their parents      
may have resulted from their lack of interest in the 
magazine content, which exclusively presented 
persons who attended general education school or 

university and may therefore be considered members 
of out-groups.  Strong ingroup/outgroup distinctions 
are common in collectivist cultures such as Thai- 
land (Triandis et al., 1990).  The implication of these 
results is that PYD messages targeting youth need to 
carefully segment audiences and tailor messages 
since adolescents are likely to vary in several factors 
including academic and career goals.  Perhaps the 
youth featured in PYD-Youth could be tailored to 
reflect the interests or goals of their target audience, 
for example. 

Previous data on development assets are cor-
relational (Price & Dake, 1999).  This study 
attempted to investigate the causal relationship 
between developmental assets and the youth 
positive outcomes.  Nevertheless, the nature of a 
causal relationship between the PYD messages and 
the Thai youths’ positive outcomes could not be 
confirmed since favorable outcomes might merely 
reflect the subjects’ selective exposure to the PYD 
messages and not the effects of the PYD messages 
themselves.  The study also benefits Fishbein’s 
Integrative Model by testing its predictive and 
explanatory value in the areas of mass com-
munication and youth development.  The findings 
testify the transferability of both assets framework     
and Fishbein’s model to a collectivist culture such 
as Thailand. Consistent with the Search Institute’s 
findings in the U.S. (Scales & Leffert, 1999), 
developmental assets in Thailand were found to    
be positively related to the Thai youth’s positive 
outcomes.  

From a theoretical perspective, this study is the 
first to incorporate the assets framework (www. 
search-institute.org) and Fishbein’s Integrative 
Model of Behavioral Prediction.  The integration of 
these frameworks provides several new insights on 
asset building and persuasive messages. First, it 
uncovers the reciprocal cycle of asset building.  
When youth perceived that their parents had built 
external assets for them, they were more likely to 
build internal assets. Likewise, when parents 
perceived that their child built internal assets for 
themselves, they were more likely to build external 
assets.  Therefore, future PYD messages aimed to 
effectively influence asset building should simul-
taneously target both youth’s individual and con-
textual factors.  It should be noted that these findings 
may also result in part from collectivist norms. 
Second, the study showed that behavioral change     
in relation to asset building can be achieved by 
strategically influencing the audiences’ efficacy 
beliefs for asset building.  Third, the study suggests 
that the ‘one size fits all’ concept cannot be applied 
to the PYD messages.  Although the messages 
applied a PYD approach, which is claimed to be 
relevant for all youth, the findings indicate that the 
PYD-Youth was more effective with general 
education students than with vocational/technical 
ones.  More research is needed in this area to 
determine the most effective way for message 



 

designers to influence different groups of youth.  On 
a related note, the significant interaction between   
the condition and type of school implies that the 
PYD-Youth had a boomerang effect on vocational/ 
technical students. Future research could explore 
what the underlying factors are that led to this result.  
It would be beneficial to examine whether and how 
message presentation (e.g., one-sided versus two-
sided messages, source credibility, etc.) results         
in these unintended effects.  Fourth, the results 
indicated that subjective norms positively influenced 
the youths’ but not the parents’ behavioral intention.  
Future research could expand the focus of this 
research by investigating whether and how cultural 
factors (e.g., collectivism/individualism) might affect 
the audiences’ normative beliefs and motivation to 
comply for asset building.  Finally, the two sets of 
messages (parent, youth) applying a PYD approach 
exerted short-term effects on the Thai youth’s 
positive outcomes.  That is, exposure to the PYD 
magazine positively influenced both the youth and 
parent audiences’ self-efficacy for asset building 
during   the post exposure period (two weeks).  
However, the effects of PYD messages were mixed 
since the youths’ internal asset building and their 
perceptions of their parents’ external asset building 
contributed positively to their favorable outcomes, 
whereas the parents’ perceptions of their children’s 
internal asset building, not their own external asset 
building, contributed positively to the youths’ 
positive outcomes.  Additional theoretical and 
empirical work is required to further test any long-
term effects.  

 

NOTES 
1.  A non-profit organization in Minneapolis that 

conducts applied scientific research, develops public-
cations, and provides technical assistance to support   
the healthy development of children and adolescents 
(www.search-institute.org).  

2.  Risky behaviors consist of ten behaviors – 
Alcohol use, tobacco use, illicit drug use, sexual 
intercourse, depression/suicide, antisocial behavior, 
violence, school problems, driving and alcohol, and 
gambling. 

3.  Positive behaviors consist of eight behaviors – 
Succeeding in school, helping others, valuing diver- 
sity, maintaining good health, exhibiting leadership, 
resisting danger, delaying gratification, and over-
coming adversity. 

4.  The school ownership (public versus private) 
and type of school (general education school vs. 
vocational/technical school) provide a representative 
sample of the teenaged population in Bangkok. 
Youth from middle and lower classes tend to enroll 
in public school whereas those from the upper classes 
tend to enroll in private schools.  With very different 
academic and career goals, general education 
students generally aim for college degree and careers 
such as physicians, engineers, or lawyers.  Vocational/ 

technical students aim for vocational or technical 
certificates and careers such as mechanics, secretaries, 
cooks, or sales professionals.  

5.  Use of bipolar scales has two important 
advantages.  First, they give respondents the oppor-
tunity to say that the statement is false.  Second, they 
treat the positive belief as equivalent to the negative 
belief, disagreement that a behavior leads to a nega-
tive outcome will contribute positively to the attitude 
toward the behavior.  Use of a unipolar belief scale 
does not have the same implications (Ajzen & 
Fisbein, 1980). 

6.  A pilot study in the form of depth-interview 
was conducted with 14 Thai parents and 14 teenaged 
children to identify three salient external and internal 
assets valued in Thai society.  These salient assets 
were then promoted in the PYD magazines. 
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APPENDIX A 

40 Developmental Assets 

I. External Assets 
Support: 

1. Family support - family life provides high levels of love and support. 
2. Positive family communication - young person and her/his parent(s) communicate positively, and young person 

is willing to seek advice and counsel from parents. 
3. Other adult relationships - young person receives support from 3 or more nonparental adults. 
4. Caring neighborhood - young person experiences caring neighbors. 
5. Caring school climate - school provides a caring, encouraging environment. 
6. Parent involvement in schooling - parent(s) are actively involved in helping young person succeed in school. 

Empowerment: 
7. Community values youth - young person perceives that adults in the community value youth. 
8. Youth as resources - young people are given useful roles in the community. 
9. Service to others - young person serves in the community 1 hour or more per week. 
10. Safety - young person feels safe at home, school, and in the neighborhood. 
Boundaries and Expectations: 
11. Family boundaries - family has clear rules and consequences and monitors the young person's whereabouts. 
12. School boundaries - school provides clear rules and consequences. 
13. Neighborhood boundaries - neighbors take responsibility for monitoring young people's behavior. 
14. Adult role models - parent(s) and other adults model positive, responsible behavior. 
15. Positive peer influence - young person's friends model responsible behavior. 
16. High expectations - both parent(s) and teachers encourage the young person to do well. 

Constructive use of time:  
17. Creative activities - young person spends 3 or more hours per week in lessons or practice in music, theater, or 

other arts. 
18. Youth programs - young person spends 3 or more hours per week in sports, clubs, or organizations at school 

and/or in the community. 
19. Religious community - young person spends 3 or more hours per week in activities in a religious institution. 
20. Time at home - young person is out with friends "with nothing special to do" 2 or fewer nights per week. 

 
II. Internal Assets 
Commitment to learning: 

21. Achievement motivation - young person is motivated to do well in school. 
22. School engagement - young person is actively engaged in learning. 
23. Homework - young person reports doing at least 1 hour of homework every school day. 
24. Bonding to school - young persons cares about her/his school. 
25. Reading for pleasure - young person reads for pleasure 3 or more hours per week. 

Positive values: 
26. Caring - young person places high value on helping other people. 
27. Equality and social justice - young person places high value on promoting equality and reducing hunger and 

poverty. 
28. Integrity - young person acts on convictions and stands up for her/his beliefs. 
29. Honesty - young person “tells the truth even when it is not easy.” 
30. Responsibility - young person accepts and takes personal responsibility. 
31. Restraint - young person believes it is important not to be sexually active or to use alcohol or other drugs. 

Social competencies: 
32. Planning and decision making - young person knows how to plan ahead and make choices. 
33. Interpersonal competence - young person has empathy, sensitivity, and friendship skills. 
34. Cultural competence - young person has knowledge of and comfort with people of different 

cultural/racial/ethnic backgrounds. 
35. Restraint skills - young person can resist negative peer pressure and dangerous situations. 
36. Peaceful conflict resolution - young person seeks to resolve conflict nonviolently. 

Positive identity: 
37. Personal power - young person feels he/she has control over “things that happen to me.” 
38. Self-esteem - young person reports having a high self-esteem. 
39. Sense of purpose - young person reports that “my life has a purpose.” 
40. Positive view of personal future - young person is optimistic about his/her personal future. 

 
Source: Search Institute, www.search-institute.org



 

APPENDIX B 
 

External Variables 
Demographics, Attitudes toward targets, Personality traits, Other individual difference variables 
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FIGURE 1 Fishbein’s Integrative Model of Behavioral Prediction. From Mass media and drug prevention: 
Classic and contemporary theories and research (p. 93), by W. D. Crano & M. Burgoon, 2002, Mahwah, NJ: 
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.  
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FIGURE 2  Interaction of condition and type of school on youth’s perception of their parents’ external asset 
building.  
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FIGURE 3  Interaction of condition and type of school on youth’s attitudes toward internal asset building.  
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FIGURE 4    Interaction of condition and type of school on youth’s intention to build internal assets.  
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FIGURE 5    Interaction of condition and type of school on youth’s internal asset building. 
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FIGURE 6   Number of subjects in each school who were identified by research condition during the post-test  
(N  = 1,265). 

Note.  For school G, the majority of subjects in the control group did not participate in the post-test due to lack of 
collaboration from school personnel. 

 



 

TABLE 1 
Means and Standard Deviation of Dependent Variables by Condition and School - Youth Sample  

                 Mean          Mean   
   Control   Treatment  General   Vocational 
 
Attitudes    35.71       29.82**     35.26           26.97** 
   (N = 665)   (N = 578)  (N = 899)   (N = 344) 
             SD = 23.24         SD = 23.74             SD = 22.85             SD = 24.67 
 
Self-efficacy  131.47      124.81**     130.58                         122.50** 
             (N = 665)       (N = 574)  (N = 902)   (N = 337) 
             SD = 40.33   SD = 42.82              SD = 40.57  SD = 43.81 
 
Subjective norms       93.35                           83.33**      94.06                          74.23** 
              (N = 658)                          (N = 567)  (N = 895)   (N = 330) 
                    SD = 48.41   SD = 56.80            SD = 49.62  SD = 57.82 
 
Intention    21.05               20.71                            21.01                            20.58* 
                     (N = 672)                        (N = 576)  (N = 904)  (N = 344) 
                    SD = 3.13                       SD = 3.33               SD = 3.24  SD = 3.18  
 
Internal assets      61.52                            60.58                            61.66                           59.50** 
                     (N = 670)                         (N = 571)                 (N = 910)   (N = 331) 
                   SD = 10.95   SD = 11.16               SD = 10.80  SD = 11.58 
 
External assets      60.96                           58.89**     62.14                           54.20** 
                    (N = 661)                         (N = 563)  (N = 895)   (N = 329) 
              SD = 11.62   SD = 13.95               SD = 11.69  SD = 13.79 
 
Positive outcomesa  56.94                           54.05**     57.71                          49.95** 
                   (N = 669)                         (N = 569)  (N = 903)   (N = 335) 

           SD = 11.31   SD = 12.70             SD = 11.20  SD = 12.46 
 
Note.   aPositive outcomes were reported by youth. 
*p < .05. **p < .01. 
 

TABLE 2 
Means and Standard Deviation of Dependent Variables by Condition and School – Parent Sample 

                 Mean          Mean   
     Control  Treatment  General   Vocational 
 
Attitudes     81.31       65.46*     78.12                           52.37** 
   (N = 118)   (N = 107)  (N = 187)   (N = 38) 
               SD = 49.71  SD = 46.18            SD = 47.99  SD = 46.48 
 
Self-efficacy  163.29         148.23*   161.04                         131.95** 
               (N = 119)                       (N = 114)  (N = 192)    (N = 41) 
             SD = 45.26              SD = 49.06              SD = 46.03  SD = 48.37 
 
Subjective norms  101.75            93.53                       102.07                           74.92* 
              (N = 114)                       (N = 110)  (N = 188)   (N = 36) 
            SD = 76.39                     SD = 59.66              SD = 67.82  SD = 69.43 
 
Intention     23.23                           22.42                         23.13                          21.51** 
                     (N = 124)                      (N = 117)  (N = 198)   (N = 43) 
               SD = 2.59                     SD = 4.03                SD = 3.10  SD = 4.28 
 
Internal assets      59.74                           58.11                           60.20                          52.87** 
              (N = 114)                 (N = 111)  (N = 186)   (N = 39) 
                SD = 13.96            SD = 14.62               SD = 13.49  SD = 16.43 
 
External assets        61.09                            58.11                          60.74                          54.93* 
   (N = 102)    (N = 80)  (N = 152)   (N = 30) 
                SD = 10.94  SD = 12.56               SD = 11.27 SD = 13.02 
 
Positive outcomesa   56.23                            55.62                           57.14                           48.83* 
   (N = 88)                          (N = 73)  (N = 138)    (N = 23) 
               SD = 14.76  SD = 14.77               SD = 14.27  SD = 15.67 

Note.    aPositive outcomes were reported by parents. 
 *p < .05, **p < .01. 



 

TABLE 3 
Means and Standard Deviation of Dependent Variables by Condition and School – Family 

                    Mean        Mean  
    Control  Treatment  General  Vocational 
 
Family assetsa   3,861.90    3,749.92   3,862.04  3,570.07 
              (N = 102)    (N = 78)             (N = 150)   (N = 30) 
                 SD = 916.96          SD = 1,055.99               SD = 977.85          SD = 960.21 
 
Positive outcomesb    55.45              53.09**     60.00            52.93** 
              (N = 424)  (N = 457)  (N = 194)                      (N = 41) 
                 SD = 12.50            SD = 13.52               SD = 8.95               SD = 11.28 
 
Positive outcomesc    51.27            49.34          57.14             48.83** 
              (N = 383)                    (N = 412)               (N = 138)    (N = 23) 
                 SD = 16.92                SD = 17.88               SD = 14.27              SD = 15.67 
 
Note.   aFamily asset building was the product of youths’ internal asset building and parents’ external asset 

building.  bPositive outcomes were reported by youth. cPositive outcomes were reported by parents.  
**p < .01.  

 
 
 
 

TABLE 4 
Cronbach’s Alpha of the Scales – Youth Sample 

Belief evaluation: achievement motivation (2 items, N = 1,263)   .61 
 
Belief evaluation: responsibility (2 items, N = 1,258)     .71 
 
Belief evaluation: sense of purpose (2 items, N = 1,262)    .76 
 
Belief strength: achievement motivation (2 items, N = 1,257)    .60 
 
Belief strength: responsibility (2 items, N = 1,254)     .70 
 
Belief strength: sense of purpose (2 items, N = 1,257)     .67 
  
Normative belief (6 items, N = 1,250)      .89 
 
Motivation to comply (2 items, N = 1,250)      .74 
 
Efficacy belief (3 items, N = 1,251)       .74 
  
Strength of efficacy belief (3 items, N = 1,258)     .79 
  
Intention to build assets (3 items, N = 1,249)      .71 
 
Internal asset building (9 items, N = 1,242)      .88 
 
External asset building (9 items, N = 1,224)      .87 
 
Positive outcomes (9 items, N = 1,238)      .80 

 
 
 
 



 

 
TABLE 5 

Cronbach’s Alpha of the Scales – Parent Sample 

 
Belief evaluation: family support (4 items, N = 237)     .71 
 
Belief evaluation: community values youth (4 items, N = 238)    .60 
 
Belief evaluation: adult role models (4 items, N = 237)    .56 
 
Belief strength: family support (4 items, N = 236)     .72 
 
Belief strength: community values youth (4 items, N = 233)    .57 
 
Belief strength: adult role models (4 items, N = 233)     .67 
 
Normative belief (6 items, N = 230)       .93 
 
Motivation to comply (2 items, N = 231)      .86 
 
Efficacy belief (3 items, N = 238)       .83 
 
Strength of efficacy belief (3 items, N = 237)     .87 
 
Intention to build assets (3 items, N = 241)      .85 
 
Internal asset building (9 items, N = 225)      .91 
 
External asset building (9 items, N = 182)      .81 
 
Positive outcomes (9 items, N = 161)      .82 
 



 

TABLE 6 
Correlations Among Key Variables - Youth 

Variables  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8 
 
1. Exposure                 -           .24**           .32**           .36**           .20**           .36**           .22**           .27** 
2. Attitudes    -           .55**           .52**           .37**           .47**           .41**           .45** 
3. Subjective norms     -           .54**           .41**           .51**           .51**           .47** 
4. Self-efficacy        -           .50**           .62**                       .42**                      .51** 
5. Intention to build assets         -           .59**           .36**           .37** 
6. Internal asset building           -           .48**           .57** 
7. External asset building                          -           .56** 
8. Positive outcomes                - 
 
Note.    **p < .01. 
 
 

 
TABLE 7 

Correlations Among Key Variables - Parents 

Variables  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8 
 
1. Exposure              -             .30**           .29**           .37**           .21*           .24*           .34**           .12 
2. Attitudes    -           .56**           .71**           .48**           .61**           .56**           .35** 
3. Subjective norms     -           .47**           .46**           .42**                      .64**           .06 
4. Self-efficacy        -           .60**           .67**           .69**                      .38** 
5. Intention to build assets         -           .43**           .68**           .15 
6. Internal asset building           -           .58**           .64** 
7. External asset building                          -           .38** 
8. Positive outcomes                - 
 
Note.    *p < .05. **p < .01. 



 

TABLE 8 
Summary of Regression Statistics – Youth Sample 

               Regression Statistics 
           N   ß   t  df    p 

Predictors     Dependent Variables  
H1: Others’ asset building          internal asset building  533 .26 7.11 529 .000 
H2: Internal asset building         positive outcomes   535 .37 9.79 533 .000 
H4: Campaign exposure            attitudes    577 .24 5.89 576 .001 
       Campaign exposure            self-efficacy    573 .36 9.09 572 .001 
H5: Attitudes           intentions    537 .07 1.54 534 .125 
       Self-efficacy          intentions    537 .38 8.21 534 .000 
H6: Constraints           internal asset building  533 .11 3.22 529 .001 
       Incentives          internal asset building  533 .12 3.37 529 .001 
       Others’ asset building         internal asset building  533 .26 7.11 529 .000 
       Intentions           internal asset building  533 .47        13.69 529 .000 
H7: Subjective norms          intentions    537 .16 3.26 534 .001
  

 
 
 

TABLE 9 
Summary of Regression Statistics – Parent Sample 

            Regression Statistics 
          N   ß   t  df    p 

Predictors    Dependent Variables   
H1: Others’ asset building          external asset building  533 .26 7.11 529 .000 
H2: External asset building        positive outcomes     52 .08 0.66   50 .515 
H4: Campaign exposure            attitudes    106 .30 3.20 105   .01 
       Campaign exposure            self-efficacy    113 .37 2.88 112   .01 
H5: Attitudes           intentions    100       -.13        -1.19   97 .237 
       Self-efficacy          intentions    100 .70 6.83   97 .000 
H6: Constraints           external asset building    75 .01   .07   71 .945 
       Incentives          external asset building    75 .21 1.81   71 .074 
       Others’ asset building         external asset building    75 .22 2.00   71 .050 
       Intentions           external asset building    75 .49          5.48   71 .000 
H7: Subjective norms          intentions    100 .15 1.72   97 .088
  
 



 

 
 

TABLE 10 
Summary of a 2 x 2 Analysis of Variance  

 
 

Attitudes   Self-efficacy        Intention             Perceptions of            Asset Building     Youths’ 
                                          to build assets            Others’ asset building                  Outcomes 

Youth 
 

Condition   23.32**                    8.57**             6.01*       6.81**  5.82*          9.17** 
School    25.19**                    7.18**             3.36                  94.07***  7.92**      101.29***  
Condition x School    9.70**                    2.44                           4.82*                    4.40*   8.73**          0.18 
 

Parents 
 

Condition   1.75        0.36                          1.32       0.03   0.54        2.58 
School    7.87**      13.11***            7.08**       8.36**               5.60*        8.88** 
Condition x School  0.17        2.19                           0.01       0.12                0.26        4.23* 
 

    Family Asset Building           Family Outcomes 
 

Condition          0.28         0.24 
School           1.94                    13.58***  
Condition x School           0.02        1.10  
 
 
Note.   Numbers in columns represent F values for an analysis of variance employing the dependent variable at the top of the column and the independent  variables in 

the far left column.  
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 



 

TABLE 11 
Summary of Hypothesis Testing 

                  Youth    Parents   
 
H1: Perceptions of others’ asset building positively influence subjects’ own asset building. 
                           Supported                             Supported  
 
H2: Subjects’ asset building contributes positively to youth’s positive outcomes. 
                           Supported                             Supported 

Both youth and parents 
 
H3: Family asset building influenced by dual (parent, youth) media campaigns contributes positively to youth’s 

positive outcomes. 
Supported 

 
H4: The greater family asset building, the more favorable the youth outcomes. 

Supported 
               Youth    Parents 

 
H5: Subjects’ exposure to a PYD media campaign positively influences their attitudes and self-efficacy for asset 

building. 
                             Supported               Supported   
 
H6: Subjects’ attitudes and self-efficacy positively influence their intention to build assets. 
       Partially supported        Partially supported 
 
H7: Subjects’ intention to build assets positively influences their asset building. 

            Supported                     Supported 
 

H8: Subjects’ attitudes and self-efficacy are stronger predictors of behavioral intention than their subjective 
norms. 

              Partially supported          Partially supported 
 

 
 
 

TABLE 12 
Parents’ Marital Status for General Education and Vocational/Technical Students by Conditions (%) 

Marital status   General education  Vocational/Technical 
            (N = 896)                       (N = 341) 
 

Control group 
Unmarried      5.7    14.7 
Married     83.3    73.3 
Separated      5.5      6.0 
Divorced      5.5      6.0 

 
Treatment group 

 
Unmarried      4.6    16.2   
Married     84.3    64.4 
Separated      4.4    15.2 
Divorced      6.7      4.2 



 

TABLE 13 
Mother’s Education for General education and Vocational/Technical students by Conditions (%) 

Mother’s education  General education  Vocational/Technical 
            (N = 891)          (N = 342) 
 

Control group 
No college degree   60.6    85.4   
College degree    31.0    11.9 
Graduate degree         8.1      0.7 
Others       0.4      2.0 
 

Treatment group  
 

No college degree   65.6    90.1 
College degree    25.5      5.2 
Graduate degree         7.0      1.6 
Others       1.8      3.1 
 

 

 

TABLE 14 
Father’s Education for General education and Vocational/Technical students by Conditions (%) 

Father’s education  General education  Vocational/Technical 
           (N = 872)             (N = 332) 
 

Control group 
No college degree   56.6    85.5 
College degree    31.3    11.0 
Graduate degree    10.3      2.1 
Others       1.8      1.4 
 

Treatment group 
 

No college degree   63.7    90.4 
College degree    21.8      4.8 
Graduate degree    11.4      0.5 
Others       3.2      4.3 
 
 

 

 

 


