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Abstract
This study examined youth perceptions of family systems and parentiablearin
relation to youth reports of their own anger regulation in a predominately tginori
sample in high risk communities. Path analysis was used to examine a themedtieh
that posited perceptions of family system variables (cohesion and adagtabidi
parenting behaviors (support and supervision) were directly associatedutithrgports
of their own anger regulation and exposure to violence. Bootstrapping methodology was
employed to examine indirect effects of family system qualities oniemiegulation
and exposure to violence through parenting behaviors. Data were collected fyontt84
(mean age of 10.5) at two Boys and Girls Clubs in a large southwestern citytidesce
of family cohesion and adaptability were indirectly associated wittepasd anger
regulation through a positive association with parental support. Family cohesion was
indirectly associated with youth reports of being exposed to violence throughiaeposit
association to supervision while adaptability was indirectly relateddhrawnegative
association with supervision. Findings suggested youth perceptions of parental support
and supervision are important to better anger regulation and less exposure to violence.
Overall family cohesion was indirectly associated with anger regulaticmugh parental
support. A positive indirect association was identified between overall faghalgtability
to anger regulation, through parental support. Yet, higher overall family adaptaaiit

associated with heightened risk for exposure to violence, through parental sapervisi



MANUSCRIPT

Overall Family System Qualities, Parenting Behaviors, Exposure tenge] and

Emotion Regulation in a Low-Income, Urban Youth

Substantial research has established a link between emotion regulation and
different outcomes (e.g., social competence, emotional health, self-aj)aieag
children, adolescents, and adults (Ayduk et al., 2000; Dubow, Huesmann, Boxer,
Pulkkinen, & Kokko, 2006; Eisenberg & Morris, 2002). Emotion regulation, or the
process by which emotions are managed in order to function in the context of emotional
arousal, is important for adolescents (Cicchetti, Ganniban, & Barnett, 198bnL&
Richards, 1994; Thompson, 1991). The ability to regulate anger is particulan &alie
youth exposed to high levels of violence and socio-economic disadvantage as tiey are
greater risk for emotional disruption (Levanthal & Brooks-Gunn, 2000) and they &tilit
manage anger in this context may be particularly adaptive (Bucknerabbsyma, &
Beardslee, 2003). Although there are strong ties between emotion regulation and
biological characteristics such as temperament, emotion regulatiors act¢he context
of relationships (Campos, Mumme, Kermoian, & Campos, 1994). Specifically, quality
family interactions serve as an important socialization role in how yoatiage
emotions (Morris, Silk, Steinberg, Myers, & Robinson, 2007). Yet, little is knabaut

family processes and youth anger regulation because most reseamtulsad tolely on



the mother-child relationships in younger children (Morris et al.). Furthier, qesearch
on families and emotion regulation is limited by a focus on parenting without cangider
how overall family system and parenting behaviors may both be associated wiitbnem
regulation. The current study sought to address these gaps by examiningtiatiass
between youth perceptions of overall family qualities and specific pagdgimaviors
and youth reports of exposure to violence and anger regulation from high risk
environments.
Emotion Regulation in High Risk Environments

Emotion regulation about anger,amger regulationcan be defined as processes
(both internal and external) that modulate the intensity and occurrence ofranger i
appropriate ways (Eisenberg & Morris, 2002). The transition into earlgschice is a
time of rapid and notable biological, social, and emotional changes that increase the
opportunity to engage in emotion regulation (Buchanan, Eccles, & Becker, 1992; Nelson,
Leibenluft, McClure, & Pine, 2005; Steinberg, 2005; Yap, Allen, & Sheeber, 2007). The
inability of youth to regulate anger has been associated with intenggleziternalizing,
and social problems (Cicchetti, Ackerman, & lzard, 1995; Morris et al., 2007; Nichols,
Mahadeo, Bryant, & Botvin, 2008; Zeman, Shipman, & Suveg, 2002). Although residing
in high risk environments increases the risk of maladaptive outcomes and emotional
disruption (Barnett, 2008; Grant et al., 2005; Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 2000; McLoyd,
1998; Spano, Rivera, Vazsonyi, & Bolland, 2008), little is known about the protective
potential and socialization process of anger regulation in low-income urbatesam
(Barnett, 2008; Grant et al., 2005; Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn; McLoyd, 1998; Morris et

al.).



There is some empirical evidence that further investigation of aaegelation in
communities of elevated risk is warranted. High risk communities may eddfy the
increased levels of exposure to violence and neighborhood indicators of socioeconomic
disadvantage (Boxer et al., 2008; Buckner et al., 2003). Research indicates youth in such
environments are at increased risk. For example, in a sample of predontieatkly
youth (mean age of 10.5) exposure of violence was positively associated with anger
while negatively associated with the ability to manage these emotionsr(Boal.,

2008). Thus, youth with high exposure to violence may be at heightened risk for both
maladaptive outcomes and deficits in abilities to manage anger (Gietradt, 1995;
Zeman et al., 2002). In a sample of youth (36% African American, 35% Caucasian) of
eight to 17 year olds from high risk communities, Buckner et al. (2003) found that youth
who demonstrated resilience (e.g., competencies, good adaptive functionira;kaof |
mental health problems) were stronger in anger management with less yetodesb
out and appear as volatile compared to less resilient youth. Further, Bucknéowtdl
that self-regulation was the most powerful predictor of resilience irnyatier
accounting for adversity, intelligence, self-esteem, and parental mogitor

Theoretical Foundations

General systems theory applications to families emphasize how farstignsy
are complex social entities involving interrelationships among members sfdten
through relationships that constitute the whole (Whitchurch & Constantine, 1993).
Family system qualities provide a context for understanding parent-youthciies
(Kuczynski, 2003). Examining variables on both the overall family systems and dyadic

level within families is critical to attain a broader perspective (&®aley, 2003;



Cromwell & Peterson, 1983; Henry, 1994; Parke, 2004). Family processes, both family
system qualities and parent-child dyadic relationships serve as importaxtsdaot

aspects of youth emotional development (Cromwell & Peterson; Henry, Robinson, Neal
& Huey, 2006). Although some empirical support has examined the association between
family systems variables and parent-child dyad variables, further examima

warranted (Henry et al., 2006) in relation to emotion regulation about anger.

Consistent with family systems perspectives, functionalistic appreache
emphasize understanding emotion regulation within the context of relationships that
include internal and external processes that interact to create tHezaboraof emotion
regulation (Campos et al., 1994; Thompson, 1991). Thus, the subjective experiences of
emotions in family relationships provide opportunities for socializing the regulafi
emotions in youth (Campos, Frankel, & Camras, 2004; Eisenberg & Morris, 2002). In
addition, self-report measures of youth emotion regulation provide information about an
individual's cognitive experience of how one manages emotions (Eisenberg &)Morris
Therefore, youth perceptions of family processes create a realityich @motions are
elicited and provide a framework for how youth report the managing of emotions.

Overall Family System Qualities and Emotion Regulation

As youth transition into early adolescence, families play a centrakrole i
providing a solid foundation for youth to assert greater autonomy and independence
(Carter & McGoldrick, 1999). Thus, families continue to socialize emotional
development (Lunkheimeir, Shields, & Cortina, 2007). Within economically
disadvantaged neighborhoods family relationships hold potential to protect youth from

exposure to violence and promote emotional wellbeing (Barnett, 2008; Brody & Ge,



2001; Moirris et al., 2007; Silk et al., 2007; Spano et al., 2008). Previous research has
established an association between family processes and exposure to vioknce (se
Proctor, 2006 for review). Although family system qualities have been shown to be
associated with youth exposure to violence, less is known about the complex role that
families play in relation to exposure to violence and youth adjustment (Proctor). One
important approach to understanding family system qualities is to considel taraibi
cohesion and family adaptability as key components (Olson, 1991).

Family cohesionefers to the closeness or bonding of family members within the
system and the degree in which family members are separated. The paroépti
connection and closeness within families is central to healthy youth develbgteary,
1994; Olson, Sprenkle, & Russell, 1979). Although there is little research on the
relationship between family cohesion and emotion regulation, difficulty estaigi
emotional connection within families may be associated with difficulti€motion
regulation (McKeown et al., 1997; Morris et al., 2007; Yap et al., 2007). Further tesearc
is warranted in exploring how family cohesion is associated with emotion tiegudad
exposure to violence (Morris et al., 2007; Proctor, 2006).

Family adaptabilitydescribes the ability of family systems to modify family roles
and responsibilities as needed (Olson, 1991; Olson et al., 1979). During the trantation i
adolescence, considerable change and development that occurs in youth andytted abilit
families to adapt to these changes are important for emotional developmemnt &Ols
Gorrall, 2003). Further, family systems with limited adaptability mayeiase the risk of
emotional disruption in children (Morris et al., 2007). In addition, disruption in family

processes associated with the transition to early adolescenceesagtprhallenges to



children’s sense of emotional security, yielding maladaptive copinggtat@avies &
Cummings, 1994). However, further examination of the link between overall family
adaptability and emotion regulation and exposure to violence is needed because not much
is known about this connection in diverse youth from high risk samples (Smith, Prinz,
Dumas, & Laughlin, 2001).

Parenting Behaviors and Emotion Regulation

Parent-child dyadic interactions provide one level of family socialization i
emotion regulation for youth (Eisenberg et al., 2001; Garber, Braafladt &s\W95).

One prominent approach for understanding socialization is to examine spauo#inting
behaviors such as responsiveness (supportive, warm, nurturing parental behaviors) and
demandingness (control, monitoring; Maccoby & Martin, 1993; Peterson & Hann, 1999)
and their association with emotional adjustment. Among parenting qualitiglset_and
Stouthamer-Loeber (1986) identified warmth (i.e., support or responsiveness) and
supervision (i.e., demandingness) as important parenting components to the soaializa
of youth.

Parent supports defined as warm parental behaviors such as physical affection,
encouragement, praising and spending quality time with youth (Henry, 1994; Peterson,
2005). Parental support is consistently associated with positive social and emotional
outcomes in youth (Loeber, & Stouthamer-Loeber, 1986; Maccoby & Martin, 1993).
Early adolescents’ perceptions of parental support provide a protective procegh throu
which youth can work to develop skills to manage a wide range of emotions (Klimes-
Dougan et al., 2007). Previous research shows a positive association between parental

support and youth emotion regulation (Morris et al., 2007; Yap et al., 2007). Further,



research shows the potential of supportive parenting behaviors to promotgsiafioa

and emotional development among youth in risky neighborhoods (Brody & Ge, 2001,
Natsuaki et al., 2007; Pettit, Bates, & Dodge, 1997; Simons, Johnson, Beaman, Conger,
& Whitbeck, 1996). In addition, there is empirical support for the association between
youth perceptions of parental support and reports of less victimization (Kutkeshér,

1998) and reduced exposure to violence (Sheidow, Gorman-Smith, Tolan, & Henry,
2001).

Parental demandingness, or consistency in child guidance (e.g., rule enfoycement
accompanied by realistic expectations for children is also central to yootioaeal
development (Morris et al., 2002; Peterson, 2005). One important aspect of parental
demandingness jgarental supervisioor the attention to and knowledge of youth
schedules, friends and activities (Dishion & McMahon, 1998; Stattin & Kerr, 2000).
Although parental supervision is negatively associated with exposure to stiesgouth
(Rankin & Quane, 2002), supervision of children’s activities tends to decreasg as the
transition into early adolescence (Spano et al., 2008). Further, parental sapervisi
provides additional protective processes against youth exposure to violence and
emotional disruption (Boxer et al., 2009; Buckner et al., 2003). The current study focuses
on the youth reports of parental supervision on the whereabouts and activities of youth
rather than the behavioral efforts of parents to control or monitor youth whereabouts
(Stattin & Kerr, 2000).

Overall Family Systems Qualities and Parenting Behaviors
As mentioned previously, the overall family system characteristics provide a

climate in which parenting behaviors are implemented (Kuczynski, 2003) and both are



important to youth emotional development (Henry et al., 2006). Johnson (2001) found
that parenting observed between one child and one parent was not consistent with
parenting when both parents were present. Johnson indicated the importance of studying
the dyadic relationship of the parent and child within the whole family system. Thus,
examining the association between specific overall family charsiits (cohesion and
adaptability) and parenting behaviors (support and supervision) may provide additional
information in relation to emotion regulation and exposure to violence.

In a mainly rural, white sample of youth, Henry et al. (2006) found youth who
perceived balanced levels of cohesion and adaptability reported higHsrdeparental
support and parental monitoring. Specifically, youth who saw their familieavaisg
greater overall family cohesion and overall family adaptability reportgaehilevels of
parental support and higher levels of parental monitoring. Thus, youth perceptions of
parental behaviors may occur within the larger contexts of perceptions of daeriaji
systems qualities. The association between family cohesion and parentat suppor
consistent with previous findings in similar samples that increased levelsotga
support are associated with higher levels of family cohesion (Barber Bld&e0996;

Olson & Gorrall, 2006). Thus, perception of closeness within the family may provide a
sense of parental support and promote a feeling that parents are awaré of yout
whereabouts and activities. However, Henry et al., and Olson and Gorall ugliméy f
types by combining perceptions of family adaptability and cohesion wheétksss |

known about how each family system characteristic relates to specificipgrent

behaviors and how both are associated with anger regulation and exposure to violence.
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Not much is known about how youth perceived flexibility (adaptability) in the
family is associated with parenting behaviors. However, Mupinga, Garaisd Pierce
(2002) found that mothers' reports of overall family functioning (high adaptahility a
cohesion) were associated with authoritative parenting styles (@misisth high
parental support and supervision). Further, adolescents who saw their ovetgll fami
systems as functioning more effectively (high in cohesion and adapiala|iyrted
greater parental support and knowledge (similar to supervision; Henry et al., 2006).
However, the Mupinga et al. study also combined adaptability and cohesion lithéing
understanding of the specific associations between the two family aratcs and
specific parenting behaviors. Similar to the emphasis of research to e)spaaikc
parenting behaviors (Peterson & Hann, 1999) over parenting style, understanding specif
overall family qualities in relation to specific parenting behaviors mayigecadditional
information about the socialization process of emotion regulation.

For example, Valiente, Lemery-Chalfant, and Reiser (2007) tested a model whe
parenting behaviors mediated the association between family chaos andcaimfaspe
emotion regulation. Family chaos was assessed at the overall fantdgndgsel and
focused on the lack of structure (e.g., routines) and disorganization (e.gs alshgd).
These findings indicated that a high level of family chaos predicted l@lsle¥ positive
parenting behaviors towards emotions, which in turn predicted low levels of effortful
control. Thus, empirical and theoretical support suggests an associatioarbeteeall
family system qualities and specific parenting behaviors and in relationottoem

regulation however, further examination is needed. In addition, a substantial arhount
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research on family processes has been conducted with white, middle-uppearoléss f
and further research is needed in more diverse samples (Smith et al., 2001).
Theoretical Model and Hypotheses

Based on the theory and research presented above, a theoretical model was
examined of how youth perceptions of overall family system qualities andipgrent
behaviors relate to youth reports of exposure to violence and anger regulatiomn o orde
test indirect and direct effects (see Figure 1). Despite strongeri@hpiidence for
some of the specific pathways, however, all were included because of someampiri
support was provided and we were interested in testing the tenability of the Koozl (
2005). Specific hypotheses in regards to youth reports include: (a) familyaohed
adaptability will be positively associated with both parental support and darenta
supervision, (b) family cohesion and adaptability will be positively associatedanger
regulation and negatively associated with exposure to violence, (c) familyicolaad
adaptability will be indirectly associated with anger regulation throygbsdive
association with both parental support and parental supervision, (d) parental supervision
and parental support will be negatively associated with reports of exposurestweiol
and (e) family cohesion and adaptability will be indirectly associatddexposure to
violence through parental supervision and parental support. In addition, gender
differences were explored in this model because past research suggagtalpot
socialization differences according to gender. For example, resgawws that boys
exhibited more anger than girls (Chaplin, Cole, & Zahn-Waxler, 2005) and parents

emphasized the inhibition of anger for girls (Casey, 1993).

12



Figure 1Theoretical Modeand Hypothesized Direction of Associations

(&)

Methodology

Procedure

Data collection occurred in the spring and falRk6D8 through two separate Bc
andGirls Clubs in a large city a large southwestern citBoys and Girl<Club
personnel advertised the study by distributingryte families in their communit
Meetings were held on twseparate nights at each site that was availableafidicipants
to attend the meetingn this meeting, parents were given additionalimation about
the study and told that participation in the stiglyoluntary and that services through
Boys and Girls Club would not be affected by whettrenot parents or childre
participated in the studyrarents and children were informed that #im of the stud
was to better understand family factors and canfésolution. Upon completion of tl
guestionnaires, each child and parent was comph$a0 for their tim for a total of

$40 per parenthild dyac.
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Participants

The Boys and Girls Clubs are located in disadvantaged neighborhoods and reach
out to at-risk youth and families (http://www.bgca.org/whoweare/mission.Beports
of exposure to violence by youth residing in high risk environments from the Boxer et al.
(2008; 1/3 of participants were drawn from the same communities) study is eonsist
with reports of the current study that identified high exposure to violence (seellabl
Among the 84 children who participated, 35 (42%) were female, and 49 (58%) were
male. The mean age of children was 10.5 years (ranging from seven to 15arehrs)
children were from a broad range of grade levels from first to ninth grisiaess children
self-identified as Black/African-American (54, 64%), sixteen (19%)idehtified as
Caucasian, three (4%) as Hispanic, one self-identified as Asian and 10 (122%) sel

identified as “other” ethnicity.

Table 1

Child Reports of Exposure to Violence in the Last Year N = 84

In the past year........ Percentage
Heard guns being shot 81%
Heard gun shots many times 30%
Saw someone get shot 32%
Saw someone get stabbed 38%
Saw kids with guns or knives at school 57%
Saw someone get beaten up 78%
Reported being hit or pushed themselves 75%
Saw gangs in their neighborhood 63%

14



Measurement

The subjective experiences of emotions elicited in family relationshipsedind
report measures of youth emotion regulation provide information about an individual’'s
cognitive experience of how one manages emotions (Campos et al., 2004; Eisenberg &
Morris, 2002). In addition, there is empirical support for the importance ofingihouth
perspectives of family processes and youth reports have been shown to be a valid
assessment of parenting practices (Larsen & Olson, 1990; Loeber, & Steuibaeber,
1986). Thus, existing self-report measures and demographic items were usedadind for
measures higher scores indicated higher levels of that particular vdeap|enigher
anger regulation, higher cohesion).

Anger regulation The 4-item anger regulation coping scale of@hddren’s
Anger Management Scal@SAMS; Zeman, Shipman, & Penza-Clyve, 2001) was used to
assess youth emotion regulation. The CAMS is an 11-item anger scale in whioknchildr
respond on a 3-point Likert type scale: hardly ever 2 =sometimesand 3 =often The
emotional regulation coping subscale, or the ability to cope with anger through
constructive control of emotional behavior (e.g., “When | am feeling mad, ot omy
temper”) was used to asses regulation. The mean score was calculataid enger
regulation score. In the present study the Cronbach’s alpha for anger cegwiasi .60.

Overall family system qualitie¥he two subscales from thamily Adaptability
and Cohesion Evaluation Scale{HACES II; Olson et al., 1992) were used to assess
youth perceptions of overall family functioning. Specifically, perceptionsroilya
cohesion subscale (16 items) and family adaptability subscale (14 iteres)seel.

Sample items follow: “Family members feel closer to people outsideriby fdhan to

15



other family members” (cohesion), and “When problems arise, we compromise”
(adaptability). Response choices ranged fromsirengly disagredo 5 =strongly agree
The adaptability and cohesion subscales were scored using the linear sgol@tigas
provided by Olson et al. (1992). Although there is empirical support for good internal
consistency in adaptability and cohesion subscales in diverse samples (ldgery 85
Plunkett, 1996; Olson et al., 1992), most research to date is in predominately white,
middle class families (Smith et al., 2001). In the current study, the Cronbhattes

were for .70 for family cohesion and .72 for family adaptability.

Parenting behaviorsThe Alabama Parenting Questionnai(APQ; Frick, 1991;
Shelton, Frick, & Wootton, 1996) consists of 51 items that elicit responses on a 5-point
Likert type scale: 1 dever 2 =Almost Never3 =Sometimes4 =Oftenand 5 =Always
The positive parenting and poor monitoring subscales of this measure were (ss&$$0 a
youths’ perceptions of parental support (e.g., “parents praise you for doin avell”
supervision (e.g., “home without an adult being with you”). Youth were instructed to
report on their parent that they interacted with most. The mean score for easiesubs
was computed to create a parental support score and the mean score for poor parental
supervision was reversed coded to obtain a supervision score. The APQ has been found
to be reliable in a diverse urban sample (Frick et al., 1999, Magoon & Ingersoll, 2005).
Using the present data, Cronbach’s alphas were .75 for parental support and .74 for
parental supervision.

Exposure to violenc&ras measured via Richters and Martinez’s (1993) 7-item
Things | Have Seen and Heard Scaldch measures seeing and hearing serious violent

and criminal behavior (e.g., | have seen someone get shot); and 1Bxp@sure to

16



“Low Level” Aggression Scal@oxer et al., 2003), which measures witnessing of and
victimization by less severe forms of aggression (e.g., “l have been hitlwrdposkids
say mean things to me”). The two measures are based on the same 4-point lakert typ
scale: 1 =Never 2 =Once or Twice3 =A few timesand 4 =Many times The combined
z-scores of responses to these two measures were used to calcolateall exposure to
violence score (range = -2.06 to 2.71; Boxer et al., 2008), which yielded a Cronbach’s
alpha of .86.
Results

Overview of the Analyses

A series of one-way ANOVAs were examined to test for significant éifiez in
the variables based on demographic variables (gender, two collection sitesgegnd r
Bivariate correlations and path analysis were used to test the thdoretdel (see
Figure 1). The path analysis was conductedphus (Muthen & Muthen, 2007) to test
hypothesized direct pathways for statistical significance. Pathsalpvides an
approach to examine the tenability of a theoretical model (Pedhauzer, 1997 pasd all
for the decomposition of correlations among variables as well as allowirgefor t
examination of the pattern of effects of variables (Kline, 2005). This approach is
particularly relevant to examining overall family systems qualities@arental behaviors
in relation to youth outcomes because of the limited empirical support for some of the
hypothesized pathways. Goodness of fit can be evaluated through the traditional
maximum likelihood (ML) chi square test and/or several goodness of fie) @0exes
(Marsh, Hau, &Wen, 2004). Both the chi square test and GOF indexes provide

preliminary interpretations and “a rule of thumb” of how well the model fits thee dat
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consistent with theory (Marsh et al.). This study examined the traditionsdjcare test
and three GOF indexes (RMSEA, SRMR and CFI) based on the stability of these
particular indexes (Hu & Bentler, 1999) and the need to examine sevetati$itics
rather than relying on a single index (see Marsh et al. for further discusEs,
pathways were trimmed based on theory and significance of path coeffaraht
improvement in model fit was examined using a chi square difference tas)(Klhe
bootstrapping technique Mplus (Muthen & Muthen) was used to calculate the
confidence intervals to determine the significance of indirect effecskiinon,
Lockwood, & Hoffman, 2002; Valiente et al., 2007). Bootstrapping was used to
overcome the conservative nature of the Sobel Test of mediation (MacKinngn et al
2002) and estimates indirect effects through empirical sampling distribbityons
calculating confidence limits (MacKinnon, Lockwood, & Williams, 2004).
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

Multiple one-way ANOVAs demonstrated no significant differences on any of the
variables of interest based on gender, race/ethnicity, or collection siexp&cted,
bivariate correlations indicated a positive association between the daerdyl system
gualities (cohesion and adaptability) and parental support (see Table 2). é@meiyon
was positively associated with parental supervision. Parental suppqgrbsitisely
associated with anger regulation, whereas parental supervision waselggasociated

with youth exposure to violence.
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Table 2

Correlations, Means, and Standard Deviations 84

Y| SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Gender® 1.58 .50 - -13 -.19 -.18. 04 -.02 -13
2. Cohesion 5318 845 - AB*E - 62%% 45 05 -25
3. Adaptability | 4208 7.62 | - | SoxE 07 18 .09
4. Parent support 3.56 83 - 13 26%  -07
5. Parent supervision 3.55 2 -- -13 - 42%%
6. Anger regulation | 2.04 .56 | | -- -.18

7. Exposure to violence  3.73 1.63 --

iGender of adolescent (boys =0, girls = 1)
*p < .05; %*%p < 01

Path Analysis

Path analysis was used to test the theoretical model illustrated in Figure 1.
Although limited empirical support existed for some pathways, all weheded in the
initial analysis to examine the tenability of the model (Kline, 2005). The patiebept
parental support and parental supervision allowed for understanding specifitngare
behaviors as distinct. As expected of a model with only one degree of freedas (Kli
2005), the model fit was good (see Figurg2y1) = .24p = .63,CFl = 1.0,RMSEA=
.00,SRMR =.01). Further, family cohesion showed direct positive associations with
parental supportd= .44,p = .00) and parental supervisigh£ .63,p = .00) while
family adaptability was positively associated with parental suppert.88,p = .00) but
negatively associated with parental superviss (.40,p = .00). Parental support was
positively associated with anger regulatigh=.35,p = .00) and parental supervision
was negatively associated with exposure to violefice+(29,p = .00). The path from

parental support to exposure to violence was not significant and parental supervssion wa

19



not associated witanger regulatiorCohesion and adaptability were not direc
associated witlnger reulation or exposure to ience and there was an inve
associatiorbetween exposure to violence and anger regul(s = -.31 p = .00).

Figure 2Full Path Model with Standardized Betas for Sigrafit Pathways and Dotte
Arrows for NonSignificant Pathways with Overévariance N =84

— T

¥ (1)=.24,p= .63, -
CFI=1.0 - =
RMSEA = .00

SRMR=.01

Chi Square Difference Test and Final Mc

Next, model trimming was applied to find the more parsiioas models the
wereconsistent with theory and data (Kline, 20 The nonsignificant pathways wel
examined and corresponded with lack of empiricppsut of the pathway Thus, non-
significant parameters were fixed to zero and métaidices were examined to obse!
the chi square difference teAlthough there \&@s not a statistically significant differen
between the two model XZ [6], 5.39,p = .49), the more parsimonious mo
demonstrated goodness of fit according to thesstedisuggested by Marsh et al. (20
X2 (7) = 5.63,§J= .58,CFl = 1.0,RMSEA= .00SRMR =.05).In path analysis ¢

pathways are trimmed the model fit tends to deerghsis th timmed modeshould be
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fit is adequate as it demonstrates stronger support for your theoretical(Kious.
Consistent with the full model, the final model showed that both overall family cohesi
and adaptability were indirectly associated with youth emotion regulttrough

parental support (see Figure 3). Further, family cohesion and adaptabrtynaeectly
associated with youth exposure to violence through parental knowledge. In addition,
youth perceptions of family cohesion were positively associated with bothglarent
supervision g = .64,p = .00) and supporf= .44,p = .00). Family adaptability was
positively associated with parental suppgtt(.38,p = .00) and negatively associated
with parental supervisiong(= -.41,p = .00). In sum, cohesion and adaptability were
positively associated with support, which, in turn, was positively agsdaoth anger
regulation 3= .27,p = .01). Additionally, cohesion and adaptability were associated
with supervision that in turn was associated with lower levels of exposure to vigtence
=-.45,p =.00). Finally, there was an inverse association between youth angeticegul

and youth exposure to violencg=£ -.29,p = .01).
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Figure 3Final Model with Standardized Beta Coefficients &krall Variance ir
Exogenous Variables Accounted For N:

p=.38%

;.‘
/
/
p=-a1% Parental Supervision T '!
P

Family Adaptability ¥4

¥ (7)=.563,p=.58
CFI=1.0

RMSEA = .00
SRMR=.05

Indirect Effects

To test for indirect effects bootstrap methodolags employewusingMplus
(Muthen & Muthen, 200" with 2,000 bootstrap samples. This program crea@30
bootstrap intervals in order to attain an accueatenate of the confidence interval-
determining each indirect effect (MacKinnon et 2002; MacKinno etal., 2004).
Specifically, confilence intervalwere created from multipkestimates derived froi
computer generated samples obtain upper and lower confidence inter from these
distributions (Noreen, 198. Thus a confidence interval was calculatec each indirect
effect in this model @ Table 3). If zero is not within the intervahtsdtical significanct
is examined and the null hypothesis of no indiedfgcisis rejected (Mackinnon et ,
2004. None of the calculated confidence intervalsuded zer and thus a four were
statistically significant indirect effects (see TaE; Mackinnon et al., 200). Thus,
cohesion and adaptabilishowed significant indirect associations wihanger
regulation through supptand associated with (Bxposure to violence throut

supervision. Specifically, cohesion and adaptabiliere positively associated wi
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support. In turn, support was positively associated with anger regulation. Hpwever
cohesion and adaptability were indirectly associated with exposure to viglence
different ways. Cohesion was associated with exposure to violence througtive pos
association with parental supervision, which was associated with lower déwexgosure
to violence. In contrast, adaptability was negatively associated withtpbsepervision

Table 3

Bootstrap Analyses of the Magnitude and Significance of Indirect ElNe8%

_ . o . f 95% CI | T-Value
Independent Variable | Mediator Variables Dependent Variable |indirect | (lower, of indirect
effect upper) paths

Family Cohesion -»+ Parental Support >+ Anger Regulation A2 013, 216 | 2.22%
Family Adaptability» + Parental Support » + Anger Regulation 10 002,.197 201*
Family Cohesion -»+ Parental Supervision—»- | Exposure to Violence |.29 142, 433 | 3 88

Family Adaptability—» - Parental Supervision—-»- | Exposure to Violence | .18 051, 315 | 2.71%*

*p <.05; *p <.01; p <.001

Discussion

The results indicate that youth perceptions of family cohesion (or cla3eres
adaptability (or flexibility) are associated with youth reportamger regulation
indirectly through parental support, but not through supervision. However, youth
perceptions of parental supervision are important to protecting youth from Bposed
to violence, which is negatively associated with youth reports of anger regulatien. Gi
that the inability to manage anger has been associated with a host oftaiffi(Qlcchetti
et al., 1995; Morris et al., 2007; Nichols et al., 2008; Zeman et al., 2002), the present
findings suggest that cohesive, adaptable families with strong parentaltssgpe as a
protective factor promoting anger regulation among high-risk youth. Furthéowwe

youth perceptions of parental supervision are particularly important in preyswoiith
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from being exposed to high levels of violence. These findings suggest the importance of
examining specific family and parenting processes that may prateitt from particular
maladaptive outcomes in high risk communities.

In contrast to previous research indicating overall family adaptalsildenerally
family system strength (Olson & Gorrall, 2003); our findings show a negags@ciation
between family adaptability and parental supervision. This is noteworthy leenfathe
possibility that perceptions of family adaptability by youth in low-incariEn settings
may be interpreted differently in contexts where family involvement (@agental
supervision) is seen as less available to protect against exposure to violerkres(Ed
al., 2003). Thus, our results emphasize the salience of examining the contexthin whi
particular overall family system qualities and parenting behaviossaaiated with
youth outcomes. Although high family adaptability and family cohesion maydoe
conducive for higher levels of parental support (which we found in our study), youth
from high risk samples may perceive that less adaptability, ordgstarity in family
roles in responsibilities, may encourage perceptions that parents know about their
offspring and seek to supervise them in to the face of violence.

These findings are consistent with previous parenting research that isdicat
structured approaches as adaptable in high-risk communities, panyieuteorhg African
American youth (Steinberg, Lamborn, Dornbusch, & Darling, 1994). This style is
consistent with what some scholars call traditional or no-nonsense parergingiedy
& Flor, 1998) that may be more prevalent in African American families. Fuoe
findings support the approach of examining specific parental behaviors such aal parent

support (or responsiveness) and supervision (or demandingness) in relation ttapartic
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child outcomes (Maccoby & Martin, 1993; Peterson & Hann, 1999). Parental support
seems to be particularly important to anger regulation of youth in this study, wherea
parental supervision was a protective process lowering youth exposure to violence

Thus, specific supportive parenting behaviors (e.g., warmth, praise) tleahimav
emotional component may be particularly important to the socialization ofa@moti
regulation (Brody & Ge, 2001; Natsuaki et al., 2007; Pettit et al., 1997; Simons et al.,
1996). Youth are more likely to perceive supportive parenting when they see thall over
family systems as cohesive and flexible. This emotional context of warnythena
especially important to the ability of youth to manage anger appropriate to te&tcont
However, our findings suggest that emotion-related parenting behaviors algmotbe
enough for youth in high risk settings in relation to anger regulation. In corytash,
that perceive high levels of supervision from parents may see their overiéyl $gstems
as being more rigid or less flexible. Parental supervision and overall feimitture in
day-to-day life may be particularly important in protecting children fomimg exposed
to violence that negatively associated with anger regulation. Further,imghadhily
processes and exposure to violence holds potential for providing additional information
about emotion regulation in youth from high-risk communities (Barnett, 2008).

There are several methodological and theoretical strengths of this Eiwdy.
results of this study have the potential to build on previous literature by agglstems
perspectives to examine the role of family process variables in the zatboaliof
emotion regulation. Our theoretical model incorporates youth perceptions afl over
family system qualities, parenting behaviors, and an indicator of conggyiesure to

violence--to explain emotion regulation about anger of youth residing imicowe
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urban contexts. The use of path analysis allowed for considering both direct and indirec
associations among the variables. This study addresses the need fordéseghesh to
examine the broader context of the development of emotional regulation (Morris et al
2007) and the association between family system qualities and parentaiges(Henry
et al., 2006). Further, this study has the potential to contribute to the need for further
research of the process of emotional regulation in youth (Yap et al., 2007) in high-risk,
minority samples (Raver, 2004) indicating the importance of extending resedook
at family processes and exposure to violence.

Despite the strengths, several limitations merit consideration. {litig stilized a
convenience sample and a cross sectional design, limiting the ability t@algenty
other samples, examine causal relationships, or provide certainty about direttien of
effects. Further, the socialization of youth emotion regulation about anger i
bidirectional process and youth play an important role in the socialization process
(Peterson & Rollins, 1987). Despite a strong theoretical rationale for yrsirtly
perceptions of the variables, the use of youth perceptions for all of the variablesl cre
shared method variance, potentially inflating the likelihood of finding signifieesuiits
(Loeber, & Stouthamer-Loeber, 1986). Although the complexity of familyesyst
cannot be captured through a single perspective, youth perceptions of theasfamdli
emotions have been shown to be valid assessments that are central to understanding
emotional development (Campos, Frankel, & Camras, 2004; Eisenberg & Morris, 2002;
Olson, 1990; Loeber, & Stouthamer-Loeber). Future research is needed todyuilolir
theoretical model by utilizing longitudinal methodology and comparing varying) age

racial or ethnic groups.
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The lack of significant direct associations between both family cohesion and
family adaptability to either anger regulation or exposure to violengeteworthy.
Perhaps the conceptualization of the overall family system qualitees@stext in which
specific parenting behaviors are implemented is similar to Darling @&mtb8tg’s (1993)
model of parenting styles as a “constellation of attitudes that createsoéinreal climate
in which parenting behaviors are expressed” (p. 488). Thus, overall fantdyrsys
gualities may provide an emotional climate for which parenting stylesaedtmg
behaviors are expressed which, in turn, is associated with youth outcomes. However
examining specific overall family qualities and specific parenting\ielsrather than
combining scores for family types and parenting styles, may provide mormatfon on
how family processes relate to youth outcomes. Building upon prior research
demonstrating associations between overall family systems andipgr@tenry et al.,
2006), our results show that youth in low-income urban contexts may see their parents’
behaviors as occurring within the contexts of their overall family systevhich are
associated with youth outcomes in different ways.

Conclusions and Implications

The findings of this study suggest that context matters when examining famil
processes and youth outcomes in low-income samples. The consideration for
sociocultural contexts is important to understanding protective processesfantiiias
that hold potential for promoting resilience in youth. For example, high levels of
perceived family adaptability may expose youth to higher levelsotdnge through
perceptions of less parental supervision. Thus the inclusion of exposure to violence in the

model identified higher adaptability as an indirect asset associategaveéntal support
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in relation to anger regulation, yet an indirect risk through parental suparingerms
of exposure to violence. Therefore, the overall family processes mgg défarently to
parenting behaviors in different contexts. This is particularly importardrisider in
youth from socioeconomic disadvantage as family processes can protéctrgout
elevated levels of risk. Our study suggests that a youth perception of pavgpuait in a
context of overall family cohesion and flexibility is an important factor inty@amger
regulation. In addition, youth who see their families as cohesive and as providing
regularity in day-to-day life appear to provide a context where youthdpehdsed and
protected them from exposure to violence. However, these findings are solfjgate
research utilizing different age ranges and samples. Our sample utifiaatpke of
youth transitioning into early adolescence and future studies could examine these
processes in youth of varying stages of development.

In addition, the functionalist view of emotions in context may benefit from future
research examining interacting systems beyond the mother-child dyad.ayhisalude
diverse family forms such as partners, extended relatives, or other indiviutizds i
home that potentially socialize youth emotion regulation. Further, the sotdaliph
anger may depend in part on the greater context in which it occurs. For example, it may
be more adaptable for youth in high risk neighborhoods to display anger rather than
sadness or disappointment. Yet, youth that demonstrate higher levels ohamgehool
environment are at risk of disciplinary problems that impact school achievedtuether,
it may be more socially acceptable to report feelings of anger overssadraifferent

contexts. Thus future research should consider the broader context in which anger occur
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and examine different ways that the inability to manage anger in differangsettay
impact youth development.

The examination of interacting systems (overall family system cgglipiarenting
behaviors, and contextual factors) in relation to emotion regulation provides imsgght i
the development of more comprehensive intervention that extends across multiple
systemic levels. Youth that grow up in urban contexts of socioeconomic disadvantag
face multiple risks to emotional development and identifying multiple resounes
provide opportunities for interventions in different contexts. Our results suggest that
interventions aimed at youth violence prevention and youth anger management may
benefit from programs focused on both overall family systems qualities amdipgre
behaviors. Future research could further examine protective processestheathi
community (e.g., schools, afterschool programs, sports) that promote resiigocegh
from high risk contexts in order to focus intervention. A multisystemic approach to
understanding the socialization of anger regulation takes into account the imibect of
larger systems and holds potential for exploring the “many levels acrdtgslensystems
involved in many processes that lead to resilience” (Masten, Cutuli, HerbBeed,

2009).
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APPENDIX A

DISSERTATION PROPOSAL

Introduction

Substantial research over the past decade has focused on emotional development in
children and the role that parents play in emotion socialization. An important paet of t
increased interest in emotional development may be attributed to the findings that
emotion regulation or the ability to manage emotions has been linked to many different
outcomes among children, adolescents, and adults (Ayduk et al., 2000; Dubow,
Huesmann, Boxer, Pulkkinen, & Kokko, 2006; Eisenberg & Morris, 2002). Emotion
regulation can be defined as the process by which emotional arousal is mibdulate
redirected in a way that allows an individual to function adaptively in the context of
emotional arousal (Cicchetti, Ganniban, & Barnett, 1991). In particular, inatoility
manage and modulate anger has been associated with internalizing and eixtgrnali
problems (Zeman, Shipman, & Suveg, 2002), increased drug use and fighting (Nichols et
al., 2008) and behavioral and social problems (Cicchetti, Ackerman, & Izard, 1995;
Morris, Silk, Steinberg, Myers, & Robinson, 2007). Although there are strong ties
between emotion regulation and biological characteristics, such as tempgihee

quality of family interactions serve as an important socialization ageiwoi/buth

manage emotions (Morris et al., 2007).
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The socialization of emotion regulation is particularly important in late childhood
and early adolescence as children begin to experience heightened emyptionalit
developmental changes, and personal theories on managing emotions (Larson &
Richards, 1994; Thompson, 1991). However, further research is needed to examine the
socialization process through which family processes (both family systaities and
parenting behaviors) are associated with youth emotion regulation (Mbaiis 2007).

Most research to date on emotion regulation has focused on younger children.

Early adolescents are at particular risk of problems in emotion regulatiandaccf
increased emotional and behavioral impulses and limited ability to regulatmes

(Yap, Allen, & Sheeber, 2007). The ability of youth to manage emotions through
constructive control is associated with positive socio-emotional development anis defic
in abilities to manage emotions have been associated with maladaptive behaviors
(Cicchetti et al., 1995; Zeman et al., 2002). Previous research establishegahamnce

of parent-child relationships in regard to emotion regulation in younger childreittlbut |

is known about family system qualities and emotion regulation in middle childhood and
early adolescents. Indeed, family systems perspectives suggestémityoaith dyadic
relationships are subsystems, or smaller units, of the overall family sy@fénitchurch,

& Constantine, 1993). Further, a functionalist approach to emotion regulation emphasizes
the importance of context and relationships in which emotions occur (Campos, Mumme,
Kermoian, & Campos, 1994). Therefore, overall family characteristige s&sra context

in which parent-child relationships operate and likely provide additional information
about the emotion regulation of youth. However, further research is needed to examine

how bothoverall family qualities and specific parenting behaviors interactaters
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each other in relation to emotion regulation in youth.
Emotion Regulation in High Risk Environments

The normative processes of the transition to early adolescence idimaitke
many biological, social, and emotional changes, which occur at differenarates
interaction of these changes, increase the potential for emotional diStesabérg,

2005). The changes in physical and social development provide a context of heightened
emotionality and an increased range of emotions (Larson & Richards, 1994). The
transition to early adolescence is particularly a time of many chamaesccur at

different rates for each individual and as a dynamic process rather thanrarat a
particular age (Buchanan, Eccles, & Becker, 1992). In the current stgey yauth are
between the ages of seven to 15 years old. During this age range, youth a@rgve

the ability to think abstractly and the regions of the brain that are asslowitte

emotional regulation are rapidly maturing at this time (Nelson, LeiieMaClure, &

Pine, 2005). Therefore, the ability of youth to manage and regulate emotions becomes
particularly important during this developmental stage because of the changes i
emotionality.

The study of emotion regulation has produced many different perspectives about
the contribution of emotion regulation to youth development. However, the definition of
emotion regulation remains fairly consistent throughout the literature aiedadjg
consists of common themes (Eisenberg & Morris, 2002). Eisenberg and Morris propose a
broad definition of emotion regulation as “the internal and external processes involved i
initiating, maintaining, and modulating the occurrence, intensity, or duration of interna

feeling states, emotion-related physiological processes, emotaadgjoals, and/or
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behavioral concomitants of emotion generally in the service of accomplishinggmad’s
(pp- 191). In particular, the ability to manage anger in constructive ways is important
during this stage, as it is a common emotion and has particularly negative esitwban
not controlled. The inability to manage anger in youth has been associated with
internalizing and externalizing problems (Zeman et al., 2002), increaseds#ramd
fighting (Nichols, Mahadeo, Bryant, & Botvin, 2008), and behavioral and social
problems (Cicchetti et al., 1995).

Further, the association between anger regulation and disruptive bahayior
provide an avenue by which specific parenting behaviors socialize psychosocial
development (Morris et al., 2007). Understanding anger regulation in low-income high-
risk neighborhoods is particularly important due to the increased risk for disruption of
emotional processes (Levanthal & Brooks-Gunn, 2000) and the increased risk of
maladaptive outcomes (Barnett, 2008; Grant et al., 2005; McLoyd, 1998). The risk for
disruption in the emotional processes can occur in many different waysufibr ip high-
risk contexts (e.g., safety, exposure to violence, transitions in living). Thus, the e&posur
to chronic strains in the life of youth can impact one’s emotional well-beindnBuc
Mezzacappa, and Beardslee (2003) examined characteristic of rggliémiiving in
poverty. The diverse sample of youth (36% African American, 35% Caucasiargtednsi
of eight to 17 year olds from high-risk communities. This study found that youth in the
resilient group demonstrated better anger management and were unlikely to lagh out a
were not seen as volatile as youth in the non-resilient group. Further, sedfticegwas
the most powerful predictor of resilient youth after controlling for sevehnairot

explanatory variables. Self-regulation explained additional variance beyondiagve
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intelligence, self-esteem and parental monitoring. These findings $ulggiethe ability
to manage anger within a context of high risk for emotional disruption is important to
promoting resilience in youth. However, much of the emotion regulation research has
focused on younger children (Yap et al., 2007) and not much is known about the
socialization of anger regulation in low-income urban samples despite the incisksed r
for psychosocial and emotional problems (Barnett, 2008; Grant et al., 2005; Leventhal &
Brooks-Gunn, 2000; McLoyd, 1998; Morris et al., 2007).

Boxer et al. (2008) conducted an earlier study that consisted of three samples
from different parts of the United States, including one sample that had parsdioanmt
the same community as the current study. In the Boxer et al. study, thespgadi
were 35 predominately Black youth with a mean age of 10.5. Findings showed that
participants in the study were exposed to high levels of violence and highHsrdkve
violence were associated with increased emotional symptoms (sadnesgand a
Specifically, the study found that 90% of the youth reported witnessing a viotlent ac
the last year, 74% witnessed a beating, 30% witnessed a shooting, and 23% avénesse
stabbing. Boxer et al.’s findings are consistent with the empirical supporttliiien
and youth from high-risk neighborhoods are at risk for disruption in emotional processes
(see table 1; Brody & Ge, 2001; Levanthal & Brooks-Gunn, 2000; Silk et al., 2007,
Spano, Vazsonyi, & Bolland, 2008).

Reports of exposure to violence by youth from the Boxer et al. (2008) study is
consistent with reports of the current study in that most of the children reportedjhea
guns being shot at least once (65, 81%) while 25 (30%) of the children reported hearing

guns shot many times. Approximately 32% of the children reported seeing soge¢one
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shot and 38% reported seeing someone get stabbed. In addition 57% (48) of the children
reported hearing people talk about bringing weapons to school and have seen other kids
with guns or knives at school. Further, about 78% (64) of the children reported seeing
someone get beaten up while sixty-three (75%) children reported being hit or pushed
themselves. Finally, fifty-three (63%) children reported seeing garnbeir
neighborhood. Youth from this sample are placed at higher risk for emotional disruption.

The purpose of this study to examine family processes (family system qualities
and parent behavior) and youth emotion regulation, specifically anger regulaithin
an understudied sample that may be at particular risk for emotional problems.
Specifically, this study will examine the association between peoospaf overall
family qualities and specific parenting behaviors in relation to exposure emgebnd
anger regulation in two ways. First, a theoretical model will be tested through pat
analysis that examines direct and indirect effects including a tesgfoficance of
indirect effects that would suggest mediation. Second, perceptions of parental support
and supervision will be examined as potential moderators of the assobetiizeen
perceptions of family qualities and anger regulation.

Theoretical Foundations

General systems theory stresses the importance of the dynamonstlgt
between families and the broader context in relation to individual development (Cox &
Paley, 2003). Interactions within family systems and family subsystems farent-
child dyads) are embedded in the greater context that has potential to altgr fami
processes. Consequently, it is important to acknowledge and discuss the greater conte

in which families interact when examining family processes and emotiafaten
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(Raver, 2004). Therefore, specific aspects of both family qualities and pgrenti
behaviors may be particular important to youth development in low income and high risk
neighborhoods. Economically disadvantaged neighborhoods are associated with multiple
risks to the emotional development of children and adolescents and processes within
family systems provide an important context that can protect youth from eggosur
violence and provide an important source of support (Barnett, 2008; Brody & Ge, 2001,
Silk et al., 2007; Spano et al., 2008). Thus, understanding family processes in relation to
emotion regulation within low income neighborhoods may be particularly important for
youth emotional well being.

General systems theory applications to families emphasize how farstignsy
develop gualities that characterize regular patterns of interactiomwhthisystem as a
whole (Whitchurch & Constantine, 1993). In turn, family system qualities provide a
context for understanding parent-youth interactions (Kuczynski, 2003). Therefuoilg, fa
processes, both family system qualities and parent-child dyadic relationstvipsas
important contexts for aspects of youth emotional development (Cromwell &&ete
1983). However, much of the previous research in emotion regulation has examined
parental behaviors on a dyadic level, neglecting family system quadlitiesntrast,
family systems perspectives emphasize the importance of examiniaglgaron both
the systems and dyadic level because of the distinct nature of each withindgsteiyns
(Henry, 1994). Further, systemic views posit that family systems are cosgual
entities involving interrelationships among members of the system throubnsthips
that constitute the whole (Peterson, 2005). Thus, family systems are composed of

subsystems, including parent-child dyads that operate distinctly but are eshtoeahd
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combine to produce the whole. Therefore, it is important to assess the unique qualities of
subsystems and the overall characteristics of the family systems mmoattain a
broader perspective (Cromwell & Peterson, 1983).

Cox and Paley (2003) highlight the general systems concept of wholeness as
moving research beyond the focus of the parent-child relationship to the overll fami
system. Barber and Beuhler (1996) identified the importance for futwarobsto
examine family properties and specific dyadic interactions in a famibyreview on
development in the family, Parke (2004) highlighted the importance of analysis to
include overall family characteristics and each subsystem within ttersys order to
understand the family. Johnson (2001) found that parenting observed between one child
and one parent was not consistent with parenting when both parents were present. This
study suggests the interdependence of the parent-child dyad with othetesmlssyghin
the family. Johnson indicated the importance of studying the dyadic relationshe of
parent and child within the whole family level. Other research has found similsroé
on the parent-child relationships from additional subsystems such as siblingaafluen
marital conflict and the individual subsystem of a parent with symptoms of depress
(Feinberg et al., 2005; Smetana, Campione-Barr, & Metzger, 2006). Therefore, the
proposed study utilizes the family systems perspectives to examine twetsasdamily
processes, the family system qualitesl parenting behaviors, in relation to youth
exposure to violence and the socialization of emotion regulation in youth.

In addition to family systems perspectives, functionalistic views of emoti
regulation are useful in understanding how family factors relate to youthagmoti

regulation. Functionalistic views of emotion emphasize understanding the pnaitess
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the context and the relational nature of emotions (Campos et al., 1994). The
functionalistic approach advocates for examining the interaction betniegpersonal
andinterpersonal process in relation to managing emotions. The nature of family
interactions provides an interpersonal process for which emotion is elicited. Thus
emotion regulation includes the ability to manage emotions in ways appropriate to
different family contexts or relationships (Eisenberg & Morris, 2002). Toexre
managing emotions includes internal and external processes that interaettécthe
socialization of emotion regulation (Thompson, 1991). Thus, the family systemegualiti
and parent child relationships provide contexts in which interactions occur thahbave t
ability to promote or inhibit emotion regulation. Thompson further believed that the
development of emotion regulation was particularly important during the toemtat
early adolescence as children develop a personal theory of emotions. Sirfitar t
functionalistic view of emotion regulation, Gottman et al. (1997) emphasized the
importance of interpersonal relationships in regards to emotion regulatioddfemi
childhood and adolescence.

Further, the subjective experience of emotions elicited in family relaimns
may create a context for which youth implement ways to manage thian{iBisenberg
& Morris, 2002). Becvar and Becvar (1999) emphasize how individuals create subjective
realities based upon their perceptions of family systems and respond to thedessubjec
realities. Self-report measures of youth emotion regulation provide infomettout an
individual's cognitive experience of how one manages emotions (Eisenberg & Morris
2002). Thus, the youth perception of the nature of family relationships may create a

reality in which emotions are elicited and provide a framework of how youth régort t
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managing of emotions. The perception of each family member may provide different
information based one’s own constructed reality. This study examines yoytkegiess
and acknowledges that it only constitutes one perspective of many important pegspect
on families. Because the focus of this study is on understanding youth redbds of
own emotional regulation, the present study requires consideration of the subjective
reality that youth hold regarding family functioning and parenting behaviors
Family Processes and Emotion Regulation
The youth perception of the nature of the family system and parent behaviors

provides a framework for how emotions are elicited and regulated. Emotionaesl eli
by one’s interpretation of the significance of an event or interaction and irhpact t
regulatory process that is chosen to modulate the emotion (Campos, Frankel, & Camras
2004). Thus, the youth perception of overall family qualities and parenting behaviors
towards them provide a context for which emotions are regulated. Further, thatiparce
of overall family system qualities provide a context in which parenting behariers
perceived and likely contribute to youth appraisal of the parenting behaviors and
implementation of ways to manage emotions. Overall, the family processes provide a
external process that provides social signals and rules that have the pateuiarn
the generation and regulation of many emotions (Campos et al.).
Overall Family Systems Qualities and Emotion Regulation

The early adolescent stage of family life is characterized as artdmstiween the
search for autonomy and independence while maintaining connected to the famédy (Ca
& McGoldrick, 1999). Although the emergence into adolescence is characterized by

seeking independence from ones’ parents, the family context continues torghape t

50



socialization of emotional development and maintaining connection remains important
(Lunkheimeir, Shields, & Cortina, 2007). Further, Morris et al. (2007) identified the
family climate, which is characterized by the many family irdéoas and processes, as
important in the socialization of emotion regulation. Although aspects of the/famil
climate hold promise for explaining the development of regulating emotionsjgrere
need for further research to examine this interaction. Brody and Ge (2001f)adehe
family processes in high-risk neighborhoods as particularly important ireggifation

of youth. Yet, much of the research of emotional wellbeing in disadvantaged sontext
focused on maternal parenting behavior where expansion to family processes is
particularly important (Barnett, 2008). Family system qualities may heided as an
aspect of the family climate and has been associated with the emobamabnents of
youth development (Olson, 1991). For example, several studies found an inverse
relationship between family cohesion and depression in youth (Carbonell, Reighertz
Glaconia, 1998; Hoffmann, Baldwin, & Cerbone, 2003; Jewell & Stark, 2003;
McKeown, Garrison, Jackson, Cuffe, Addy, & Waller; 1997).

One important approach to understanding family system qualities is to consider
overall family cohesion and family adaptability as key components (Olson, Fagiily
cohesiorrefers to the closeness or bonding of family members within the system and the
degree in which family members are separated. The perception of connection and
closeness in the family provides a framework that is conducive to healthy youth
development and effective family functioning (Olson, Sprenkle, & Russell, 1979). Thus,
family cohesion creates a context to serve as a foundation for developing afsesif

apart from the family and provides an emotionally solid context for which youthgmana
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emotions (Henry, 1994). Classical approaches to family systems proposed that
understanding family functioning requires examining the underlying emopooegsses

and emphasized counterbalancing forces of family togetherness and indiyidualit
(Bowen, 1978). However, further research is needed to explore the relationship between
family connectivity and emotional processes in the family (Miller, Araler& Keala

2004). There is some empirical support for the idea that the inability to establish
connections with the family may lead to poor emotion regulation and increase the
likelihood of externalizing or internalizing problems (Morris et al., 2007). Furifegy et

al., (2007) found low levels of family cohesion were associated with low levels of
emotion regulation.

Another overall family system quality, family adaptability describesability of
family systems to change and adapt according to developmental stress amd thainig
common in youth (Olson et al., 1979). Olson (1991) deffagdly adaptabilityas “the
ability of a marital or family system to change its power structure retd¢ionships, and
relationship rules in response to situational and developmental stress” (p. 1)isTnere
large amount of change and development that occurs in youth and the ability of the
family to adapt to these changes are important for youth emotional development.
Families that have difficulty adapting to the developmental changes during the
emergence to early adolescence and adjust family roles and relatiorsioimbragly
may be vulnerable for youth maladaptive emotional coping skills (Olson & Gorrall
2003). The emergence into youth in disadvantaged neighborhoods may introduce
additional changes needed in the family structure in order to adapt to the paairal r

this context. Further, family systems that are unable to adapt according to the
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developmental needs of the context and provide unpredictable climate increasedhe r
emotional reactivity in children (Morris et al., 2007). The predictability of fasystems
in disadvantaged neighborhoods is particularly important since youth internalize and
integrate characteristics of the surrounding in which they live (Brodly,et994).
Further, the inability to adapt to the disruption in stability in familiesedl&d the
emergence into youth has the tendency to sabotage children’s’ sense of emotional
security yielding maladaptive coping strategies (Davies & Cummings, 19&g@dRipon
these ideas, perceptions of youth family adaptability can be expected tathelyos
associated with youth reports of anger regulation.
Parenting Behaviors and Emotion Regulation

The nature of parent-child dyadic interactions provides a prominent way in which
emotion regulation is socialized in youth (Garber, Braafladt, & Weiss, 198&nlkerg et
al., 2001). There are many ways in which parents socialize their childrerotioem
regulation (see Morris et al., 2007 for comprehensive discussion). One prominent
approach is to examine specific parental behaviors such as parental respasisivenes
(supportive, warm, nurturing parental behaviors) and demandingness (control,
monitoring, punitiveness, love withdrawal, and psychological and behavioral control;
Maccoby & Martin, 1993; Peterson & Hann, 1999). Among specific parenting qualities,
Loeber and Stouthamer-Loeber (1986) identify parental warmth (i.e., support or
responsiveness) and parental monitoring/supervision (i.e., demandingness) amnimport
to the socialization of youth.

Responsive parenting involves warm, nurturing, and supportive behaviors that are

associated with a range of positive outcomes for children (see Petersaan& 1999 for
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a review). In particular, aspects of responsiveness such as parentdt veappbort, and
sympathy have been shown to be important to the development of components of
emotion regulation (Eisenberg et al., 2001; Hardy, Power, & Jaedicke, 1993; Kliewer,
Fearnow, & Miller, 1996)Parental supportan be defined as warm parental behaviors
such as physical affection, encouragement, praising and spending quality tinyeuwtit
(Henry, 1994; Peterson, 2005). Throughout parenting literature, encouragement,
nurturing and accepting behavior has consistently been shown to be associated with
positive social and emotional outcomes in youth (Loeber, & Stouthamer-Loeber;
Maccoby & Martin, 1993). Further, high levels of supportive parenting behaviors have
been shown to mitigate the associations between neighborhood disadvantage variables
and youth behavior problems, psychological distress, self regulation and emotional
development (Brody & Ge, 2001; Natsuaki et al., 2007; Pettit, Bates, & Dodge, 1997;
Simons, Johnson, Beaman, Conger, & Whitebeck, 1996).

Early adolescents’ perceptions of parental support are particularly important
because of the challenges of addressing negative emotions and managiegange of
emotions (Klimes-Dougan et al., 2007). Low parental support is associated with poorer
emotion regulation (Yap et al., 2007) while high parental support has been associated
with higher levels of youth emotion regulation (Morris et al., 2007). Further, parent
support has been consistently associated with social competence in youso(Reter
2005) and youth that report higher levels of parental support report lower anxiety and
depression (Maccoby & Martin, 1993; Peterson & Hann, 1999). Parental support
provides quality interaction with children that promotes positive emotion toward tte chi

and is associated with emotion regulation (Eisenberg et al., 2001) is particularl
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important for youth in low-income urban neighborhoods (Barnett, 2008; Leventhal &
Brooks-Gunn 2000; McLoyd, 1990). There is also empirical evidence that high risk
neighborhoods may be negatively associated with perceptions of parental support due to
the elevated level of stress in the neighborhoods (Conger et al., 1993; Leventhal &
Brooks-Gunn, 2000).

Parental demandingness, or consistency in child guidance (e.g., rule enfoyjcement
accompanied by realistic expectations for children is also central to yauglopment
(Peterson, 2005), including emotion regulation (Morris et al., 2002). One important
aspect of parental demandingnessaeental supervisior the attention to and
knowledge of youth schedules, friends, and activities (Dishion & McMahon, 1998).
Parental supervision is particularly important in early adolescence leeufil® increase
in strong emotional impulses and limited ability to regulate these impulsgsefyal.,

2007).

Stattin and Kerr (2000) identified the importance of the knowledge of the parent
of the child’s activities through the divulging of information from the child. Fuythe
authors discuss the importance of labeling parental measures of knowlgdgerdal
knowledge and not parental monitoring when parents’ active efforts are not measured.
This view challenges some of the traditional approaches to measuring parenta
monitoring and identifies the measures as tapping knowledge over monitoring. Further
Stattin and Kerr highlight the importance of the adolescent point of view and peancepti
of parental supervision as being particularly important. Therefore, thextatuely
focuses on the youth reportspaErental supervision othe whereabouts and activities of

youth rather than the behavioral efforts of parents to control or monitor the whet®a
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Further, supervision of children’ activities appears to decrease as theyedanter
early adolescence (Spano et al., 2008). Thus, the lack of parental supervision may
provide a context that lacks external processes that socialize the reguidtion a
modulation of emotions in early adolescence (Buckner et al., 2003). Further, low-income
neighborhoods provide exposure to risk outside of the families that impact emotional
development (Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 2000). Parental knowledge has been shown to
decrease exposure to stressors in early adolescence that are ddttingntdional
development (Rankin & Quane, 2002; Spano et al., 2008) and is associated with more
favorable emotional regulation despite high-risk contextual factors (Buekag, 2003).

On the contrary, the lack of parental supervision may be associated with thephat

forms of emotion regulation and provide further insight into the socialization of youth
emotion regulation. Further, the empirical link between parental supervision and
exposure to violence provides additional protective processes to emotional disruption for
youth in high-risk situations (Boxer et al., 2008).

Overall family qualities and parenting behaviors are particularly importa
sources of emotional support for youth in a low income, high-risk neighborhoods (Brody
et al., 2001; Natsuaki et al., 2007). However, there is a greater need to understand family
processes within low income and diverse contexts (Barnet, 2008; Brody & Ge, 2003).
Thus, it is important to understand the socialization of emotion regulation of youth and in
particularly youth from low income urban samples yet little is known about thk/fam

processes and self regulation in this sample (Brody & Ge, 2001).
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Overall Family Systems Qualities and Parenting Behaviors

Both parents’ interactions with youths and overall family system qualiges ar
conceptually related, however, very little research has examined thesadies (Henry,
Robinson, Neal, & Huey, 2006). In addition, both overall family system qualities and
parenting behaviors are important in youth development. Further, Henry et al. found tha
youth perceptions of parental support and monitoring differentiated youth perceptions of
the types of overall family system qualities. Specifically, youth ingtudy that saw
their families as balanced families, or interacting using healttgyjd®f cohesion and
adaptability reported higher levels of parental support and higher levels ofgbarent
monitoring. Thus, it is plausible that the overall family climate may providmeext in
which particular parenting behaviors are implemented. This finding is consistient w
previous findings that increased levels of parental support are associatedytth hi
levels of family cohesion (Barber & Beuhler, 1996; Olson & Gorrall, 2006). Further, the
conceptualization of the overall family system qualities, as a contextiohwpecific
parenting behaviors are implemented is similar to a model of parentingasydes
“constellation of attitudes that creates an emotional climate in whichtpay&ehaviors
are expressed” (Darling, & Steinberg, pp. 488; 1993). Thus, youth perceptions oflparenta
behaviors may occur within the larger contexts of perceptions of overall farsignss
gualities. Thus, empirical and theoretical support suggest a associationrbeses|
family system qualities and specific parenting behaviors yet not much is known on how
these variables interact or relate in regards to emotion regulation in youth.

Further, Olson and Gorrall (2003) proposed that balanced family functioning

types tend to utilize more democratic approaches to discipline and positive apgpitoache
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parenting. Also, Olson and Gorrall (2006) discussed a conceptual model of the
association between Baumrind’s (1991) parenting styles and overall faméynsys
gualities. Valiente, Lemery-Chalfant, and Reiser (2007) tested a mode pdrenting
behaviors mediated the association between family chaos and an aspeatia@i em
regulation. The findings indicated that a high level of family chaos predictiei@is of
positive parenting behaviors towards emotions, which predicts low levels ofiéffort
control. These findings are consistent with evidence that parents in chaoticdwngs
use parenting behaviors that promote healthy emotional development (Evans/IMaxwe
& Hart, 1999). Valiente et al., point out the importance of the association betwagn fam
environment and proximal factors of parenting when examining the socialization of
emotion in children. Therefore, there is some conceptual and empirical evidahce t
suggest associations between aspects of parenting and family furgtioonvever
further research is needed to explore these associations (Henry, Sager, & F200&.
Due to the need for further research in the associations between overail famil
qualities and parental behaviors and some theoretical and empirical support of the
interaction and association between the two constructs, this study walirexparenting
behaviors as moderators and mediators in relation to family qualities and-@mgation
(Evans et al., 1999; Valiente et al., 2007). Barber, Stolz, and Olsen (2005) utilized a
similar approach to disentangle father and mother behaviors and explore which
explanation was best supported through mediation and moderation analysis. Thus the
nature of the association between family quality variables may di¢farding to the
level of parenting behavior. For example, family adaptability may be as=tevih

anger regulation only when there is high support from the parent. It is important to note
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that although the nature of parent-child interactions and the family systeitregLake
interconnected, the systemic notion of emergence (the whole is greatdrdlsam of its
parts) suggests the distinct nature of parent-child subsystems and ilgesyastems as a
whole (Whitechurch & Constantine, 1993).
Gender Differences

Substantial research establishes the need to examine gender differences in the
socialization of emotion regulation (see Brody & Hall, 2000 for a reviear)ekample,
Chaplin, Cole, and Zahn-Waxler (2005) found that in relation to emotional
expressiveness, boys exhibited more anger and girls demonstrated meiy ark
sadness. Further, the way in which emotion regulation is socialized can beatiteibat
specific gender expectations and goals of the parents. Casey (1993) found tiat pare
emphasized the inhibition of sadness for boys and anger for girls. There igidése
that fathers and mothers interact with boys and girls in different waysg@asZzeman,
& Perry-Parrish, 2007). Therefore, boys and girls utilize different emagigulation
depending on the social environment. Cassano et al. found that fathers tend to minimize
sadness behavior and mothers utilize encouragement and problem solving techniques.
Therefore, there is an ample amount of literature that suggests the impatazaking
gender differences into account when examining the association betwesgnviamaibles
and emotion regulation.
Theoretical Model and Conceptual Hypotheses

Based on the theory and research presented above, a theoretical model of how
youth perceptions of overall family system qualities and parenting behasfates to

exposure to violence and youth anger regulation is examined in order to test mnalifrect
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direct effects (see Figure 1). Specific hypotheses in regards to ypotisraclude: (a)
family cohesion and adaptability will be positively associated with bo#mnpalrsupport
and parental supervision, (b) family cohesion and adaptability will be pogitivel
associated with both anger regulation and negatively associated with exfmsur
violence, (c) family cohesion and adaptability will be indirectly assatatth
regulation through a positive association with both parental support and parental
supervision, (d) parental supervision and parental support will be negativelyatesgoci
with reports of exposure to violence, (e) family cohesion and adaptabilitipewill
indirectly associated with exposure to violence through parental supervision eanthpar
support. In addition, gender differences were explored in this model because past
research suggests potential socialization differences according to.gémdexample,
research shows that boys exhibited more anger than girls (Chaplin, Cole, &\Zadher,
2005) and parents emphasized the inhibition of anger for girls (Casey, 1993).

In addition, perceptions of parental support and supervision will be examined as
moderators of the association between perceptions of each overall famity qual
(cohesion and adaptability) and perception of specific parenting behaviors (suygport a
supervision) in relation to emotion regulation during youth. Because of the empirical
support for some interaction between family qualities and parental behaviors anddhe ne
for further research to explore this association, perception of parental drshavi be
examined as moderators of the association between perception of famiigsaald
emotion regulation. Specific hypotheses follow: (e) perception of parental supibort w
moderate the association between perception of overall family quéitlession and

adaptability and youth emotion regulation (f) perceptions of parental supervision wil
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moderate the association between overall family qualities and youtioamegulation.
Methodology

This study is part of the Family and Youth Development Project (FYDP)

conducted by Dr. Amanda Sheffield Morris, principal investigator, and her ceseam.

As project coordinator and co-principal investigator, | was a part of seareh design,

data collection, and data entry. | was responsible for data preparation andambbys
Family and Youth Development Project, funded by the Oklahoma Agricultural
Experiment Station (OEAS), utilizes a survey design with a convenience safnypleth

and their parents to investigate how family and youth factors are d@sslowigh selected
aspects of youth development. Data collection occurred in the spring of 2008 and the fall
of 2008 through two separate Boys and Girls Clubs in a large city in the southern United
States. Children and families were notified through flyers and the Boys dadC(iip
personnel that a local university is conducting research and participationstudlyds
completely voluntary. Parents and children were informed that the aim of thesstody i
better understand family factors and conflict resolution.

The Boys and Girls Clubs are located in disadvantaged neighborhoods and reach
out to at-risk youth and families. Therefore, the sample consists of youth fromidkg
neighborhoods that reside in low-income families.

Participants

Children ages seven to 15 and their parents was the target of the FYDP involving
data collection at one site at a time. Parents with children in this age gremwtrd
to participate in the study. Although data collection occurred through the BdySids

Clubs, regular attendance at the club was not mandatory for participation. Enerevwy
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nights at each site that data collection occurred. The participants areceXjoeoe
diverse in ethnicity with a large proportion of African American participamis ngside
in low-income areas.

This study utilized a survey design to test the theoretical model usstggxi
self-report measures to examine youth reports of family functioning, pagéehaviors,
and emotion regulation. Parental reports of family functioning were ateotaimed as
part of the larger study but will not be used in the proposed study due to an emphasis
upon understanding youth subjective realities. Interactions within particuntaly f
systems are perceived differently by each family member who constngtsown
subjective reality, which in turn elicits behavior based on these perceptionstudyss
particularly focused on the youth subjective experience of managing emotietetionr
to perceptions of family processes that serve as an important context faraiot
development (Eisenberg & Morris, 2002). Further, youth were allowed to define one’s
family and report according to one’s own definition of family. This is consistehttiae
need to allow for broader definitions of family in diverse contexts (Barnett, 2008) and
allowed for youth to report on the overall family system and specific paoetit-y

subsystem.
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Measurement

Table 4

Summary of Measures

Variable Measure # of Format Score Range  alpha References
Items For alpha
Family cohesion  Cohesion Subscale of 16 Likert- 1(low)to5 .82t0.87 (Henryet
the Family type (high) al., 1996;
Adaptability and Olson et al.,
Cohesion Evaluation 1992)
Scales Il (FACES II,
Olson et al., 1992)
Family Adaptability Subscale 14 Likert- 1 (low) to 5 .76t0.78 (Henryet
adaptability of the Family type (high) al., 1996;
Adaptability and Olson et al.,
Cohesion Evaluation 1992)
Scales Il (FACES II,
Olson et al., 1992)
Parental support  Positive Parenting 6 Likert- 1(low)to5 .76 (Frick et al.,
Subscale of the type (high) 1999;
Alabama Parenting Shelton et
Questionnaire (APQ; al., 1996)
Frick, 1991; Shelton,
Frick, & Wootton,
1996)
Parental Poor Monitoring 10 Likert- 1 (low .72t0 .78 (Frick et al.,
supervision /Supervision Subscale type supervision ) 1999;
of Alabama Parenting to 5 (high Magoon, &
Questionnaire (APQ; supervision) Ingersoll,
Frick, 1991; Shelton, *reversed 2005;
Frick, & Wootton, scored Shelton et
1996) al., 1996)
Emotion Anger subscale score 4 Likert- 1(low)to 3 .70-.80 Zeman et
regulation on the Children’s type (high) al., 2001;
Anger Management Shipman et
Scale (CAMS ; Zeman al., 2000
et al,, 2001)
Exposure to (Richters et al., 1993 20 Likert- 1(Never) to .86 Boxer et al.,
violence Things | Have Seen type 4 (many 2008
and Heard Scale & times)

Aggression Scale
(Boxer et al., 2003)
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Emotion regulationTheChildren’s Anger Management Scal@@AMS; Zeman,
Shipman, & Penza-Clyve, 2001) were used to assess youth emotion regulation. The
CAMS is a 11-item anger scale in which children respond on a 3-point Likerstgbe:

1 =hardly ever 2 =sometimesand 3 =often The emotional regulation (4 items-anger)
subscales was used from CAMS. The emotional regulation coping subscale, olitthe abi

to cope with anger through constructive control of emotional behavior (e.g., “When | a
feeling mad, | control my temper”) will was used for anger (4 itents).Mean scores

will be calculated to attain a score anger regulation. Initialbiityacoefficients have

been reported as ranging from .70 to .80 for anger emotion regulation coping (Shipman et
al., 2000; Zeman et al.). Further, construct validity has been establishedianrela
self-report measures of anger and sadness regulation and internalizingeandlizing
outcomes (Zeman et al.).

Overall family system qualitie$he two subscales of the 30-item self-report
Likert-type Family Adaptability and Cohesion Evaluation Scale@ACES II; Olson et
al., 1992) were used to assess youth perceptions of family functioning. Spegcificall
perceptions of family cohesion subscale (16 items) and family adaptshitisgale (14
items) were used. Sample items follow: (a) “Family members fesécto people
outside the family than to other family members” (cohesion), and (b) “When problems
arise, we compromise” (adaptability). Response choices ranged fratrdngly
disagreeto 5 =strongly agreeon a Likert type scale. The adaptability and cohesion
subscales will be scored using the linear scoring guidelines provided by Ol$on et a
(1992). FACES Il has been shown to have good concurrent validity with the Daflas Sel

report Family Inventory which measures similar constructs (Cohesid®8 with
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cohesiony = .49 with adaptability; Hampson, Hulgus, & Beavers, 1991). Olson et al.
reported internal consistency reliability coefficients of .87 for the ¢ohesibscale and

.78 for the adaptability subscale. Further, using a sample of youth ages 13 to ¥8, Henr
Sager, and Plunkett (1996) found internal consistency reliability coeffigi@nabach’s
alphas) .82 for cohesion and .76 for adaptability.

Parenting behaviorsThe Alabama Parenting Questionnai(APQ; Frick, 1991;
Shelton, Frick, & Wootton, 1996). The APQ consist of 51 items that elicit responses on a
5-point Likert type scale: 1 Never 2 =Almost Never3 =Sometimes4 =Often and 5 =
Always Positive parenting and poor monitoring subscales of this measure will be used to
assess youth perceptions of parental support (“parents praise you for doihgawell
supervision (e.g., “home without an adult being with you”). The APQ was designed to
utilize the parent and child perspective through global reports and phone interviews.
Although there is a need for further empirical research, the availablei@hpupport
suggests good validity and internal consistency for youth reports of parental samgport
monitoring in clinical, nonclinical and international sample groups (Frick ,1299;

Magoon, & Ingersoll, 2005; Shelton et al., 1996). The mean score for each subscale will
be computed to create a parental support score. The mean score for poor parental
monitoring will be reversed coded to yield a parental monitoring score. The APQ
reported reliability score for youth reports of parental support is .76 and fotglare
monitoring is .72, respectively in a clinical sample (Frick et al., 1999) and .78 ortalr
monitoring in a diverse urban sample (Magoon & Ingersoll, 2005). Although further
research is needed to examine the reliability of parental support in a divepde,sa

initial analysis shows favorable reliability.
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Exposure to violenc&ras measured via Richters and Martinez’s (1993) 7-item
Things | Have Seen and Heard Scaldch measures seeing and hearing serious violent
and criminal behavior (e.g., | have seen someone get shot); and 1Bxp@sure to
“Low Level” Aggression Scaléoxer et al., 2003), which measures witnessing of and
victimization by less severe forms of aggression (e.g., “I have been hitlwdposkids
say mean things to me”). The two measures are based on the same 4-pointgekert ty
scale: 1 =Never 2 =Once or Twice3 =A few timesand 4 sMany times The combined
z-scores of responses to these two measures were used to calculatalaaxgasure to
violence score (range = -2.06 to 2.71; Boxer et al., 2008), which yielded a Cronbach’s
alpha of .86.

Procedure

For the overall project, the Boys and Girls Club personnel from two sepaeste sit
announced and actively recruited potential participants (both youth and parenex)do att
a meeting at the Boys and Girls Club facility. There were two sepaigiits at each site
that was available for participants to attend the meeting. In addition, BdyGids Club
personnel distributed flyers at basketball games at the center and ingthieoneood
apartments. In this meeting, parents were given additional information abotudpe s
and told that participation in the study is voluntary and that services throughybamb
Girls Club would not be affected by whether or not parents or children participated in t
study. Parents were also informed of the problem solving groups that wessl défer
students at the Boys and Girls Club. The problem solving groups consisted of a 12-week
program utilizing an adaptation of Shure’s (20DCan Problem Solve (ICPS)he

program was conducted at two Boys and Girls Clubs and focuses on the process of
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problem solving. Topics that were discussed were identifying feeling#f aihnskothers,
alternative solutions to problems and other communication skills. The problem solving
program was available to all Boys and Girls Club children ages 7 to 12 asswell
participants in the community.

Signed informed consent forms were obtained from parents for their children to
participate, as well as consent for self-participation. Upon consent, aunzstas were
distributed to parents that asked about family functioning, child emotional regulaitbn, a
parental behaviors. Child assent was also obtained and youth were asked fmsetire
emotional regulation, family functioning, and parenting. A research agsi$a read the
guestionnaires to the parents and children with several pauses and to ensure that
participants were keeping up with the pace. Further, participants were édfohat they
could terminate participation at any time during the study. Upon completion of the
guestionnaires, each child and parent was compensated $20 each for their time. Data
from the youth are proposed for this study.

Operational Hypotheses

Based upon the theoretical model, the following operational hypotheses are
proposed: (a) youth scores on both the Cohesion and Adaptability subscales of FACES I
will be positively associated with youth scores on the subscale of aggygation coping
of CAMS and negatively associated with exposure to violence (b) youth scores on both
the Cohesion and Adaptability subscales of FACES Il will be positively adedavith
youth scores on the Support and Supervision subscales of the APQ, (c) youth scores on
both the Cohesion and Adaptability subscales of FACES Il will be indirectlgiatsd

with youth reports of anger regulation and negatively associated vptsese to
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violence through youth scores on the Support and Supervision subscales of the APQ and
(d) and finally, gender differences will emerge in the model. In regards todtieration
hypotheses (e) youth scores on Supervision subscale of the APQ will moderate the
association between Cohesion and Adaptability subscales of FACES Il an8 CA
subscales of youth perception of anger regulation (f) youth scores on Support subscale of
the APQ will moderate the association between Cohesion and Adaptability sshsfcal
FACES Il and CAMS subscales of youth perception of anger regulation.
Proposed Analyses

Preliminary bivariate correlations will be examined for the initial reatdrthe
associations between the variables. Further, a series of one-way AN@NBs utilized
to test linearity of the scales and examine the need for transformati@usition, a one-
way ANOVA will be used to examine if there are differences in the meaassoarany
of the measures according to collection sites. In addition, gender differeifiaagially
be examined through the correlation matrix and further examined through a senes of
way ANOVAs. Due to the need to explore the nature of the associations betwdgn fami
qualities and parental behaviors in relation to youth emotion regulation, this study wi
employ analyses that examine mediation and moderation of parental behavioys. Thus
examining multiple explanations for how these variables interact or nelegation to
youth emotion regulation and exploring which explanation is supported by the data. Stolz
et al. (2005) utilized a similar approach to disentangle father and mother behadiors a
explore which explanation was best supported through mediation and moderation
analysis. This study will utilize path analysis and hierarchical reigre$o explore

multiple explanations for how perceptions of family qualities and parent behavates rel
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and interact in relation to youth emotion regulation and exposure to violence. First, a
theoretical model will be tested through path analysis that examinesaticetdirect
effects including a test for significance of indirect effects thaild/suggest mediation.
Second, perceptions of parental support and supervision will be examined as potential
moderators of the association between perceptions of family qualities andremot
regulation and exposure to violence.

First, path analysis will be employed to identify the significant pathwattseof
proposed theoretical model (see Figures 1). Path analysis provides an approach to
examine the tenability of a model that is based on theoretical consideeatthns
supervision (Pedhauzer, 1997). Further, path analysis allows for the decomposition of
correlations among variables as well as allowing for the examination oftteenpaf
effects of variables (Kline, 2005). Therefore, the path analysis approach prowdgs a
to examine the association between youth reports of family cohesion and dita jpiadbi
youth perceptions of parental support and supervision in relation to exposure to violence
and youth emotion regulation.

The analyses will be conductedMplus (Muthen & Muthen, 2007), a statistical
package that has the ability to test hypothesized pathways for statigjraéitance,
provide multiple model fit statistics and examine group differences. The purpthsg of
study is to test the theoretical model of how youth perceptions of family sysiaities,
parenting behaviors relate to youth reports of components of emotion regulation and
exposure to violence. Specifically, youth perceptions of family cohesion and family
adaptability will be examined as exogenous variables, each with direct@aths

perceptions of parental support and parental supervision. Paths from family cohesion and
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family adaptability also are theorized to be directly and positively edsdonith
emotion regulation and directly and negatively associated with exposure to gjaedc
indirectly associated with emotion regulation and exposure to violence throughaparent
supervision and support. The initial analysis will include all possible paths from the
family system qualities variables to the parenting variables and exposviolence and
emotion regulation. The hypothesized pathways will be examined for sigiedéi@and
multiple model fit statistics suggested by Marsh et al. (2004) will be usedetoniet
adequate fit. Further, indirect pathways will also be examined for staltisignificance
using bootstrapping iMplus (Muthen & Muthen). Bootstrapping is a statistical
procedure that calculates the upper and lower confidence limits for the inffieets of
variables. The confidence intervals are examined to determine the sigodiof a
mediator or indirect effects (Valiente al., 2007).

The statistical power that is required to complete a path analysis is afrive
to10 participants to every parameter in the model in order to examine a partidular pat
model (Kline, 2005). Thus, the estimated sample size of 80 to 90 participants would
allow for the proposed theoretical model that contains 10 pathways as well as the
bootstrapping technique to test for indirect effects. Further, previous research and a
theory will guide the trimming of the path models in order to increase stakigtwer if
needed. Due to the lack of empirical research in the proposed area, the advantdge to pat
analysis provides an opportunity to examine the pathways of family processes and
parenting behaviors in relation to emotion regulation in an understudied population

(youth in disadvantaged context). Thus, the lack of statistical power will be taken int
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account with the advantages of path analysis to test the tenability of aittz@onedel
in an area that is in need of further research (Morris et al., 2001; Pedhauzer, 1997).

Beyond the expected positive associations between adolescent reports of family
gualities and parenting behaviors and youth emotion regulation, parenting behawiors als
may moderate the associations between aspects of family qualities ame ymition
regulation and exposure to violence. Specifically, if parenting behaviors nesldra
associations between perceived family qualities and youth emotion regulatien tlee
direction or strength of the associations may be changed in the presence of highe
parental support and supervision (Baron & Kenny, 1986). Thus, four separate hierarchica
linear regressions analyses will be used to examine each perception of pareniarbe
(support and supervision) as potential moderators of the associations between youth
perceptions of each of overall family qualities (cohesion and adaptahitidyyouth
emotion regulation. In addition, parenting variables will be examined as potential
moderators in relation to exposure to violence. In preparation for the analyses, § dumm
variable was created for gender of the adolestaysE 0O; girls = 1; Cohen, Cohen,

West, & Aiken, 2003). Bivariate correlations and descriptive statisti¢bavitalculated
with variables before centering and presented in a table.

Prior to conducting the regression analyses, the predictor and proposed
moderators variables will be centered by subtracting the mean score trlommeiaidual
value (Cohen et al., 2003) from all values so that the mean will be zero. Next, two way
interaction terms will be created to allow for testing moderation. Two mayaiction
terms will be created for support (cohesion x support, adaptability x support) and

supervision (cohesion x supervision, adaptability x supervision). In each of the
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hierarchical multiple regression analyses, the family qualitieshlareand parental

behaviors will be entered in Step 1, and two way interaction terms will be entesezpi

2. When an interaction term are significant, a test of regression slopes usktéo

examine the pattern of slopes for low and high levels of parental support and supervision
(Jaccard, Wan, & Turrisi, 1990).

In sum, the nature of the associations between perceptions of family queldies
parenting behaviors will be examined through two different statistidahigaees that will
explore two different explanations of this association. Preliminanysisavill explore
gender differences in the variables of interest and path analysis andhoaidncear
regression will be utilized to examine which best explanation for this assndmt
supported in this data.

Limitations of the Proposed Study

Among limitations, this study utilizes a convenience sample and a crossaecti
design, which limits the ability to generalize to other, samples or examunes ca
association s. Thus the direction of the effects cannot be certain in a ctassate
correlation al design and findings are tentative to future research. Futesechesould
build from theoretical model in this study by utilizing longitudinal methodology with a
random sample. Nevertheless, the underrepresented sample utilized in thigastadys
that importance of initial examination of the associations between fanniables and
emotion regulation in youth. Thus, this study provides an initial investigation of the
potential association s between overall family characteristics, payéehaviors and
emotion regulation in a low-income urban sample.

Despite a strong theoretical rationale for using youth perceptions ofribbles,
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the use of youth perceptions for all of the variables will create shared metrattear
potentially inflating the likelihood of finding significant results (LoeberS®uthamer-
Loeber, 1986). There are multiple perspectives in a family system and the xityrgfle

a family system cannot be captured through a single perspective. This sliady tte
perspective of the youth and acknowledges that it is only the reality obtitie. yurther,
the measure of parenting behaviors (APQ) was designed for multiple infermiaite

this study only utilized the youth perspective. Thus, attaining only the youth perspec
only captures one perspective and represents one of many views in the fawéyer
there is empirical support for the importance of utilizing youth perspectivasndi/f
processes and youth reports have been shown to be a valid assessment of parenting
practices (Larsen & Olson, 1990; Loeber, & Stouthamer-Loeber, 1986).

Also, it is important to note that the socialization of emotion regulation in youths
is a bidirectional process and youths play an important role in the processaiPéters
Rollins, 1987). Therefore, youth who report lower emotion regulation may report less
favorable family functioning and parenting behaviors. Further, it is plausililehtha
ways in which youth manage emotions may elicit particular family interatyet, path
analysis assumes a one way, linear association between the vanab&emodel.

In addition, there are many other important factors in the socialization ofoemoti
regulation in youths. For example, peer relationships are an importamtifagtwuths
that influence the process of emotional regulation (Steinberg & Morris, 2001).
Alternatively, comparing youths in varying racial/ethnic groups, neighborhoods, regions
of the United States, or several countries would allow for the examination oéddé

based on cultural or socio-economic factors.
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The statistical power that is required to complete a path analysis and raufii-g
comparison exceeds the sample size of this study. Kline (2005) suggesiod$d010
participants to every parameter in the model in order to examine a panpatiianodel.
Further, a multi-group comparison based on gender would require an adequate sample for
each group being compared. Thus, the estimated sample size of 80-90 partiaidahts w
allow for the proposed theoretical model that contains 10 pathways as well as the
bootstrapping technique to test for indirect effects. However, the sample diee of t
current study will not have enough power to perform a multi-group analysis. Muulip-gr
analysis is used to test for significant difference in groups that ristyire the path
coefficients and could give information about gender differences in the proposed
pathways (Kline).

Despite these limitations, methodological strengths of the study exist. Pa
analysis allows for examining both family system qualities and parerdmaples within
the same research model in relation to youth emotion regulation. The resuléssbdidyi
have the potential to build on previous literature on the role of family process vaiable
the socialization of emotional regulation. Further, this study may provide unique
contributions to the field by addressing important questions and expanding on important
issues in the study of emotional regulation socialization. The systemic appooac
understanding this process allows for the researcher to examine the unique nature of
family system qualities and the association with parenting variables faigegridis study
addresses the need for further research to examine the broader context of the
development of emotional regulation (Morris et al., 2007) and for research to exaeine t

associations between family system qualities and parenting variblelesy(et al., 2006).
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Further, this study has the potential to contribute to the need for further resettieh o
process of emotional regulation in youth (Yap et al., 2007) and in disadvantaged,
minority samples (Raver, 2004).

Conceptual Definitions

Anger regulation Anger is a frequent emotion experienced in youth and the
management of these emotions in contextual appropriate ways is important to youth
wellbeing (Zeman, 1997).

Emergence Emergence is the general systems theory idea that the whole is
greater than the sum of its parts. The application to the family suggests thatsamoh
specific parenting behaviors in a family system does not equal the overdj $gstem
gualities. In other words, it is important to look the parenting behaviors on a dyaalic le
and the overall family system qualities (Montgomery & Fewer, 1988).

Emotion regulationr “The internal and external processes involved in initiating,
maintaining, and modulating the occurrence, intensity, or duration of internabfeeli
states, emotion-related physiological processes, emotion relatad yoddor behavioral
concomitants of emotion generally in the service of accomplishing one’s goal
(Eisenberg, & Morris, 2002, p. 191).

Exposure to violenceBoxer et al. (2008) defined exposure to violence as
witnessing community violence, antisocial behavior and being a victim of violence

Family cohesion Family cohesion refers to the closeness or bonding of family
members within the system and the degree in which family members areesparat

(Olson et al., 1979).
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Family adaptability- Olson (1991) defined this concept as “the ability of a marital
or family system to change its power structure, role relationships, atidnshap rules
in response to situational and developmental stress” (p. 1).

Overall family qualities The overall functioning in the family may be described
as an aspect of the family climate and has been associated with the emotional atsnpone
of development in youths (Olson, 1991).

Parental supervision Attention to and knowledge of friends, activities, and
schedules of youth utilized for guidance or monitoring (Dishion & McMahon, 1998;
Stattin & Kerr, 2000).

Parental support Positive affect through warmth, praise, encouragement and
related behaviors are examples of parental support (Henry, 1994; Peterson, 2005).

Wholeness Cox and Paley (2003) highlight the general systems concept of
wholeness as moving research beyond the focus of the parent-child relationship to

understand context and mutual influences among family subsystems.
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APPENDIX B

QUESTIONNAIRES

Children’s Anger Management Scal€@AMS; Zeman, Shipman, & Penza-Clyve, 2001)
The mean score was calculated to attain anger regulation score

Subscale items
Emotion Regulation Coping: 13, 15, 20, 22

13. When | am feeling mad, | control my temper.

15. | stay calm and keep my cool when | am feeling mad.
20. | can stop myself from losing my temper.

22. | try to calmly deal with what is making me feel mad.

Hardly Ever Sometimes Often
1) 2) 3)

O O O

Higher score means greater anger regulation coping.

Alabama Parenting Questionnair8ubscale$APQ); Frick, 1991; Shelton, et al., 1996)
The mean score for each subscale was computed to create a parental soggdrhsc
mean score for poor parental monitoring was reversed coded to yield a parental
monitoring score.

Subscale items
Positive Parenting: 7, 3, 25, 23, 18, 36
Poor Monitoring/Supervision: 29, 26, 14, 39, 41, 8, 37, 24, 32, 38

Parental Support

3. Your parents tell you that you are doing a good job.

7. Your parents reward or give something extra to you for behaving well.

18. Your parents compliment you when you have done something well.

23. Your parents praise you for behaving well.

25. Your parents hug or kiss you when you have done something well.

36. Your parents tell you that they like it when you help out around the house.
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Parental Supervision

8. You fail to leave a note or let your parents know where you are going.

14. You stay out in the evening past the time you are supposed to be home.

24. Your parents do not know the friends you are with.

26. You go out without a set time to be home.

32. Your parents get so busy that they forget where you are and what you are doing.

37. You stay out later than you are supposed to and your parents don’t know it.

38. Your parents leave the house and don't tell you where they are going.

39. You come home from school more than an hour past the time your parents expect
you to be home.

Never Almost Never Sometimes Often Always

@) (2) (3) (4) ()
0 0 0 0 0

Higher scores indicate higher parental support and higher supervision

Family Adaptability and Cohesion Evaluation Scalg$ACES II; Olson et al., 1992)
The adaptability and cohesion subscales were scored using the linear sgini@tiges
provided by Olson et al. (1992). Particular questions were reversed scoreddig m
reversed scored] and mean scores for each subscale were calculated.

Subscales items
Adaptability: 2, 14, 28 (r), 4, 16, 6, 18, 8, 20, 26, 10, 22, 12 (r), 24 (r)
Cohesion: 1, 17, 3 (r), 19 (r), 9 (r), 29 (n), 7, 23, 5, 25 (r), 11, 27, 13, 21, 15 (r), 30

Family members are supportive of each other during difficult times.

In our family, it is easy for everyone to express her/his opinion.

It is easier to discuss problems with people outside the family than with athigr f
members.

4. Each family member has input regarding major family decisions.

5. Our family gathers together in the same room.

6. Children have a say in their discipline.
7

8

9

wN e

Our family does things together.
Family members discuss problems and feel good about the solutions.
In our family, everyone goes his/her own way.

We shift household responsibilities from person to person.
11. Family members know each other’s close friends.
12. lItis hard to know what the rules are in our family.
13. Family members consult other family members on personal decisions.

14. Family members say what they want.

15. We have difficulty thinking of things to do as a family.

16. In solving problems, the children’s suggestions are followed.
17. Family members feel very close to each other.

Discipline is fair in our family.
Family members feel closer to people outside the family than to othey famil
members.
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20.
21.
22.
23.

Our family tries new ways of dealing with problems.

Family members go along with what the family decides to do.
In our family, everyone shares responsibilities.

Family members like to spend their free time with each other.

24. ltis difficult to get a rule changed in our family.
25. Family members avoid each other at home.
26 When problems arise, we compromise.
27. We approve of each other’s friends.
28. Family members are afraid to say what is on their minds.
29. Family members pair up rather than do things as a total family.
30. Family members share interests and hobbies with each other.
Almost Never Oncein Sometimes Frequently Almost
(1) Awhile (2) (3) 4) Always (5)
0 0 0 0 0

Higher score indicate greater adaptability and greater cohesion.

Exposure to Violence/Low level aggressiBoxer, et al., 2003; Richters & Martinez,
1993)

Exposure to violence was calculated based on z-scores of these three subseés to ¢
an overall exposure to violence score (Boxer et al., 2008)

Subscales items

Witnessing Community Violence: 1, 3, 4, 5, 7, 10, 12

Witnessing Nonviolent Antisocial Behaviors: 2, 6, 8, 9, 15, 21, 22
Victimization: 13, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20

1. I have heard guns being shot.

2. | have seen drug deals.

3. | have seen someone being beaten up.
4. | have seen somebody get stabbed.

5. | have seen somebody get shot.

6. | have seen gangs in my neighborhood.

7. 1 have seen somebody pull a gun on another person.

8. I have heard other kids talk about bringing weapons to school with them.
9. | have seen other kids with guns or knives at school or in my neighborhood.
10. I have heard other kids threatening to beat someone up or hurt someone.
12. | have seen other kids get hit or pushed.

13. | have been hit or pushed by someone.

15. I have heard kids saying bad things about others behind their back.

16. Other kids have said mean things to me.

17. Other kids have kept me from joining in what they’re doing.

18. Other kids have stopped talking to me for a while.

19. Other kids have spread rumors about me.

20. Other kids have threatened to hurt me.

21. | have seen people break windows on cars or buildings on purpose.
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22. | have seen people tag or spray paint words or pictures on buildings or other places.

Never (0)

0)

Once or twice

1)

0)

A few times

(@)

0)

Many times

3)

0)

Higher scores indicate higher level of violence/aggression seen/expdrience

Demographic Questions

How old are you?

What grade are you in?

Are you a girl or a boy? (fill-in the circle)

Girl (1)

(¢}

Boy (2)

(¢}

What is your ethnicity or race?

Black/ White (2) Hispanic/ Asian (4) Other (5)
African- Latino/a (3)
American (1)
0] 0] 0] (0] (0]
Please describe:
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APPENDIX C

Institutional Review Board Approval Form
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Oklahoma State University Institutional Review Board

Date Tuesday, March 04, 2008 Protocol Expires: 11/28/2008
IRB Application HEOQ770

Proposal Title: Family and Youth Development Project

Reviewed and Expedited (Spec Pop)

Processed as: Modification

Status Recommended by Reviewer(s) ~ Approved

Principal

Investigator(s) :,

Amanda S Morris Ben Houltberg Brenda McDaniel
700 N. Greenwood 700 N. Greenwood 212 North Murray
Tulsa, OK 741060700 Tulsa, OK 74106 Stillwater, OK 74078

The requested modification to this IRB protocol has been approved. Please note that the original
expiration date of the protocol has not changed. The IRB office MUST be notified in writing when a
project is complete. Al approved projects are subject to monitoring by the IRB

The final versions of any printed recruitment, consent and assent documents bearing the IRB
approval stamp are attached to this letter. These are the versions that must be used during
the study.

<
A Tuesday, March 04, 2008
Kennison, Chair, OSU Institutional Review Board Date
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Oklahoma State University Institutional Review Board

Date Thursday, September 25, 2008 Protocol Expires:  9/24/2009
IRB Application No: HEO0770

Proposal Title: Family and Youth Development Project

Reviewed and Expedited (Spec Pop)

Processed as: Continuation

Status Recommended by Reviewer(s): Approved

Principal

Investigator(s) :

Amanda S Morris Ben Houltberg
700 N. Greenwood 700 N. Greenwood
Tulsa, OK 741060700 Tulsa, OK 74106

Approvals are valid for one calendar year, after which time a request for continuation must be
submitted. Any modifications to the research project approved by the IRB must be submitted for
approval with the advisor's signature. The IRB office MUST be notified in writing when a project is
complete. Approved projects are subject to monitoring by the IRB. Expedited and exempt projects
may be reviewed by the full Institutional Review Board.

X The final versions of any printed recruitment, consent and assent documents bearing the IRB
approval stamp are attached to this letter. These are the versions that must be used during
the study.

Signature :
[
Thursday, September 25, 2008

Shelia Kennison, Chair, Institutional Review Board Date
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