
1 

 

 

 
 

WORKING WITH THE COMMUNITY TO DEVELOP A NEW MEASURE OF 

NEIGHBORHOOD YOUTH SUPPORT 

 
A Dissertation 
Submitted to 

the Temple University Graduate Board 
 
 

in Partial Fulfillment 
of the Requirements for the Degree 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 
 

By 
Bernadette Callahan Hohl, MPH 

January, 2013 

 

 

 

 

Examining Committee Members: 

Alice J. Hausman, PhD, MPH, Committee Chair, Department of Public Health, Temple University 
Caterina Roman PhD, Department of Criminal Justice, Temple University 
Sarah Bauerle Bass, PhD, MPH, Department of Public Health, Temple University 
Eugene Komaroff, PhD, Department of Public Health, Temple University 
Joel A. Fein, MD, MPH, External Reader, The University of Pennsylvania School of Medicine at 
The Children’s Hospital of Philadelphia   



2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

© 

By  

Bernadette Callahan Hohl 

2013 

All Rights Reserved 

  



3 

 

ABSTRACT 

Despite the decline in homicide rates over the last twenty years, youth violence remains 

a significant public health issue which disproportionately affects young people of color and is 

often found at higher rates in urban, disadvantaged neighborhoods (Cooper & Smith, 2011). To 

advance prevention efforts it is important to consider factors beyond the individual such as 

neighborhood and societal factors that influence youth development. Furthermore, input on 

neighborhood level factors from members of communities that experience high rates of youth 

violence can provide unique insight into community life and culture as well as engage 

communities in prevention efforts. The purpose of this project was to demonstrate a 

measurement development process that includes community participation and through that 

process, establish a measure that captures neighborhood social processes that may influence 

youth behavior as a local urban, disadvantaged community has described them. Previous 

community based participatory research (CBPR) efforts have identified a concept “neighborhood 

youth support” as important to youth violence prevention. (Hausman et al., 2009).  Guided by 

principles of CBPR, the current study employed a mixed methods design to develop a measure 

of this concept. Results of a comprehensive review of social support concepts were used to 

identify constructs, measures and quality of the measures for the purpose of operationalizing 

“neighborhood youth support”. Next a draft instrument and instructions for the instrument 

were created. This instrument was then assessed for content validity using a participatory 

research approach that engaged a community expert panel to review, revise and approve the 

final instrument for testing in the community. The measure was piloted with a convenience 

sample of community residents (N=65) and subsequently analyzed for internal consistency 

reliability and construct validity. Eleven community members and three academic researchers 
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participated on the panel. The final measure consisted of 25 questions in five sub-scales: 

leadership, respect, intervening in negative behavior, adult presence, and active engagement in 

positive behavior. Results showed the individual scales to be internally consistent (alpha .626-

.783). Principal axis factoring concluded that three of the five scales were measuring one 

domain while two others were not as clear. Spearman correlations showed moderate to strong 

positive correlations between these scales and already established scales thought to work 

similarly as the new scales. Results showed that the measure had good internal consistency and 

behaved as predicted in comparison to previously validated measures. Moreover, it was 

established that partnering with community members in measurement development is feasible. 

This study will help to inform future participatory projects by providing community and 

academic partnerships with a process for including community voice in measurement 

development. Finally, the results of this study could help future prevention efforts by providing 

academic and community researchers with a more nuanced measurement tool and a better 

understanding of community social processes.  
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CHAPTER 1  

INTRODUCTION 

In the last thirty years, youth violence has proven to be a significant challenge to 

researchers and practitioners alike. With the spike in rates of violence in the 1980s came the 

recognition that more attention and research needed to be devoted to understanding and 

addressing the issue of youth violence. Following the public health approach, initial efforts 

focused on defining the problem and getting a sense of the scope of the problem. In the 1990s 

surveillance data showed that youth violence is a public health issue that affects minorities 

disproportionately, warranting a shift from criminal justice approaches to a prevention and 

asset based model. The Surgeon General’s Report on Youth Violence (2001) summarized the 

state of the science in the early 2000’s yet, in 2012 we still see violence in the lives of youth as a 

significant contributor to morbidity and mortality. 

Background and Significance 

Defining Youth Violence 

A uniform definition of violence is critical to produce and apply research and policy that 

can improve conditions in the future.  Still, many decades of work in the field have failed to 

produce a single definition of violence to use across the various disciplines of research, practice 

and policy. Questions of intention, actions, and outcome have made the task of defining 

violence challenging (Tolan, 2007). For the purposes of this project, violence will be defined 

broadly based on the World Health Organization’s (WHO) definition and typology: 
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The intentional use of physical force or power, threatened or actual, against oneself, 

another person, or against a group or community, that either results in or has a high 

likelihood of resulting in injury, death, psychological harm, maldevelopment or 

deprivation. (Krug, Dahlberg, Mercy, Zwi, & Lozano, 2002, p. 5) 

The WHO (2002) categorizes youth violence as a form of interpersonal violence that 

usually occurs outside of the home, between individuals who are unrelated, and who may or 

may not know each other.  Generally, researchers who study youth violence focus on people 

ages 10 to 24 years of age, however this category of violence does not exclude those younger 

(Elliott et al., 1996). 

Considering Sources of Data 

Just as definitions can vary with regard to violence and more specifically, youth violence, 

sources of data must also be considered in the discussion. Data on youth violence has been 

gathered at the local, state and federal level using official reports such as police records of arrest 

or conviction. Self-reported data is gathered from national samples in surveys as the Youth Risk 

Behavior Survey or the National Crime Victimization survey (Snyder & Sickmund, 2006). It is 

particularly important to consider the goals of the research when determining the appropriate 

source since there are implications and limitations for each. For example, official police records 

tend to reflect more severe forms of youth violence such as assaults with a weapon or homicide 

since these are instances where there is a crime committed where police are likely to be 

involved. These sources are representative of arrests and reporting. In contrast, self-reported 

data usually includes less severe actions as well as victimization rates and perspectives. 
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Behaviors may or may not be criminal, arrests may or may not have taken place as a result and 

reporting is not a factor. These data are generally more reflective of violence that is 

underreported such as dating violence and can provide valuable into behaviors that are 

otherwise hidden from official crime reports. However, because of the nature of the topic of 

violence, some surveys like the NCVS do not collect information from people younger than 12 

years old. This and other self report limitations like accuracy of responses are disadvantages to 

using survey data. Successful use of violence data requires that the problem is well defined, the 

goals of the research clearly stated and the limitations of the data sources are acknowledged.   

National Statistics 

Despite data limitations, it is necessary to rely upon formal surveillance to get an 

assessment of the severity of a health problem as well as to determine how to intervene in the 

problem. The Federal Interagency Forum on Child and Family Statistics (Federal Interagency 

Forum on Child and Family Statistics, 2009, 2012) publishes a yearly report of 41 indicators of 

child and family well-being in the United States. One way that they assess youth violence is by 

looking at the youth offending rate. The youth offending rate is the ratio of the number of 

violent crimes reported to the NCVS that involved at least one offender perceived by the victim 

to be 12–17 years of age, plus the number of homicides reported to the police that involved at 

least one juvenile offender, to the number of juveniles in the population. Violent crimes include 

aggravated assault, rape, and robbery. According to the 2009 report, rates of violent crimes 

committed by youth showed a decrease since their peak in the 1990s. Serious violent crime 

involving youth offenders was at its highest in 1993 at 26% of all serious violent crimes (Federal 

Interagency Forum on Child and Family Statistics, 2009). In 2007, 17 percent of violent crimes 
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reportedly involved a juvenile offender. The national trend in serious violent crime in the 1990s 

by juvenile offenders reflected the growth and subsequent decline in crimes committed with 

firearms (Snyder & Sickmund, 2006). Between 1994 and 2002, the number of murders involving 

a juvenile offender fell 65%, to its lowest level since 1984 (Snyder & Sickmund, 2006).  In 2007, 

the serious violent crime offending rate was 11 crimes per 1,000 juveniles ages 12–17, with a 

total of 277,000 such crimes involving juveniles. This is lower than the rate in 2005, and it is 

substantially lower than the 1993 peak rate of 52 crimes per 1,000 juveniles ages 12–17. 

(Federal Interagency Forum on Child and Family Statistics, 2009). With the exception of a slight 

increase in 2003, victimization rates for serious violent crimes have followed the same pattern 

as offending showing a decrease since their peak in 1993. In 1993, the serious violent crime 

victimization rate was 44 per 1,000 youth. In 2007 the rate was 10 per 1,000 youth accounting 

for 248, 900 total crimes (Snyder & Sickmund, 2006). While these downward trends are 

promising, surveillance data has revealed some important facts with regard to the demographics 

of youth offending and victimization.  

Trends in homicide data from 1980 to 2008 show that victims and offenders look 

significantly different than the general population (Cooper & Smith, 2011). Males, blacks, and 

persons age 24 or younger continue to be victimized at higher rates than other groups (Truman 

& Rand, 2010). Blacks were victimized at a rate that is six times higher than whites and 

offending at rates eight times higher than whites. Most offenders (90%) and victims (77%) were 

male. And people under the age of 25 made up a significant proportion of homicide victims 

(34%) and offenders (49%). In 2008, black males from 18 to 24 years-old had the highest 
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homicide victimization rate; double that of black males 25 and older and triple that of black 

males 14 to 17 years old (Cooper & Smith, 2011) . 

Youth Violence in Philadelphia 

Philadelphia experiences these problems at significantly high levels. In 2007 Philadelphia 

experienced 392 homicides at a rate of 26 per 100,000 (Hohl, 2010). Seventy-two percent of the 

homicide victims were African American men. Of the 305 homicides reported by the 

Philadelphia Police Department in 2009, 138 (45%) were victims 25 years old and younger and of 

that group, 116 were African American (Hohl, 2010). Similarly, of the 333 victims of homicide in 

Philadelphia in 2008, 155 (46%) were 25 years old and younger and 124 of those young people 

were African American. 

Youth Violence Risk Factors and Consequences 

Research suggests that there are multiple factors contributing to violence and 

aggression. Even though main effect results have shown an association between both individual 

and environmental factors and aggression in later life, researchers have come to realize that 

there is commonly an interaction effect (Dodge & Sherrill, 2007). Characteristics of the 

individual that have shown an association with later antisocial outcomes are personality and 

temperament characteristics such as fearlessness, sensation seeking, impulsivity and lack of 

control, biological factors such as birth complications and low resting heart rate, heritability, and 

genetic deficiencies. Environmental factors have also shown main effects on antisocial behavior. 

Examples of these include poverty, exposure to domestic violence, parental rejection, harsh 

discipline and maltreatment, and peer rejection (Dodge & Sherrill, 2007).  
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In a meta-analysis of research on risk and protective factors and the development of 

serious and violent juvenile offending, the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

(OJJDP) reported the most significant predictors of violent or delinquent behavior at 15 to 25 

years of age were committing general offenses and substance use for 6 to 11 year olds and 

social ties and having antisocial peers for 12 to 14 year olds (Hawkins et al., 2000) Research has 

shown that the more risk factors a person is exposed to, the greater his or her chances of 

engaging in violent behavior (Hawkins et al., 2000). 

Youth involvement in aggressive and violent behavior has significant effects on the 

youth themselves, their families and the communities in which they live (Dahlberg & Potter, 

2001). Examples of these issues include experiences of post traumatic stress, psychological 

distress, poor self-reported health, and a strain on community life (Boynton-Jarrett, Ryan, 

Berkman, & Wright, 2008; Buka, Stichick, Birdthistle, & Earls, 2001; Finkelhor, Turner, Ormrod, & 

Hamby, 2009; Fullilove et al., 1998). From a policy perspective, the consequences of community 

violence can be estimated by measuring the potential cost of medical care and loss of 

productivity projected to be billions of dollars (Corso, Mercy, Simon, Finkelstein, & Miller, 2007).  

Youth Violence Prevention Best Practices 

There has been extensive research done in an effort to determine what programs are 

effective in reducing youth violence ("Blueprints for violence prevention," 2009; Chans et al., 

2004; Dahlberg & Potter, 2001; Thornton, Craft, Dahlberg, Lynch, & Baer, 2000; Tolan & Guerra, 

1994; Weissberg, Kumpfer, & Seligman). The Report of the Surgeon General (2001) suggests that 

the best programs address both individual and environmental risk factors and focus on: 
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individual skill building, parenting, improving school climate and changing peer groups.  

Thornton et al. (2000) conducted an exhaustive literature search to identify best practices for 

youth violence prevention. Results of this review, endorsed by the Centers for Disease Control 

and Prevention, include the following four approaches: parent and family based strategies, 

home visitation strategies, social cognitive strategies, and mentoring strategies. These programs 

show the best results when multiple strategies are implemented. The goal of parent and family 

based strategies is to improve family relations. These strategies focus on training in parent skills, 

education about child development and risk factors for violent behavior, and skill building for 

communication and conflict resolution with the child. The goal of home visitation interventions 

is to bring community resources to at-risk families. These programs focus on healthcare, 

psychological support and other parent services to increase family functioning. The goal of social 

cognitive strategies is to give children skills to effectively deal with difficult social situations. 

These programs focus on didactic teaching, modeling, and role playing to teach social skills, 

conflict resolution and reinforce nonviolent norms (Thornton et al., 2000). Not only is it 

important to choose programs that have shown positive results, but quality of implementation 

must be considered in the overall approach (Dahlberg & Potter, 2001). 

Theories 

Theories – Ecological Theory of Human Development 

Social ecology models explain that multiple influences on youth behavior exist at the 

individual, family, community and societal levels (Bronfenbrenner, 2005b; Centers for Disease 

Control and Prevention National Center for Injury Prevention and Control, 2009). These models 
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have been used as a way to describe health issues and behavior, particularly those that are 

multi-determined and complex. In recent years, Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological Theory of Human 

Development has been used by organizations such as the World Health Organization and the 

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention to explore and explain risk factors for violence 

(Centers for Disease Control, 2009; Krug et al., 2002) Experts in the field have also used these 

models as a way to devise intervention and prevention programs targeting youth violence. 

Conceptualized as concentric circles beginning at the center with the person and then working 

outwards, the ecological model considers the risk factors related to youth development at each 

level and their interactions.  

Urie Bronfebrenner (1977) proposed the Ecological Model of Human Development at a 

time when, from his perspective, research in child development narrowly focused on 

observations of the child in unnatural settings. Though not the first to suggest that environment 

matters, Bronfenbrenner proposed a model that described the ecology of human development 

as,  

…the progressive, mutual accommodation between and active, growing human being 
and the changing properties of the immediate settings in which the developing person 
lives, as this process is affected by relations between these settings, and by the larger 
contexts in which the settings are embedded (Bronfenbrenner, 1979, p. 21). 

Within this definition Bronfenbrenner (1979) points out that both the person affects 

environment and the environment influences the person. Furthermore, the environment 

includes immediate and extended settings and the relationships between these settings.  
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The properties of the person are explored in terms of cognitive abilities, socioemotional, 

and motivational characteristics. While most research measures these elements in a manner 

which is “context-free”, Bronfenbrenner proposes that no personal characteristic exists or is 

influential in a vacuum. There is always interplay between these characteristics and context, or 

environment, and one cannot be defined without reference to the other.  

Bronfenbrenner envisioned the environment as a set of nested dolls. These layers, 

depicted as a set of concentric circles, are called the microsystem, mesosystem, exosystem and 

macrosystem. Starting at the center, the microsystem is the first ring outside of the individual. It 

represents settings such as home, school, work and peer groups. The mesosystem is a system of 

microsystems; for example the relationships between home, school and neighborhood peer 

groups. The exosystem includes one setting in which the person does not usually directly 

participate but still provides influence. One example of the exosystem is the relationship 

between the parent’s workplace and home. Finally, the macrosystem is a “societal blueprint” 

such as the values and norms that a society places on things. Bronfenbrenner attributes much of 

the idea of the structure of systems to his mentor, Kurt Lewin. Lewin was also responsible for 

the idea that the whole is greater than the sum of its parts. This idea explores the possibility of 

interactive effects of person and environment. However, Bronfenbrenner adds the dimension of 

time to Lewin’s theory that behavior is a function of person and environment.  

The four levels of the model that are described by the WHO (2002) are the individual, 

relationship, community and societal.  Each of these corresponds to a system as outlined by 

Bronfenbrenner’s model. The individual level, as the name implies, includes biological, 
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psychological and behavioral characteristics of the individual that increase the likelihood of 

becoming a victim or perpetrator of violence. Examples of these are birth complications, low 

resting heart rate, hyperactivity, impulsiveness, poor behavior control, low intelligence and 

attention problem. On the relationship level we observe the influence of family, friends and 

peers as a factor related to violence. Examples of family factors related to violence include poor 

parental monitoring, harsh, physical discipline, physical abuse, neglect, parent conflict, poor 

parent child attachment, low family cohesion, family structure and socioeconomic status. 

Furthermore, peer relationships become associated with violence particularly as the youth 

enters adolescence. Examples of factors involving peer relationships that are associated with 

violence are peer rejection and delinquent friends. Community level factors that have been 

associated with youth violence are living in and urban versus rural neighborhood, 

neighborhoods with high crime rates, and the presence of gangs, drugs and guns in the 

neighborhood and social capital. Finally, at the societal level, culture, norms and policies 

sometimes shape the environment in a way that influences violence. Examples of societal level 

factors are income inequality, exposure to violence in the media, and policy or political structure 

(Krug et al., 2002).  

Since its first inception and throughout its many iterations, Bronfenbrenner’s model was 

evolving to include an interaction between the person and environment, both influencing each 

other thus creating an even more complex argument for human development and subsequently 

a more complicated model for research and program development. The Bioecological Theory of 

Human Development, Bronfenbrenner’s latest evolution of his theory put forward ten  
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propositions that explain its defining properties (Bronfenbrenner, 2005b). The first seven, as 

these are most relevant to youth violence prevention research are presented here:  

1. Experience  - objective properties of the environment as well as the way in which 

these properties are subjectively experienced by the person play a significant part in human 

development. Neither of these alone is sufficient and they can operate in different directions.  

Propositions two and three expound on the objective view of environment.  

2. Proximal processes – considered the primary engines of development, proximal 

processes are regular interactions over extended periods of time in the immediate environment. 

Proximal processes are influential if they are with frequency and lasting duration 

3. Form, power, content and direction of proximal processes vary as a function of 

characteristics of the person, the environment, the outcome under consideration, and over 

time. This suggests a process-person-context-time model for research design.  

4. Intellectual, emotional, social and moral development requires participation in 

progressively more complex activities over a long period of time with a person or people with 

whom there is a mutual attachment and a commitment to the child’s well being over a lifetime. 

5.  Based on the previous proposition, internalization of this attachment motivates the 

child to engage in and explore other environments.  

6 & 7. The availability of a third person, likely of the opposite sex, who can validate the 

caregiver helps to establish and maintain the interaction and attachment between parent and 

child. Supported by studies of single parent families whose children are at higher risk of 
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developmental or behavior problems, two things were found to be important to lowered risk: 

attention that the child received from the third person and the assistance provided to the 

parent.   

These propositions help to guide hypotheses and future research involving human development. 

The following section will discuss some of the components of this model in the context of youth 

violence prevention. 

Using the Ecological Model to Target Points of Intervention. As illustrated by the 

previous discussion, youth violence prevention programs based on intrapersonal theories alone 

without considering other influences may fall short of their goal (Goodson, 2010). To address 

the multiple, complex causes for youth violence, the Ecological Model not only provides an 

opportunity to assess risk factors at various systems levels but it also provides a template for 

intervention at these varying levels of influence. The ecological model recognizes that people do 

not develop in isolation and that each level of influence, including the characteristic of the 

individual must be considered to approach violence reduction. For each level of the systems that 

influence the developing person there should be corresponding prevention or intervention 

efforts. These efforts should be built on their own supporting theories. For example, to address 

biological factors such as maternal smoking during pregnancy, birth complications or poor 

nutrition, programs like The Nurse-Family Partnership have been implemented. Programs like 

these provide home visiting nurses to high risk pregnant women during their pregnancy and 

throughout the first few years of the child’s life with the goal of improving prenatal care, 

outcomes of pregnancy and early childhood health and development. This program is grounded 
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in the theory of human ecology, human attachment, and the theory of self-efficacy. (Mihalic, 

Fagan, Irwin, Ballard, & Elliot, July 2004). Multisystemic Therapy (MST) is another intervention 

program that is based on the ecological theory and, in line with the ecological theory, provides 

comprehensive services to help to serious juvenile offenders ("Multisystemic therapy treatment 

model," 2007). The program is grounded in Bronfenbrenner’s social ecology theory and 

incorporates a range of empirically supported treatment approaches to address the multileveled 

factors that are associated with youth violence (Henggeler, 1999). Examples of these treatments 

are strategic family therapy, structural family therapy, and behavioral parent training. To 

address biological factors, psychopharmacological and psychosocial treatments are also used 

(Henggeler, 1999). The ultimate goal of MST is to empower families to build an environment, 

through the mobilization of indigenous child, family, and community resources, that promotes 

health (Mihalic et al., July 2004). Overall aims of  MST are to improve caregiver discipline 

practices, enhance family affective relations, decrease youth association with deviant peers, 

increase youth association with prosocial peers, improve youth school or vocational 

performance, engage youth in prosocial recreational outlets, and develop an indigenous support 

network of extended family, neighbors, and friends to help caregivers achieve and maintain 

such changes (Mihalic et al., July 2004). Services are delivered in the home, school, and 

community. These methods are aligned with Bronfenbrenner’s ecological model in that 

treatments target each system of influence in the natural environment. Since treatments are 

tailored to meet the needs of each family, treatments vary. This creates challenges for 

evaluation therefore; MST is evaluated through adherence to nine core principles. Evaluations of 

MST have shown reductions of 25-70% in long-term rates of rearrest, reductions of 47-64% in 
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out-of-home placements, extensive improvements in family functioning, and decreased mental 

health problems for serious juvenile offenders as demonstrated through randomized control 

trials and quasi experimental designed studies (Mihalic et al., July 2004). 

Theories – Neighborhood Disadvantage 

 One aspect of the social ecology model that has seen particular attention is found at 

the community level. This aspect is the context of the neighborhoods that experience high levels 

of violence. Neighborhood social processes such as levels of social connectedness and informal 

social control have been used to explain the connection between community structure and 

violence (Sampson, Raudenbush, & Earls, 1997).  Social Disorganization Theory has been used as 

a foundation for much of this work (Reidel & Welsh, 2008). Dating back to the 1920’s Burgess 

discussed the changes in urban growth related to organization and disorganization (Marzluff et 

al., 2008). In areas of high mobility, social control of the primary group is the weakest and this 

contributes to disorganization and delinquency (Reidel & Welsh, 2008).In their studies of 

structural disadvantage, Shaw and McKay (1942) made two assumptions; 1) people compete for 

desirable space and 2) levels of disorganization and integration vary in different communities. 

Their research showed low socioeconomic status, ethnic heterogeneity, and residential mobility 

accounted for most variation in delinquency; but not in all cases. They explained their results 

with the assertion that high urban crime rates were a result of more desirable locations 

becoming crowded & expensive, therefore residents and businesses move resulting in areas of 

high mobility, social disorganization and high delinquency and violence. Bursik and Grasmick 

(1988) modified the original theory and stated that social disorganization undermines informal 

social control in the community which in turn allows crime to occur. Sampson et al. (1997) 
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added to the science by establishing that it may be collective efficacy (ability of neighborhoods 

to realize the common values of residents and maintain effective social controls) that mediates 

the relationship between concentrated disadvantage and residential instability with violence.   

Theories – Community Based Participatory Research (CBPR) 

For years, traditional research approaches have been applied in minority, disadvantaged 

communities without consideration for the participants’ views. As a result, the mistrust, 

disconnect and in some cases fear that members of these communities feel towards research 

has contributed to underrepresentation in health related research (Corbie-Smith, Thomas, & St 

George, 2002; Corbie-Smith, Thomas, Williams, & Moody-Ayers, 1999; Scharff et al., 2010). 

Researchers recognize that underrepresentation of minority and disadvantaged populations in 

research can be attributed to historical fear and mistrust but also current access, cultural and 

societal issues that need to be addressed in order to reduce health disparities.  (Branson, Davis, 

& Butler, 2007; Robinson, 2007; Yancey, Ortega, & Kumanyika, 2006). Community Based 

Participatory Research (CBPR) has been put forth as a way to engage communities that is 

mindful of all of these barriers (Wallerstein & Duran, 2006).   

 CBPR is an approach to research that can include community input and participation in 

every step of the research process and can result in mutual benefit for both academic and 

community partners (Israel, Schulz, Parker, & Becker, 1998). CBPR adds value to traditional 

research by engaging the community, using local knowledge to understand problems and 

develop solutions to those problems and gaining community investment in process and 

products. As our understanding of the complexity of issues such as diabetes, violence, health 
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disparities and environmental health grows, this approach to research has become more 

popular with researchers focused on addressing these issues (Leff et al., 2010; Metzler et al., 

2003; Moreno, Rodríguez, Lopez, Bholat, & Dowling, 2009). Community members’ perspectives 

and unique understanding of their neighbors, their daily routines, and the resources available to 

them provide insight into how to identify needs, develop, implement, and even evaluate 

prevention and intervention programs.  

Experts in the field of CBPR have developed key principals to use to guide a participatory 

approach to research (Israel et al., 1998). Those principals are as follows: CBPR… 

1. Acknowledges community as a unit of identity.  
2. Begins with and builds on strengths and resources within the community.  
3. Promotes collaborative, equitable partnership in all aspects of the research, involving an 

empowering and power-sharing process.  
4. Facilitates co-learning and capacity building among all partners involved.  
5. Combines and creates a balance between research and action for the mutual benefit of 

all partners.  
6. Focuses on local relevance of public health problems and ecological approaches that 

address the multiple determinants of health and disease. 
7. Facilitates system development through a cyclical and iterative process.  
8. Disseminates results to all partners and involves them in the dissemination process.  
9. Promotes a long-term process and commitment. (pp. 178-180) 

CBPR maximizes the strengths of formally trained researchers as well as the community 

members whose strengths lie in their unique knowledge of their community’s culture. There are 

various ways in which community can be active participants throughout the formal research 

process. From identification of priority issues (ensuring focus on issues most relevant to the 

target population) to data analysis, interpretation and dissemination of findings (ensuring local 

social and cultural context is considered making the message that is disseminated more likely to 

be heard), community participation adds value beyond traditional efforts. More specifically, 
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examples of the mechanisms through which community engage in research include participation 

as ethnographers, advisors on community boards, or even evaluators of projects along with 

their academic partners.   

In an effort to advance the science and recognition of CBPR, the Agency for Healthcare 

Research and Quality (AHRQ) assessed the published literature to determine quality of research 

methodology and community involvement in CBPR research projects to date (Viswanathan& 

Hodge, 2004). Their report identified community participation, or lack thereof, in all stages of 

research including measurement, instrument design and implementation. The report 

acknowledges that there are benefits of community inclusion in this stage. For example, 

including community involvement should result in instruments that are less likely to be offensive 

or confusing to participants and produce more reliable and valid data.  Yet, as with community 

participation in various other stages of research,  this approach has the potential to be more 

time consuming for academic researchers and vulnerable to possible threats to scientific rigor 

(Viswanathan & Hodge, 2004). Furthermore, the degree and type of community participation in 

the measurement stage tends to vary significantly, again, as it does with other stages of 

research. For example, of the studies reviewed, community participation varied from pretesting 

surveys to improving clarity and validity while others used focus group results for survey design 

and still others did not included community input at all (Ammerman et al., 2003; Krieger, Song, 

Takaro, & Stout, 2000).  

Since the AHRQ report, experts have acknowledged that of the many examples of 

community involvement in various stages of research, there continue to be only few examples 
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of participation in measurement development (Schulz et al., 2005). One example, The Healthy 

Environments Partnership, is a community academic partnership that uses a CBPR approach to 

conduct research around environment and cardiovascular disease (Schulz et al., 2005). This 

partnership has included extensive participatory efforts in measurement design and 

implementation. Specifically, they included mechanisms such as steering committees, focus 

groups, survey subcommittees and pretest and discussion of surveys with community residents 

which allows for different types and degrees of participation from the community. More 

recently, Classen et al. (2010) included expert raters and focus group feedback to develop items 

and assess validity of a self-report older adult safe driving behaviors measure. This inclusion of 

expert raters from the participant perspective has been encouraged by many even outside of 

the participatory research field (Vogt, King, & King, 2004). These various opportunities allow for 

different types and degrees of participation from the community. With the goal of CBPR being 

partnerships that are inclusive at all stages, there is value in testing and reporting on adapted 

methods in areas that are less frequently included in CBPR partnerships such as measurement 

development. By continuing to develop and evaluate varied methodologies that incorporate 

community participation into traditional research such as those examples mentioned here, 

researchers further establish the value of community participation as well as provide more 

formalized means of inclusion for community participation. 

Rationale for the Current Study 

Sampson, Morenoff and Gannon-Rowley (2002) reviewed the neighborhood effects 

literature and suggested that there is a “…need for deeper focus on cultural, normative and 

collective-action perspectives that attach meaning to how residents frame their commitment to 
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places” (p. 474).  Urban, minority communities that experience high rates of poverty, 

disadvantage, and crime have provided a deeper understanding of culture, norms and context 

by conducting research projects grounded in CBPR approaches (Bridgewater et al., 2011; 

Hausman et al., 2009; Hausman, Siddons, & Becker, 2000; Leff et al., 2010; Metzler et al., 2003; 

Yonas, O'Campo, Burke, & Gielen, 2007, 2010). Recent efforts to include community 

participation in violence prevention research have led to a series of studies looking more closely 

at “indicators of success” (Baker & Hausman, 2012; Hausman, Becker, & Brawer, 2005; Hausman 

et al., 2009; McDonald et al., in press).  

Previous Research Looking at Community Specified Indicators of Success 

In the original study in this series, Hausman et al. (2009) described a process whereby 

community specified indicators of successful violence prevention were translated into 

measurable variables. This study took 40 community specified indicators of successful youth 

violence prevention, matched them to existing datasets and subsequently assessed these 

datasets for accessibility. Eighteen of the forty were matched to existing data. Some of these 

indicators that the community described are related to changes at the individual level like better 

school performance or better attendance at school while others were changes at the 

relationship level between parents, schools and youth. Still others were changes in physical and 

social characteristics of the neighborhood like cleaner streets, space for resources and increased 

civility. Through a community participatory research approach, Baker et al. (2012) and 

McDonald et al. (in press) attempted to align a few of these community concepts with existing 

measures. In a series of validation meetings that were conducted as part of the Hausman et al. 

(2009) indicator study, community participants agreed that the use of existing data helped to 
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relieve the “research burden” on the community but also expressed an interest in opportunities 

for exploring measurement for these indicators. The results of these studies demonstrated 

several things. First, there is value in community participation in the measurement process. 

Second, some of the community concepts can be operationalized through existing measures but 

not completely. Finally, additional efforts should include measures that more closely capture 

community concepts.  

One of the 40 indicators, “adults intervening for youth”, was not matched to existing 

data in the original study (Hausman et al., 2009). Hausman and Hohl (n.d.) conducted a 

secondary analysis of qualitative data from two separate studies (including the study from which 

the list of indicators was generated) on youth violence prevention for the purpose of adding 

community voice to the definition of factors and processes related to youth violence prevention. 

Results of this study provided clearer definitions of some of the 40 indicators for the purpose of 

creating new measures that ultimately can be integrated into prevention research. Details of the 

secondary analysis (including methods for each study used in the secondary analysis) and results 

have been described elsewhere and are summarized below (Hausman & Hohl, n.d.; Hausman et 

al., 2009; Hausman et al., 2000). The results of the analysis describing “adults intervening for 

youth” are also provided in greater detail.   

Secondary Analysis Study to Define Indicators.  

The two studies gathered data from participants residing in two different geographic 

areas of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. During the time period reflected by the data, both 

neighborhoods were predominately African American with more than 70% of the population 
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under 18 years of age and 26-37% of individuals in poverty. Both sections of the city 

experienced high rates of crime relative to local and national averages during the time in which 

the data were collected. Zip codes within neighborhoods experienced more than 2.5 times the 

city average of aggravated assaults (at least 2 times greater than the rate of assaults per 1000 

people for the rest of the city), and homicide rates that exceed the city’s rate of  31:100,000 

(Philadelphia Police Department, 1998 & 2006).    

2007 West/Southwest Philadelphia data. Four focus groups were conducted with 

community leaders (n=10), community residents (n=22), parents (n=3), service providers 

(defined as those people or groups that offered specific services or activities for youth in the 

target 10-to 14-year-old age group; n=11) to obtain information to develop a youth violence 

prevention program. The focus groups were held in spring, 2007 and were conducted by a 

professional facilitator in the target communities. The same professional focus group facilitator 

conducted three of the four focus groups; unforeseen circumstances led to the fourth group 

being led by a different facilitator. Both facilitators used identical discussion guides thereby 

establishing some reliability in data collection (Miles & Huberman, 1994). The focus groups were 

audio taped and transcribed.  

Participants were all adults selected both purposefully and by referral.  Questions to the 

groups included general and specific questions about youth violence and intervention design. 

One specific question asked in the context of youth violence prevention: “If changes were made 

to your community, what would it look like?” The goal of the question was to identify indicators 

of success that might be built into the evaluation (Hausman et al., 2009). 
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1998 North Philadelphia data. In-depth interviews were conducted in two zip code areas 

to plan a youth firearms violence reduction initiative (Hausman et al., 2000). Trained 

interviewers with experience in the participating neighborhoods conducted the in-depth, one 

hour interviews in the community. Signed permission was obtained for both the interview and 

audio taping of responses, and participants were paid $20. A purposive, snowball sample was 

used to meet the action orientation of the assessment which requires a balance of key 

informants across different spheres in the community (Babbie & Mouton, 2001; Ong, Humphris, 

Annett, & Rifkin, 1991). Beginning with the project’s Community Advisory Board, individuals 

selected for their leadership positions within the community, each interviewed person named 

additional people whom they knew to reflect key dimensions of the community. Thirty-three 

informants were interviewed and included community residents, including 2 young adults, and 5 

people who worked in the area. Questions were asked about community composition and 

capacity, socioeconomic and physical environment, access to services, disease and disability, 

and violence. Additional questions were asked regarding signs of successful violence prevention. 

Relevant questions included: If we implemented a successful firearms violence prevention 

project in this neighborhood, what would success look like?  How would you notice that 

success?  What would you see that is different? If you could wave a magic wand, what changes 

would you make in the area? For the primary study, many interviews were audio taped while 

others used were recorded through note-taking only.  

Secondary analysis. For the purposes of the secondary analysis, all four 2007 transcripts 

and the available twenty-one 1998 audio files were used. The two sources of data were 

reviewed together while keeping track of year and study. The analysis followed a strategy of 
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triangulation to confirm findings by hearing and seeing phenomena in a comparative framework 

and looking for consistencies or differences. The two original studies used different data 

collection methods but both studies used grounded theory approach to analyze emergent 

themes particularly around indicators of youth violence prevention program success (Creswell, 

2007). Each study had conducted member checking by presenting results to the study 

participants to confirm that the presence of a particular code in each study was an accurate 

reflection of participants’ views.   

 The indicators of program success reported in the original reports of each study were 

listed and compared for commonality between the studies, with numerous indicators, such as 

cleaner environment, reduced negative youth behaviors, increased feelings of safety and more 

supervision by other adults showing up in both studies. All available data were uploaded into 

NVivo 8, and the two authors reviewed and coded the data using both a priori codes derived 

from previous analyses and new codes for emergent themes reflecting potential mechanisms 

and social dynamics related to violence prevention.  Markers of constructs, or indicators, were 

also coded and grouped by construct. Inter-coder agreement was established by reviewing 

passages coded and refining definitions until consensus was reached (Creswell, 2009).  

 Results of the secondary analysis. Constructs and relevant indicators were described in 

depth and perceptions of pathways or mechanisms of change as revealed by respondents were 

reviewed. Overall, there was consistency over space and time in how key constructs were 

mentioned and framed within the two Philadelphia studies. Many of the indicators reflected 

typical expected outcomes of youth violence prevention efforts, such as lower incidence of 
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youth crime, reduced truancy, and an increase in residents’ perception of safety. Results 

confirmed the significance of parental involvement, employment opportunities with mentors, 

physical environment and safety as important to youth violence in urban settings. Additional 

indicators relevant to violence prevention emerged such as more people outside and polite 

interactions among neighbors. A few community level social processes such as other adults 

intervening for youth, showing kids love, and civility were described as complex, but relevant 

phenomena that are not understood as well in existing empirical literature.  

A closer look at “more adults intervening for youth”.  A major construct that pervaded 

discussions of successful youth violence prevention was that more adults would intervene in a 

positive way for youth in the community.  While parents are considered the primary adult force 

in the lives of youth, the responsibility for positive adult involvement with youth was placed on 

all community adults, not just the immediate family. This presents a somewhat different 

perspective on parenting by expanding parenting roles outside of the family to other adults in 

the community. Informants believed that some youth see adults as “evil” and are often 

uncomfortable around them.  Similarly, youth that “hang out” in the neighborhood are viewed 

as problematic, however; informants were still strong in their belief that it is the job of all 

adults’ to reach out to the youth and help them rather than expecting youth to reach out to 

adults. Furthermore, the interactions between adults and youth in the neighborhood are not 

just those that we see in the more formal “other adult” relationships described in much of the 

positive youth development literature. These relationships are characterized by less formal 

interactions that can create a neighborhood norm that generally and broadly supports youth.      
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[T]he children can’t do it by themselves. They’re not supposed to. We’re the 
adults. We’re responsible for them, no matter what. And we’re accountable. So 
count on us. But it has to be done. These are the times. (Participant #18, 2007) 

 

…it’s the informal, those everyday contacts that we are supposed to take 
something away and learn something from everybody who crosses our path. 
But in the more formal sense for these kids because they don’t - again, we’re 
talking about kids who have that low normal, that low expectation. But if they 
meet some of the people in this room and say hey, this person’s really cool and I 
can talk to them and they seem to understand where I’m coming from. Maybe 
that first interaction with that first person, that first bomb will make it so that 
it’s easier for them to reach out to other people. (Participant #5, 2007) 
 

More adults intervening for youth breaks down into three more specific relational constructs: 

more parental involvement with their children, other community adults supporting youth, and 

other community adults supporting parents (Figure 1.1).  

   

Figure 1.1 Three domains of “adults intervening for youth” 

Each of these sub-constructs describes a number of specific actions and possible outcome 

indicators. More community involvement was strongly connected to the idea that more people 

need to work together to support youth in the community, either by directly working with the 

youth or indirectly by assisting their parents. These more specific actions are described here. 

More Parental Involvement. More parental involvement was stated as a requirement for 

keeping youth away from violence and a strong element of adults intervening for youth. As 

 



26 

 

previous research has shown, parenting is critical to positive youth development and directly 

related to youth’s involvement in violence and crime (Berkman, Glass, Brissette, & Seeman, 

2000). Parents need to be more connected to their children by knowing who their friends are, 

where their children are, and details of their lives like what music they listen to. In addition to 

this more traditional parenting advice, informants described how parents need to be leaders at 

home. Importantly, they need to take initiative and be advocates for their children, initiating 

communication with schools to find out about potential problems and developing effective 

solutions.  

Other Adults Supporting Youth. Other adults supporting youth includes the role of 

community adults in monitoring youth behavior and intervening when necessary. The role that 

other community adults can play in monitoring youth behavior and providing correction, 

demonstrated in previous research as “informal social control”, emerged in community 

discussions (Elliott et al., 1996). Informants reflected back to a time when other adults could 

chastise youth without fear of repercussion from either the youth or their parents.  Yet, in 

current times, they cited fear of youth as a factor inhibiting their ability to exert any control. 

 [B]ut where it’s going wrong is that the whole community has to be responsible 
for the children…. I mean we live next door to people for 10, 15, 20 years and 
speak to them every day and we don't know them, whereas at a time, 
everybody knew everybody. Nobody had no personal business. Everybody knew 
what was going on – everybody in the community had a right to chastise. 
(Participant #8, 2007)  
 
And there a lot of the block captains, there are senior citizens, and they are very 
scared to confront teenagers that they know are doing drugs in front of their 
house or leaving their cars parked for weeks with temporary tags and won't 
move them so that they have to park their cars blocks away from their homes. 
(Participant #21, 1998) 
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 Another dimension of other adults supporting youth is when adults reach out to youth 

in a positive manner, providing tutoring, mentoring, or advocating for youth, going beyond what 

parents can do. 

[T]his child is in 9th grade and doesn’t know her times table…. I know her 
mother’s working all kinds of hours, but she didn’t mind coming to me and 
letting me tutor her and help her out with this because I’m like, you have to 
learn how to count your money…it's just that simple and if you don’t know your 
times tables you are not going to make it. (Participant #1, 2007) 

[I]f you have something that would work for that young person to say....we care 
about you and let the family know we're not here to raise your child.  We're just 
here to help you.  And you provide them with good sound foundations in terms 
of spiritual enlightenment, terms of getting good education, proper rest, proper 
nutrition, feeling good about themselves, some nice recreation, knowing where 
they come from.  You know, know their culture, and also knowing how other 
cultures live, and other people.  I think that, you know, you have a good 
community. (Participant # 19, 1998) 
 

An important element of how other adults have an influence on community youth is 

that the parents of the youth need to accept the efforts of the other adults. Hesitation over 

offering correction comes from fear of the youth themselves, but also from concern that parents 

will not receive the effort well.  

It's not ever be quiet if you know there's a group of kids around here that's in a 
gang war, and you know their parents.  You will have to sometime come out and 
speak up and say, 'your son did this.'  If it was my son, I'd want somebody to say 
it.  Tell me now…. People gotta stop being afraid to speak up. (Participant #2, 
1998)  

We don’t know our neighbors now. In the past, everyone knew everybody. 
Everybody had the right to chastise kids. Can’t do that now…..If you say 
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anything to the kid today they cuss you out, if you go to the parents they cuss 
you out. (Participant #8, 2007) 

These quotes reflect a social environment where other adults could intervene with children, and 

parents of those children would permit those other adults to correct the children as needed. 

The recollection of a past time where these processes were functioning could be a rosy memory, 

but this construct of other adults supporting youth was present across the studies. 

Other Adults Supporting Parents. A different way other community adults can support 

youth is by supporting their parents.  There was wide recognition that many parents do not have 

the emotional or physical resources to be effective parents. Even good parents are challenged 

by their youth and often can’t assume authority over them. A large part of the construct of 

adults intervening for youth included the responsibility of other community adults through 

direct interactions with their youth or supporting the parents.   

If your mother can’t get you up in the morning to go to school - when you’re 
nine years old and you’ve never set foot inside a school because your mother’s 
chasing some man down in New York, and I then end up having to call DHS 
because I know you don’t go to the school and have never been inside of a 
school. (Participant #5, 2007)  

We must address the needs of the family.  To go into those homes.  And I don't 
have a one-way fix on that.  On how can you reach that parent without insulting 
them.  But, if the change is really going to be made,… you really have to go 
inside that home and really find out what's going on.  And that could be through 
parents,… volunteer some type of incentive, you know, some kind of trust.  
Building a relationship with that parent. (Participant #19, 1998) 
 

Another important component of adults intervening for youth was the notion that other 

adults in the community can support parents to improve their own lives, making it easier to 
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support their families and be productive members of the community. This involves job skill 

training and employment opportunities.  

Helping parents get jobs is an important mechanism for helping the youth but also has 

impact of changing the individual’s attitudes and the ripple effects of that change.  

[Y]ou have people who are not able to compete in this very advanced, 
technological age.  So you have the frustration of folks who feel, and who are, 
underemployed, if employed at all.  That leads to a frustration over not being 
able to find employment, which has its residual effects in the family.  You have 
African-American men who, because this society defines manhood in part as 
being exemplified by one who is able to maintain employment, you have 
African-American men feeling 'less than men', therefore being very frustrated 
and acting out their frustrations. (Participant #22, 1998) 
 

Part of helping parents included addressing social skills and the ability to deal with 

people who are in authority positions and who can help. In both studies, informants reflected on 

how parents needed to be educated on how patience, good communication skills and manners 

can go a long way in dealing with utility companies, for example, to keep the lights on and other 

assistance.  

You can't go there with foolishness and then go and tell them about doing 
something about the street lights and all that stuff….  But you have to be on 
your p's and q's when you go in.  You have to be professional.  You can't go in 
there and just say and be all radical. (Participant #13, 1998) 

I think that it is very important that have to get more programs for the parents 
to be more literate, not just on a reading and writing basis but actually 
communicating and talking and interaction…. If we could teach the parents how, 
you know, to when you call up the [utility company], you know character goes a 
long way…sometimes you have to know how to talk to somebody who can help 
you. (Participant #14, 2007) 
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A marker of intervention success would be an increase in the number of parents who 

become effective parents, indicating that there had been some intervention on their behalf, 

either through helping them get a job, improving their ability to cope through stress reduction, 

or by adding parenting influences for their children through other adults. 

The Current Study 

Sampson, Raudenbush and Earls (1997) have demonstrated that collective efficacy 

mediates the association between residential stability and disadvantage and violence and is 

therefore an important concept in violence prevention. The community’s view of “adults 

intervening for youth” goes beyond the concept of collective efficacy and describes other social 

processes that can also prove important to violence prevention. In their research, measures of 

shared expectations for social control and social cohesion and trust are combined to create the 

construct collective efficacy. Their scale of informal social control asks residents questions about 

the likelihood that their neighbors could be counted on to take action if: children were skipping 

school and hanging out on a street corner, children were spray-painting graffiti on a local 

building, children were showing disrespect to an adult, a fight broke out in front of their house, 

and the fire station closest to home was threatened with budget cuts. These questions, in 

particular those that are “child centered” focus on adults interrupting youth delinquent 

behavior but speak little to other types of adult involvement that could function to interrupt 

involvement in violence similarly. If we are to understand how to prevent at-risk youth from 

becoming involved in violence then we have to establish appropriate measures that tap this 

richer construct expressed by the community.  
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The current study sought to develop a measure of “neighborhood youth support” 

through a participatory research process. This concept, originally referred to as “other adults 

support of youth” is one of the three concepts that emerged from the in-depth analysis of the 

community specified indicator “adults intervening for youth” (illustrated in Figure 1.1). First, 

measures that are being used in the field to assess the role of other adult support of 

neighborhood youth, more specifically how adults other than parents and family caregivers of 

youth are involved with youth in their neighborhood were identified. Comparisons between the 

community’s description and these measures were made to determine if those measures were 

reflective of the community’s view of these phenomena. In light of those findings, this study 

developed an instrument that taps the concept of “neighborhood youth support”. The measure 

is meant to assess a neighborhood level phenomenon. The measure was developed with adult 

respondents with the expectation that future studies can use the measure with a community 

sample of adults and/or older youth. Older youth were included in the development process to 

ensure that their perspective of this adult youth exchange was represented. It was essential that 

the measure continued to reflect community perspective and therefore the entire study was 

guided by community based participatory research techniques. Community members were 

integral to the process but specifically to the development and content validity testing of the 

measure. Once the measure was created, accuracy and consistency was assessed through pilot 

testing and subsequent reliability and validity testing. Results of this study are important for two 

reasons: 1) it provides a methodology for including community participation in measurement 

development that can be used in future community based participatory research projects, and 

2) it helps to inform violence prevention efforts by providing academic and community 
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researchers with a more nuanced measurement tool and a better understanding of community 

social processes from an experiential perspective.  

Specific Aims 

Goal 

The goal of this project was to establish a measure that captures neighborhood social 

processes that influence youth behavior as the local community has described them.  

Research Questions 

1. What measures exist in the empirical literature to assess neighborhood social processes 

related to “neighborhood youth support”?  

2. Do existing measures of neighborhood social processes accurately capture the 

community perspective related to “neighborhood youth support”?  

3. Can valid measures which accurately reflect community perspective of neighborhood 

youth support be developed through a community participatory process?  

Objectives 

1. Identify and assess constructs related to “neighborhood youth support” in the existing 

literature 

2. Operationalize the community’s perspective of “neighborhood youth support” 

3. Create a measure of “neighborhood youth support” that reflects community perspective 

following a community based participatory research model 
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4. Pilot a measure of “neighborhood youth support” that reflects community perspective 

to establish internal consistency reliability. 

5. Test convergent validity of a measure of “neighborhood youth support” that reflects 

community perspective  

Methodology Overview 

To answer the stated research questions, this study employed a mixed methods design 

that used both qualitative and quantitative approaches to research to both inform and 

strengthen its results. Underlying assumptions of both methods as well as those associated with 

CBPR were taken into consideration throughout the study. While mixed methods research does 

not follow one distinct pathway the proposed study began by completing a comprehensive 

literature review (Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, & Turner, 2007). The results of which were used to 

identify concepts, measures and quality of the measures for the purposes of operationalizing 

the construct of “neighborhood youth support.” Next a draft instrument and instructions for the 

instrument were created. This instrument was assessed for content validity using a two step 

approach similar to that of a modified Delphi process. First, a panel of community experts 

reviewed and revised the instrument qualitatively. Then in a separate exercise the instrument 

was assessed quantitatively. Finally, the instrument was piloted with a community sample and 

subsequently analyzed for internal consistency reliability and construct validity.  

It was expected that the study would take approximately 10 months to complete from 

the time of IRB approval. In accordance with proper conduct of research, a protocol for this 

study and all accompanying material was submitted to Temple University’s Institutional Review 



34 

 

Board (IRB). Since risk to the participants was minimal, the protocol was submitted for 

expedited review. The IRB required a full committee review and finally approved the study in 

February, 2011. Written and verbal consent procedures were followed where appropriate and 

all materials were stored in a locked file cabinet with any identifying information kept separately 

to ensure confidentiality. Packets sent and received from participants on the expert panel were 

given an identifying number and data were collected and analyzed using that number. 

Envelopes marked with names and addresses were disposed of upon receipt of the completed 

packets. Only those researchers listed on the IRB had access to the data. Data collection 

concluded in September, 2011.  

In the following section, methods and analysis plans for the proposed study are 

explained according to each objective.   

Objective #1: Identify and assess constructs related to “neighborhood youth support” in the 

existing literature 

According to Babbie (2007) “conceptualization is the refinement and specification of 

abstract concepts”(p. 133).  For the first objective, a conceptual definition of “neighborhood 

youth support” was established using the rich descriptions of the community specified indicator 

of “adults intervening with youth” illustrated by Hausman et al. (2009).  This definition included 

indicators of the concept of “neighborhood youth support” that marked the presence or 

absence of the concept. Based on this definition, the literature was thoroughly reviewed to 

capture how neighborhood phenomena related to neighborhood youth support were defined 

and measured. This review extended beyond the field of public health and efforts were made to 
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include criminal justice, behavioral psychology, and sociology literature as well as cross-cutting 

theories of social capital and positive youth development to ensure that all related concepts 

were explored. The process of selection and review of concepts was systematic, though not 

exhaustive, and the conceptual definition was informed by the findings in the literature and 

employed an iterative process of review and revision to include any relevant emergent findings. 

The review began with the identification of a few key words and all peer reviewed and grey 

literature cataloged in appropriate online databases (such as PubMed, Academic Search 

Premier, Ovid, Sage, Science Direct) searched. Results of the search were charted and inclusion 

and exclusion criteria recorded. Measures were assessed for reliability, validity and charted for 

comparison purposes (Appendix A)(McDowell & Newell, 1996).  

Objective #2: Operationalize the community’s perspective of “neighborhood youth support” 

 Babbie (2007) defines operationalization as “ the development of specific 

research procedures (operations) that will result in empirical observations representing those 

concepts in the real world” (p. 133). Results of objective 1 were used to help create a clear 

operational definition of neighborhood youth support. An operational definition specifies how a 

concept will be measured by determining the range of variation, degree of precision needed 

between the extremes of variation, the dimensions of the variable and the level of 

measurement that will be used (Babbie, 2007). The results of objective 1 provided the 

information necessary to create a table of specifications for a new instrument to be drafted. This 

was a comprehensive list of the necessary components needed to create an instrument that 

reflects the concept of “neighborhood youth support”. This table was guided by the following 

questions: Are the measures reported in the literature self-report, observed or observational? Is 
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only the adult perspective measured or are there complementary youth-focused measures? 

What is the response burden and/or feasibility of the measure as described? What is the 

appropriate number of questions needed to assess this construct in comparison to other similar 

constructs? Using the table of specifications, items from the literature review that appeared to 

match the construct of “other adults intervening for youth” were selected for the instrument. 

New items were created to fill in gaps identified in the literature. An excess of items were 

included for the instrument to ensure all aspects of the construct were accurately represented.  

Objective #3: Create a measure of “neighborhood youth support” that reflects community 

perspective following a community based participatory research model 

Based on the work of Lawshe (1975), McKenzie et al. (1999) developed a method for 

establishing content validity for health education instruments which employs both qualitative 

and quantitative techniques. The methodology, similar to that of a modified Delphi technique, 

includes: creating the initial draft of the instrument, establishing a jury of experts, completing a 

qualitative review of the instrument, and completing a quantitative review. The Delphi 

technique as described by Keeney, Hasson and Mckenna (2006) is, “…a structured process that 

uses a series of questionnaires or ‘rounds’ to gather information which are continued until 

‘group’ consensus is reached” (p. 206). The original Delphi process was developed by the RAND 

Corporation for the purpose of scientific forecasting and has since been adapted to include 

other forms such as the policy Delphi, the modified Delphi and the real time Delphi (Brown, 

1968; Keeney, Hasson, & McKenna, 2001; Sackman, 1974). Four characteristics of the Delphi 

process that make it different from other group techniques are: anonymity, iteration with 

controlled feedback, statistical group response and expert input (Goodman, 1987; Rowe, 
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Wright, & Bolger, 1991).  Generally, the process is as follows: “experts” in the area of research 

under investigation are selected and asked to participate, questionnaires are sent to experts in a 

varying number of “rounds” to solicit opinions, results of rounds are summarized and reported 

back to the experts, and consensus is reached (Sinead Keeney et al., 2001 329). The original 

technique employed four rounds and started round one with soliciting open ended responses 

with subsequent rounds employing more structured questionnaires.   

The methodology described by Mckenzie et al. (1999) was used to guide the validation 

process for the current study (Figure 1.2). 

 

Figure 1.2 Modified Delphi Process for Measurement Development  

To accommodate community participation, adaptations to the methodology were made. These 

adaptations included the use of “community experts” on the panel to ensure continued input 

from the community and the addition of two face-to-face meetings to ensure conceptual clarity 

and appropriate feedback for community participants. 

  A jury of community and academic experts was selected using a purposive sample. 

Young adults were included to reflect the perspective of targeted youth. Approximately 20 panel 

experts were invited to participate and a follow-up invitation sent that gave an overview of the 

purpose and expected outcomes of the project. Any resident of Philadelphia was eligible to 

participate in the panel however; participants were recruited primarily from West and North 
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Philadelphia through organizations active youth violence prevention and development research. 

North and West Philadelphia experience some of the highest rates of crime in the city and have 

therefore been involved in ongoing efforts to reduce (youth) violence. This is also where most of 

the preliminary research for the study was conducted.  It was expected that approximately 8 of 

the 20 panel experts would be in the 14 to 22 age range. This was to ensure that youth 

perspective was included in the process. It was also expected that the demographics of the 

participants selected for the pilot study would be similar to the demographics of North and 

West Philadelphia. Only those people who did not reside in the target areas or do not meet age 

requirements were excluded from participation in the study. 

Adult participants in the expert panel were recruited through Temple University, School 

of Medicine’s Community Ambassadors Program. Dr. Alice Hausman served as a co-director of 

the Community Engagement Core whose purpose it was to engage community members to 

open the door to productive two-way exchanges between community members and health 

educators and researchers. Under the auspices of the Community Engagement Core, the 

Community Ambassadors are key community leaders and representatives who provide insight 

and linkage with the broader community, and ensure that research will be the most community 

responsive. These Community Ambassadors have contributed to proposals to NIH and initiated 

health education and enrichment activities in the community. 

Young adult participants in the panel process were recruited through the University 

Community Collaborative of Philadelphia (UCCP). As an organization the UCCP provides a 

continuum of leadership opportunities for youth and young adults aged 14 to 23. This 
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continuum is designed to keep youth engaged at different levels, capacities and ages within the 

organization over an extended period of time, including that critical transition stage between 

high school and further education/employment. Dr. Barbara Ferman, Professor in the 

Department of Political Science at Temple University is the Director of the UCCP and agreed to 

help facilitate recruitment.  

Youth panel experts were recruited through the Philadelphia Collaborative Violence 

Prevention Center’s (PCVPC) Youth Advisory Board (YAB). PCVPC was established as an Urban 

Partnership Academic Center of Excellence (UPACE) in 2006 through a cooperative agreement 

with The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) with the goal of preventing violence 

and aggression in the lives of young people in West and Southwest Philadelphia. PCVPC is a 

partnership between four Philadelphia academic institutions, The Children's Hospital of 

Philadelphia, The University of Pennsylvania, Temple University, and Drexel University and the 

Philadelphia Area Research Community Coalition (PARCC), an umbrella community based 

organization representing various community efforts in the West Southwest area of 

Philadelphia. The YAB helps to include youth voice in PCVPC prevention efforts. It is comprised 

of 12 to 17 year old youth living in PCVPC’s target neighborhoods, specifically Haddington, 

Cobbs Creek and Kingsessing, who were recruited through intervention sites and by referral 

from Community Advisory Board (CAB) members and community leaders. Youth who participate 

on the YAB are interested in violence prevention for their communities (Vaughn et al., 2012).  

More traditional academic experts were also included in the panel to ensure 

appropriate scientific considerations were made. Academic experts were selected based on an 
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established record of research in the areas of youth violence prevention, community well-being, 

and measurement development. These experts were selected from a list of experts known to 

the study team and contacted via email with an invitation to participate.  

 First Meeting 
An initial meeting was held during which time community participants were given an 

agenda (Appendix C) and the following explained: 

• an in depth description of the tasks that needed to be completed 
• the approximate time it would take to complete the task 
• the timeframe in which they were asked to complete the tasks.  

  

After this, those individuals who agreed to participate on the panel were asked to sign a 

written consent form to participate and a permission to audiotape form. Copies of those 

consents were provided for each participant. For the youth participants who were under the age 

of 18, written parental consent, assent, and permission to audiotape forms were distributed 

ahead of the meeting.  A parent/guardian of youth that were asked to participate in the panel 

were informed of the study ahead of the first meeting through written and verbal 

communications and asked to sign consent for their child to participate. Parents/guardians were 

provided with all of the same information that adult participants were given. Additionally, youth 

who were interested in participating were given this information and asked to sign an assent 

form. All participants received a copy of these documents.    

Next, participants were presented with the conceptual definition of “neighborhood 

youth support” and engaged in a guided discussion of the concept. This discussion was audio 

taped and notes were taken by a second researcher. The goal of this activity was to clarify 
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questions the participants may have had; see if they had any comments about the concept and 

how it was defined. Participants discussed what they thought that this phenomena looks like in 

their community. Participants were informed that it wasn’t an opportunity to change the 

indicator “neighborhood youth support” but if they had additional indicators that they wanted 

to add to the list there may be future opportunities to do so in other studies. Finally, a sample 

packet with directions was reviewed for clarity and questions.  

Follow-up phone calls and emails were sent throughout the study to ensure 

participation, answer any questions that they may have about the project and timely completion 

of the tasks. Upon completion of the qualitative review of the instrument, participants received 

a $25 token of appreciation. An additional $25 token of appreciation was given to the 

participants upon completion of the quantitative assessment.  

Qualitative Review 
A packet containing a cover letter, the draft instrument, and a self addressed stamped 

envelope was sent to each member of the expert panel. Each participant was asked to review 

the items and respond to the appropriateness of the title, directions, content areas, individual 

items, and readability (see Appendix E). Furthermore, reviewers were given the opportunity to 

add their own items or comments as they saw fit. Upon completion of this first task the panel 

participants returned the instrument in the envelope provided to them. Once all of the packets 

were sent back (approximately two weeks from the time that the participants received them) 

the packets were analyzed. Each component of the instrument was assessed for suggestions, 

comments and revisions. Consensus among the panel participants’ responses suggested where 

and how changes should be made to the instrument. In the event that a suggestion was made 
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that was valuable in the researchers view but was not brought up by more than one panelist, 

the suggestion was added at the researcher’s discretion. The instrument was revised according 

to the results of this process. The final number of questions was determined based on the 

findings in the literature review, keeping in mind that a concise number of questions that cover 

the range of the concept would limit the response burden to participants in this and future uses 

of the measure.  

Quantitative Review 
The revised measure was redistributed to the panel with directions for rating the 

appropriateness of each item. Lawshe (1975) and later Veneziano & Hooper  (1997) suggest 

rating the appropriateness with the following responses: essential, useful but not essential or 

not necessary. Panel participants were given a target number of questions for this exercise.  All 

responses for each item were then summed and the content validity ratio (CVR) calculated and 

assessed for statistical significance at the p<.05 level (based on the minimum values table by 

Veneziano & Hooper). The minimum value of the CVR for significance at the p<.05 was 

calculated using criteria according to the number of experts that responded. The purpose of the 

CVR statistic was to determine what items should be kept and which should be excluded from 

the final instrument. After it was decided what items would remain on the instrument, the mean 

of the CVR values of those items were calculated to get the Content Validity Index (CVI).  

Second Meeting 
After the final review of the instrument a second meeting was held at which time the 

panel had additional items to review and made determinations on the final items to be included. 

The purpose of this review was to provide feedback to the panel, in keeping with CBPR methods, 
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as well as conduct a “trial run” of the survey to see if there were any final changes that needed 

to be made to make the instrument more understandable and user friendly. The results of these 

surveys were not analyzed as part of the pilot testing. Finally, this meeting served to determine 

how best to access participants for the pilot testing. 

Process Evaluation  
The process used to establish content validity for this instrument was documented 

through researcher notes in an effort to capture the value of the process for participants. 

Additionally, process evaluation surveys were distributed toward the end of the study to assess 

usability and value for community participants. Participants were asked to comment on how 

easy or difficult each step was to complete, what they liked or would do differently to achieve 

the end goal and what they thought the challenges and benefits gained from participation were. 

Suggestions for how to make the process “community-friendly” were solicited and noted.  

Objective #4: Pilot a measure of “neighborhood youth support” that reflects community 

perspective to establish internal consistency reliability.  

After incorporating final revisions from the results of the quantitative analysis, the 

instrument was administered to a convenience sample of adult community residents. The total 

study sample was based on the final number of questions selected to represent the construct of 

“neighborhood youth support”. Ten respondents per question would have been the ideal 

sample size to perform the appropriate statistical analysis for validity testing (Nunnally, 1978). 

Given the exploratory nature of the study it was determined after the measure was finalized 

that a smaller sample than originally planned would be used. Participants were selected with a 

conscious effort to represent the target population; community members in an urban 
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neighborhood with moderate to high rates of crimes (assaults, homicides, robberies). The expert 

panel provided suggestions for how to access individuals within their neighborhoods to recruit 

for participation. It was expected that the majority of these participants would come from 

similar neighborhoods in the West Philadelphia area and therefore two community events were 

used for recruitment. A verbal script (Appendix I) explaining the purpose of the study and risks 

and benefits of participation was read to each participant in the pilot phase and verbal consent 

obtained before each interview was conducted. Verbal consent was the preferred method for 

this procedure for two reasons: first, the only record linking the participant and the research 

would be the consent document and the principal risk would be potential harm resulting from a 

breach of confidentiality; second, the research presented no more than minimal risk of harm for 

the participants.  

The instrument included limited demographic data such as age, gender and the 

neighborhood in which they lived. Neighborhood boundaries are somewhat subjective but for 

consistency, a list of the 69 neighborhoods used in the University of Pennsylvania, Cartographic 

Modeling Lab’s neighborhoodBase was available for reference. These neighborhoods were 

developed by the Temple University Social Science Data Library based on information gathered 

from the Philadelphia Police Department, the Philadelphia Inquirer and historical research 

(Cartographic Modeling Lab University of Pennsylvania, 2005)  

“The reliability of a survey measure refers to the stability and equivalence of repeated 

measures of the same concept” (Aday, 1989, p. 41). Assuming that there is some variation over 

time and across methods, it is important to show that there is consistency in the responses that 
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a person gives to the questions in an instrument provided that there shouldn’t be any real 

change in what is being measured. Furthermore, the same instrument used by different 

researchers or parallel forms of an instrument should yield consistent responses (Aday, 1989).  

Various methods of assessment exist to determine the reliability or consistency of a measure 

including test-retest, inter-rater, and internal consistency reliability. If we are to assume that the 

construct that is being measured is stable, then test-retest reliability could be assessed by 

administering the same instrument to a sample of people at two different points in time. If the 

scores at time one has a strong correlation with the scores at time two then the measure is said 

to demonstrate reliability (Clayton & Crosby, 2006). When data are collected by observation, the 

scores assigned by each observer rating the same phenomenon should be consistent. Inter-rater 

reliability can be used to assess the consistency of different people’s estimate of the same 

phenomenon (Trochim & Donnelly, 2006).  Depending on whether the measure consists of 

categorical or continuous variables, inter-rater reliability can be assessed by calculating percent 

agreement (for the former) or correlations between ratings (for the latter). Finally, if  you are 

trying to establish the reliability of a scale that is trying to tap a single construct then internal 

consistency reliability could be used to assess the correlation between answers to different 

questions about the same concept (Aday, 1989). Split-half and alpha reliability coefficients are 

the two methods used to assess the correlation among different questions that are meant to tap 

the same construct.  

The new measure that was created in this study attempted to tap a single construct, 

“neighborhood support of youth” and therefore the appropriate assessment of reliability was 

internal consistency. Internal consistency reliability assesses the coherence among items 
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intended to measure the same thing (Trochim & Donnelly, 2006). Internal consistency was 

calculated by determining the statistical relationship between the “parts”, individual instrument 

items and the total score. To the extent that these parts “hang together” and measure the same 

thing, the full instrument is said to possess internal consistency reliability (Huck, 2004). The 

reliability coefficient (Cronbach alpha) is a single numerical index that provides a descriptive 

summary of the data’s consistency. It assumes a value somewhere between 0.00 and +1.00 with 

the former showing no consistency and the latter total consistency. This technique for testing 

reliability is preferred since others require a dichotomous response while the alpha can be used 

with instruments that have responses of 3 or more values (Huck, 2004). It was decided that a 

five point Likert reponse scale would be used for item responses. A correlation cutoff point of 

.70 was used in these analyses, assuming if the instrument meets this threshold it demonstrates 

good internal consistency (Nunnally, 1978).  

Objective #5: Test convergent validity of a measure of “neighborhood youth support” that 

reflects community perspective  

It is important to establish that the instrument being developed for this study “works”. 

That is, it measures what we set out to measure. Therefore, appropriate validity tests were 

conducted to establish that the construct “neighborhood youth support” reflects its real 

meaning as the community has described it. Validity of survey questions refers to the degree to 

which there are systemic differences between the information obtained in response to the 

questions relative to 1) the full meaning of the concept they were intended to express, 2) 

related questions about the same concept and/or, 3) theories or hypotheses about their 

relationships to other concepts. (Aday, 1989, p. 47).  
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As Aday (1989) has described, several methods are available to establish the validity of a 

measure including content, criterion and construct validity. Content validity reflects how well 

the questions represent the range of meanings they are intended to reflect and is generally 

tested by checking the questions against others on the same topic that have been established in 

the literature and/or having a group of experts judge their adequacy (Aday, 1989). Objectives 1 

and 2 in this study sought to establish content validity with a thorough review of the literature 

and a formal process of testing content validity with community based experts.  

Criterion related validity, either predictive or concurrent, is the degree to which the new 

measure relates to an external criterion. This is different from content validity in that it is a 

prediction about the performance of the new measure against this criteria or a check of how the 

measure performs with another measure at the same time (Aday, 1989; Babbie, 2007; Trochim 

& Donnelly, 2006). Concurrent and predictive validity can be quantified with a correlation 

coefficient; with a high correlation between the criteria and the new measure showing a valid 

measure.  Furthermore, sensitivity and specificity tests are another way of quantifying criterion 

validity. If the measure marked the presence or absence of a condition then the criterion could 

represent the true measure of the condition. Results of low false negatives and false positives 

would indicate a valid measure (Aday, 1989).   

Finally, construct validity measures “the degree to which a measure relates to other 

variables as expected within a system of theoretical relationships” (Babbie, 2007, p. 147). In the 

absence of a “gold standard”, construct validity is useful when you are trying to measure more 

abstract concepts. An underlying assumption for construct validity is that there are  well-
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developed theories or hypotheses about the relationships between the new measure and other 

variables in the study (Aday, 1989). In contrast to other types of validity, construct validity is 

shown through an aggregate of evidence. (Sampson et al., 2002; Tolan, Gorman-Smith, & Henry, 

2003). Construct validity testing can help to show that a measure either does or does not tap 

the quality you want to measure but does not give definitive proof (Babbie, 2007).Using a 

detailed conceptual definition of the construct, hypotheses are made about the relationship 

between the measure and how it might correlate (convergent validity), or not correlate 

(divergent validity) with other methods of measures of the same concept (McDowell & Newell, 

1996). A high correlation, or in the case of divergent validity, low correlation, should speak to 

the validity of the new measure. However, some challenges exist; first, neither of these methods 

(convergent or divergent) prove validity but together may speak to the adequacy of a measure. 

Divergence shows that the measures do not tap the same concept still; it does not show what 

the measure does assess. Also, different methods will not correlate perfectly therefore, it is 

necessary to determine ahead of testing what correlation cut points were used to show high 

and low correlation, a failure of many validity studies (McDowell & Newell, 1996).        

Since the construct “neighborhood youth support” was more of an abstract concept, 

relative to other measures of behavior or disease states, and there are no gold standard 

measures that exist in the literature for these phenomena, it was appropriate to assess the 

adequacy of the new measure in this study using convergent validity. Based on the review of 

existing measures, specific hypotheses were stated which asserted the measures of collective 

efficacy and the new measure would yield a significant correlation. The coefficient values for 

these hypotheses were set a priori to any testing.  
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These scales assessing a theoretically similar construct “neighborhood youth support” 

were included in the instrument used for pilot testing. Spearman's Rank Order correlations were 

computed between previously validated scale scores and new factor scale scores to examine 

convergent validity. It was expected that leadership, respect, adult presence, and active 

engagement would be positively related to social cohesion and trust and that informal social 

control would be positively correlated with intervening in negative behavior but not the other 

scales. To adjust for multiple comparisons the p value was set to .0025.   

Construct validity was also assessed using factor analysis for this study. Factor analysis 

can be used to determine construct validity by showing the association among several 

measurements (McDowell & Newell, 1996). However, researchers are cautioned to plan ahead 

when attempting to use factor analysis for this purpose by: conceptualizing what the factor 

structure should look like, revising as the evidence deems appropriate, using the most 

representative variables of a single factor with a continuous distribution, and select a sample to 

represent the population of interest with at least five times as many responses for each variable 

(Comrey, 1978). Furthermore, this type of analysis is best used as a means of validity testing in a 

series of investigations to allow for refinement of the concept with each repeated investigation 

an opportunity to modify and make better the measure. In light of this, the use of factor analysis 

was used only as preliminary means of validity testing as this study did not allow for repeated 

revisions and retesting of the measure. Future studies will provide the opportunity for further 

refinement of the measure and testing in the field. 
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CHAPTER 2  

PAPER 1 – A REVIEW OF CONCEPTS RELATED TO NEIGHBORHOOD YOUTH 

SUPPORT 

Abstract 

Neighborhoods affect the health and well-being of young people through the social, 

physical and resource aspects. Urban, disadvantaged communities have described 

neighborhood social processes that they think are important the youth violence prevention – 

specifically, neighborhood youth support. The purpose of this paper was to present an overview 

of the major constructs in the empirical literature that are related to youth social support in a 

neighborhood context and apply identify what is known from the literature to the development 

of a construct that reflects the concept of neighborhood youth support as it was specified by 

community residents. Results of this review confirmed that social concepts are complex. 

Confusion in interpreting outcomes of research related to these social support concepts arise 

when conceptualization and operationalization are not specific and consistent. To establish the 

concept of neighborhood youth support as important to youth violence prevention it is 

necessary to carefully align process of measurement development from theory to analysis.  
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Introduction 

The question of whether neighborhoods matter to the health and wellbeing of our 

youth has long been answered (Ellen, Mijanovich, & Dillman, 2001; Elliott et al., 1996; Leventhal 

& Brooks-Gunn, 2003; Pickett & Pearl, 2001). However, to whom do they matter, how do they 

matter and most importantly, what can be modified or enhanced to ensure successful outcomes 

for youth: these are the questions that are still being answered (Swisher, 2008). Bronfenbrenner 

described the ecology of human development as:  

…the progressive, mutual accommodation between and active, growing human being 
and the changing properties of the immediate settings in which the developing person 
lives, as this process is affected by relations between these settings, and by the larger 
contexts in which the settings are embedded. (Bronfenbrenner, 1979, p. 21) 

In other words, the environment affects the person, the person affects the environment and 

there is an interaction between both that creates an even more complex argument for human 

development. In turn, the application of this model to generate hypotheses and design research 

is also complex .  

Neighborhoods affect youth through the physical and social aspects and service 

resources (Cubbin, Pedregon, Egerter, & Braveman, 2008). Sampson, Morenoff & Gannon-

Rowley (2002) reviewed the “neighborhood effects” literature and suggested that the 1990’s 

showed both an increase in neighborhood effects research and a shift in focus from the physical 

environment to the importance of the social mechanisms within neighborhoods. As 

Bronfenbrenner (Bronfenbrenner, 2005a) described, the relationships are complex. One way to 

provide insight into these complex processes is through community based participatory research 

(CBPR). CBPR is an approach to research that can include community input and participation in 
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every step of the research process and can result in mutual benefit for both academic and 

community partners (Israel et al., 1998). CBPR adds value to traditional research by engaging the 

community, using local knowledge to understand problems, help develop solutions, and garner 

community investment in processes and products. The lived experience of members of 

communities with high rates of complex health issues that have been linked to neighborhood 

context, such as diabetes, violence, asthma or HIV/AIDS, can provide their local knowledge and 

insight into related social process. Such indigenous knowledge of community life and local 

theories of etiology that can inform the research process issues (Leff et al., 2010; Metzler et al., 

2003; Miller & Shinn, 2005; Moreno et al., 2009). Efforts to include community voice in the 

process and outcomes of research result in benefits to the community and academic researcher 

beyond what could be achieved through traditional research alone (Wallerstein & Duran, 2010). 

Urban minority communities that experience high rates of poverty, disadvantage, and 

crime have become part of the conversation about violence prevention through CBPR 

approaches (Bridgewater et al., 2011; Hausman et al., 2009; Hausman et al., 2000; Leff et al., 

2010; Metzler et al., 2003; Yonas et al., 2007, 2010). Recent efforts to include community 

participation in violence prevention research have led to a series of studies looking more closely 

at indicators of success defined from the community’s perspective (Baker & Hausman, 2012; 

Hausman et al., 2005;Hausman et al., 2009; McDonald et al., in press). Some of these indicators 

were related to changes at the individual level like better school performance or better 

attendance at school while others were changes at the relationship level, such as between 

parents and youth or parents and schools. Other indicators were related to changes in physical 

and social characteristics of the neighborhood like cleaner streets, space for resources and 
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increased civility. Through a community participatory research approach, these studies have 

attempted to align community concepts with existing measures. The results of these studies 

demonstrated several things. First, there is value in community participation in the 

measurement process. Second, some of the community concepts can be operationalized 

through existing measures but not completely. Finally, additional efforts should include 

measures that more closely capture community concepts.  

The Current Study 

The purpose of this paper is to present an overview of the major constructs in the 

empirical literature that are related to youth social support in a neighborhood context and apply 

what is known from the literature to the development of a construct that accurately represents 

the concept of neighborhood youth support as it was specified by community residents. The 

study set out to answer two research questions. First, how are some of the existing concepts 

related to neighborhood support of youth described and operationalized by experts in the 

respective fields? Second, what can be learned from these examples that can be applied to 

further the development of a construct that represents the concept of “neighborhood youth 

support” as it was described by community representatives in the context of youth violence 

prevention? Results of this review were used to determine the next steps for the development 

of a measure of “neighborhood youth support”.  In the following sections, the conceptual 

definition of “adults intervening for youth” (the community indicator from which neighborhood 

youth support was derived) is presented followed by a discussion of some of the closely related 

empirical constructs: social support, sense of community, social capital, and collective efficacy 
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and how they are currently measured and finally a discussion on considerations for 

measurement of social support concepts is presented.  

Communities describe youth support “in the neighborhood” 

A conceptual definition of the indicator, “adults intervening for youth” was created 

through further exploration of focus groups and qualitative interviews conducted as part 

multiple violence prevention projects in Philadelphia (Hausman et al., 2009; Hausman et al., 

2000). Results of this analysis showed that the concept was complex and represented three 

distinct ideas. These three areas, represented in figure 2.1, include parent support of youth, 

“other” (non-parent) adult support of youth, and “other” adults supporting parents.  

 

 

Figure 2.1 Three domains of “adults intervening for youth” 

 

Focusing on “other” adults supporting youth in their neighborhood 

As highlighted by the following quotes, the concept was described as adult community 

members feeling a sense of responsibility for the youth in the neighborhoods, influencing their 
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development by setting an example and, at times, actively engaging the youth.  By the 

community’s standards it is the responsibility of the adults to intervene for youth not just 

intervene in youth bad behavior. Their discussion of the concept made clear that adults cannot 

expect that youth will approach them and ask for help without adults creating an “open door”. 

Moreover, the concept that they described was different from a formal relationship like that of 

a teacher or coach but still as important in their positive development. As an “indicator” of 

successful violence prevention, it became clear that this was a quality of the neighborhood not 

just unique to specific individuals in the neighborhood.  

 
“the children can’t do it by themselves. They’re not supposed to. We’re the 
adults. We’re responsible for them, no matter what. And we’re accountable. So 
count on us. But it has to be done. These are the times” (Participant #18, 
Community Leader, 2007) 
 
“…it’s the informal, those everyday contacts that we are supposed to take 
something away and learn something from everybody who crosses our path. 
But in the more formal sense for these kids because they don’t - again, we’re 
talking about kids who have that low normal, that low expectation. But if they 
meet some of the people in this room and say hey, this person’s really cool and I 
can talk to them and they seem to understand where I’m coming from. Maybe 
that first interaction with that first person, that first bomb will make it so that 
it’s easier for them to reach out to other people.” 
(Participant #5, Community Leader, 2007) 
 
“In many ways, I feel responsible for a whole community because when the kids 
see me and look at me, I am the young professional in the neighborhood that is 
doing something. I think we cannot be responsible for everybody. I think that all 
that we can do is take the horse to the water, and they make decisions or get 
the person to fish. But if we’ve given 100% and we can look back on that, that 
we’ve given it, then that’s all we can do.” 
(Participant #5, Community Leader, 2007) 

 

These perspectives provide community members’ unique understanding of their 

neighbors, daily routines, and the resources available to them in their communities. The way 
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that these community representatives expressed the problem and identified the needs for 

intervention success are not completely unlike the ways in which sociologists, community 

psychologists and public health researchers have been describing them. To identify similar 

empirical constructs and compare them to community constructs is the first step in identifying 

crossover or gaps in the “language” being used by community and academic researchers.   

Review of Major Constructs  

In the following sections, concepts related to neighborhood social support are 

presented with a background, definition, discussion of measurement and a discussion of the 

concept as it relates to youth when possible. Attempts were made to provide some examples of 

constructs and items for each.  

Social Support 

From the time of Durkheim’s suicide studies until now, major social scientists like John 

Cassel and Sidney Cobb have helped us link social support to individual health (Berkman & Glass, 

2000).  In Cobb’s (1976) Presidential Address to the American Psychosomatic Society he defined 

social support as “…information leading the subject to believe that he is cared for and loved, 

esteemed and a member of a network of communication and mutual obligations” (p. 300). He 

presented evidence that supports the theory that supportive interactions among people are 

protective against health consequences and suggested that future research explore mechanisms 

of social support and how it might act as a moderator for health consequences. From that time, 

social support has been extensively investigated in relation to health outcomes with many 

attempts to review and summarize the state of the science (Broadhead et al., 1983; Callaghan & 
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Morrissey, 1993; House, Landis, & Umberson, 1988; Sarason, Sarason, & Gurung, 1997; Uchino, 

2006).  In general, there are two models that describe the relationship between social support 

and health outcomes, the main effect theory and the indirect or buffering theory. The stress 

buffering hypothesis  suggests that social support weakens the relationship between stressful 

events and negative health outcomes while the main effects theory suggests that there is a 

direct connection to an individual’s social support and well-being (Knack, Waldrip, & Jensen-

Campbell, 2007).   

Social support is a broad concept with many different views on how to measure it 

(Barrera, 1986; Callaghan & Morrissey, 1993; Tardy, 1985; Vaux, 1988). In an attempt to clarify 

some of the confusion that has resulted from varied operationalization of the concept, Barrera 

(Barrera, 1986) suggested that the term social support was too broad that there needed to be a 

clearer differentiation of related sub constructs. He concluded his review by saying that certain 

social support concepts fit some models better than others and that it is necessary for 

researchers to be specific about the concept under investigation and subsequently choose 

measure and models that fit.  

One way to facilitate congruence between conceptualization, measurement and 

modeling social support is through the use of frameworks like those suggested by Vaux (1988) 

or Tardy (1985). As you can see from Table 2.1, Vaux (1988) attempted to identify how social 

support was being operationalized in the literature and group them by three things – the range 

of social ties, the importance of objective features of social relationships versus the individual’s 

perception or appraisal, and the forms that support might take. Tardy (1985) suggested five 
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theoretically and operationally relevant considerations that have been used to describe the 

breadth of social support – direction, disposition, description, content, and network.   

Table 2.1 Examples of Two Structures for Conceptualizing Social Support 
(Tardy, 1985) (Vaux, 1988) 
Direction – giving or receiving support? 
 
Disposition – availability or utilization of support? 
 
Description/Evaluation – describe or evaluate satisfaction 
of support? 
 
Content (Type) – emotional, instrumental, informational, 
appraisal 
 
Network (Source) – existence or characteristics of the 
people giving/receiving the support 
 

Range   
• social integration 
• intimate relationships  
• social networks  

o *structure – size & density 
o *composition – proportion, homogeneity,  
o *components – frequency of contact, 

geographic proximity, durability & intensity, 
content of exchanges, degree of reciprocity, 
one or multiple types of exchange 

 
Objective vs. Perception 
 
Forms   

• distinguishing activities & functions 
 

 

Demaray,  Malecki, Jenkins, and Cunningham (2010) suggest that social support for 

youth can be measured in four ways: through network analysis, social integration, functional 

support and social status. “Network analyisis addresses the structure and composition of the 

network and the content or specific resources that flow through...” (Berkman & Glass, 2000, p. 

140). It can focus on networks with the individual at the center or at the more macro level like 

community (Berkman & Glass, 2000). An example of an instrument that compares 

characteristics of youth relationships is the NRI-BSV (Furman & Buhrmester, 2009). It has 24 

items and assesses the extent to which adolescents’ dyadic relationships with romantic 

partners, friends, and parents are each characterized by behaviors commonly involved in the 

attachment, care giving, and affiliate behavioral systems.  
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Social Integration is usually measured by size of networks, frequency of contact, 

membership in organizations and participation (Berkman & Glass, 2000). For example, Knoester 

& Haynie (2005) measured adolescent’s integration into family through parents by asking 

adolescents questions about closeness, activities together, and communication with the person 

who the adolescent believes functions as a mother/father.  

Finally, functional support measures of social support can be done through observation 

of behaviors and coding things like frequency, quality, type, source, etc. or through the use of 

rating scales like the Child and Adolescent Social Support Scale (CASS) (Kerres Malecki & 

Kilpatrick Demary, 2002). The CASSS is a 40-item multidimensional scale measuring perceived 

social support from four sources: parents, teachers, classmates, and friends. Participants 

respond by rating frequency and importance of items.  

Table 2.2 Examples of Social Support Instrument constructs and Items 
Network of Relationships Inventory – Behavioral Systems 
Version NRI-BSV  
(Furman & Buhrmester, 2009) 

Integration into Family (Knoester 
& Haynie, 2005)  

Child and Adolescent Social 
Support Scale CASSS (Kerres 
Malecki & Kilpatrick Demary, 
2002) 

Seeks Safe Haven 
(3 itmes) 

How much do you seek out this 
person when you’re upset? 

How close do you feel to your 
(mother/father)? 
If the adolescent participated in 
different types of activities (i.e., 
shopping, playing a sport, 
attending a religious function, 
going to an entertainment event, 
working on a school project) with 
their parent within the past 4 
months 
If the parent communicated with 
their adolescent about dating, 
personal problems, schoolwork, or 
other school activities within the 
past 4 months. 

My parent(s) . . . 
express pride in me  
help me practice things  
make suggestions… 

Seeks Secure Base 
(3 items) 

How much does this person 
encourage you to try new things 
that you’d like to do but are 
nervous about? 

My teacher(s) . . . 
listens if I’m upset 
cares about me  
is fair to me  

Provides Safe 
Haven (3 items) 

How much does this person turn 
to you for comfort and support 
when s/he is troubled about 
something? 

My classmates . . . 
act nice to me  
ask me to join activities  
do nice things for me  

Provides Secure 
Base 

How much do you encourage this 
person to try new things that s/he 
would like to do but is nervous 
about? 

My close friend . . . 
understands my feelings  
makes me feel better when . . .  
spends time with me 

Companionship How much do you and this person 
spend free time together? 

 

Conflict How much do you and this person 
get upset with or mad at each 
other? 

Criticism How much do you and this person 
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say mean or harsh things to each 
other? 

Antagonism How much do you and this person 
hassle or nag one another? 

 

Sense of Community 

Most of the literature credits Sarason  (1974) as the first to develop the construct of 

sense of community. He describes it as ‘‘the sense that one was part of a readily available 

mutually supportive network of relationships upon which one could depend, and as a result of 

which one did not experience sustained feelings of loneliness.’’ (Sarason, 1974, p.1). Chavis and 

Wandersman (1990) suggested sense of community was a catalyst for participation in voluntary 

community organization by mobilizing perception of the environment, one’s social relations, and 

perceived control and empowerment within the community.  

McMillan and Chavis (1986) defined sense of community as “a feeling that members 

have of belonging, a feeling that members matter to one another and to the group, and a shared 

faith that members' needs were met through their commitment to be together” (p.4). 

Therefore, there are four elements of their theoretical model that need to be captured through 

measurement: memberships, influence, integration and fulfillment of needs, and shared 

emotional connection. Many attempts have been made to develop a measure that reflects these 

various aspects of sense of community some more successful than others (Chavis, Hogge, 

McMillan, & Wandersman, 1986; Glynn, 1981; Obst & White, 2004; N Andrew  Peterson, Speer, 

& Hughey, 2006; N Andrew Peterson, Speer, & McMillan, 2008). Most of the attempts to 

conceptualize these four components result in psychometric tests that do not confirm four 

domains.  
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Examples of instruments measuring sense of community include the Sense of 

Community Index, the Sense of Community Index Short Form and the Brief Sense of Community 

Index (BSCI). In a review, Chipuer and Pretty (1999) described the development of the short 

form of the Sense of Community Index (Table 2.3) resulting from the need to pare down the 

longer form that included 23 open and close-ended questions. Tests of reliability and validity for 

this instrument were only just satisfactory; other forms like the eight item Brief Sense of 

Community Index have been shown to more closely reflect the original theoretical domains. The 

authors still suggested that future studies use a Likert response instead of the traditional true 

false response options to increase precision (Long & Perkins, 2003). Despite its appearance, 

individual relationships and behaviors, it has been reported that there is a consensus that the 

sense of community measures are tapping a collective characteristic of a community and that 

the best use of it is in the aggregate at the community level (Hill, 1996; Lochner, Kawachi, & 

Kennedy, 1999). 

Table 2.3  Sense of Community domains with examples  of items from the SCI and BSCI 
 sense of community 
 

SCI – short form (Chavis et al., 1986; Chipuer & 
Pretty, 1999) 

BSCI (Long & Perkins, 2003) 

membership – feeling that 
one has invested as a 
member and therefore has 
a right to belong 

1. I think my block is a good place for me to live. 
2. People on this block do not share the same values 
3. My neighbors and I want the same thing from this 
block 

I feel like a member of this neighborhood. 
I belong in this neighborhood. 
 

influence – bidirectional for 
a member to be attracted to 
a group s/he must have 
influence over what the 
group does and group 
influences its members 

4. I can recognize most of the people who live on my 
block 
5. I feel at home on this block.  
6. Very few of my neighbors know me. 

I have a say about what goes on in my 
neighborhood. 
People in this neighborhood are good at 
influencing each another. 
 

meeting needs – 
reinforcement, membership 
must be rewarding 
 

7. I care about what my neighbors think of my actions 
8. I have no influence over what this block is like  
9. If there is a problem on this block, people who live 
here get it solved 

I can get what I need in this neighborhood. 
This neighborhood helps me fulfill my 
needs. 
 

shared emotional 
connection – identify with a 
shared history 

10. It is very important to me to live on this block 
11. People on this block generally don’t get along with 
one another 
12. I expect to live on this block for a long time 

I feel connected to this neighborhood. 
I have a good bond with others in this 
neighborhood. 
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Pretty and her colleagues were some of the first to think about measuring sense of 

community for youth. They used the adult measures of SOC to determine whether it was a valid 

measure for describing community contexts from an adolescent perspective (Pretty, Andrewes, 

& Collett, 1994; Pretty, Conroy, Dugay, Fowler, & Williams, 1996). Results of these studies 

showed that there was a relationship between sense of community and loneliness but more 

relevant to this review, they weren’t satisfied that the theory and constructs represented 

adolescents experience of community as it theoretically did for adults. Evans (2007) conducted 

in depth interviews to determine how adolescents construct their sense of community. Results 

this study suggested that young people feel a stronger self-described sense of community in 

contexts in which they experience voice and resonance, some power and influence, and 

adequate adult support and challenge. Evans also points out that for youth, influence may need 

to be increased to connect them to community.  

Social Capital  

A very general way to define social capital is - returns on relationships – relationships 

with and between others that help individuals achieve something that they could not on their 

own (Kawachi, Subramanian, & Kim, 2008).  

Just as we have seen with some of the other concepts presented in this paper, social 

capital is going through its own “growing pains”. Once thought to be different from some of the 

other concepts like social support or social networks in that it is a collective characteristic, not 

something belonging to any one individual there are some who have come to think differently. 

As Kawachi and colleagues (2008) describe, there are now two groups of thinking when it comes 
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to social capital, the “social cohesion” school and the “network” theory school. That is, there are 

some well known experts (namely Putnam, Loury, Coleman, Woolcock) who ascribe to the idea 

that social capital is a collective good that results from participation and involvement, produced 

by the group and can benefit all members. Others (e.g. Bourdieu, Burt, Flap, Erickson, Lin) think 

of it as resources embedded in the social network of individuals that can be used for individual 

benefit (Van Der Gaag & Webber, 2008).  

This divergent focus has implications for measurement. In the context of community 

health surveys, which is generally how social capital is measured, there are some considerations 

that need to be made (Harpham, 2008). These include whether to assess cognitive (what people 

feel – values and perceptions) versus structural (what people do – links and networks). This 

implies the use of subjective versus objective measure to assess or verify social capital. Also, 

social capital can be bridging – links with other communities or bonding – ties to people within a 

community. Finally, two important considerations for measurement are the reference area that 

will be used for research and whether the researcher is conceptualizing individual versus 

ecological social capital. It is important to decide how the “community” is defined. For example, 

the researcher needs to determine if the reference community is defined by a spatial area or if it 

will be defined by certain characteristics not bound by geography. An example of the latter may 

be online groups. Depending on whether the researcher is taking either an individual or 

ecological perspective, sampling and analysis decisions will have to be made accordingly. For 

example, an analysis of ecological social capital necessitates sampling “enough” (some 

predetermined number informed by previous research) communities for comparison.   
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For the purposes of demonstration, two definitions of social capital are presented here, 

one from the individual perspective and one from the collective perspective and examples of 

measurement for each.   

Conceptually defined by Van Der Gaag & Weber (Van Der Gaag & Webber, 2008) social 

capital for the individual: 

… refers to all possible kinds of resources potentially owned by social network members, 

which may become available to a focal individual as a result of mutual investments in a 

shared past, of which the social relationships with these network members form 

evidence (p 29) 

 
They further explain that social capital is a complex multidimensional construct that 

refers to the individual’s relationship with others with different personal characteristics, social 

resources, and for some there are also patterns between networks. These could be measured by 

looking at social network structure, the presence of specific people, or the volume or density of 

resources (Van Der Gaag & Webber, 2008). Example of items from one instrument, the Resource 

Generator, that has been used to collect social capital are shown in table 2.4.  

Table 2.4 Examples of items from two Social Capital Instruments – The Resource Generator 
and the Social Capital Community Benchmark Survey 
The Resource Generator (examples) 
(M. Van Der Gaag & Snijders, 2005) 

2000 Social Capital Community Benchmark Survey 
 (Saguaro Seminar at JFK School of Government, 2000) 

Do you personally know anyone with the skill or resource listed 
below that you are able to gain access to within one week if you 
needed it? 
Do you know anyone who.....? 
 

Social trust:  
Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be 
trusted or that you can't be too careful in dealing with people? 
First, think about people in your neighborhood. Generally 
speaking, would you say that you can trust them a lot, some, 
only a little, or not at all? 
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Table 2.4 Examples of items from two Social Capital Instruments – The Resource Generator 
and the Social Capital Community Benchmark Survey 
Domestic Resources 
knows a lot about DIY  
help you to move or dispose of bulky items 
help you with small jobs around the house  

Inter-racial trust: 
(How about) white people? 
blacks or African Americans? 

Expert advice 
has a professional occupation  
has good contacts with the local newspaper, radio or TV. 
give you sound advice about money problems  

Electoral political participation: 
How interested are you in politics and national affairs? Are you 
very interested, somewhat interested, only slightly interested, 
or not at all interested? 
Are you currently registered to vote? 

Personal skills 
can repair a broken-down car  
is a reliable tradesman  
is good at gardening  
 

Protect politics participation:  
How many times in the past twelve months have you) Attended 
a political meeting or rally 
Signed a petition in past 12 months  

Problem solving resources 
can speak another language  
knows how to fix problems with computers  
do your shopping if you are ill  
 

Civic leadership:  
How many times have you attended club meeting past 12 
months  
attended public meeting discussing school or town affairs in past 
12 months 

 Associational involvement: Number of categories of formal 
secular group involvement  
Giving and volunteering:  
During the past 12 months, approximately how much money did 
you and the other family members in your household contribute 
to all secular causes and all religious causes, including your local 
religious congregation? 
volunteered for health care or to fight disease  
Faith based engagement:  
Participate in church activities besides services  
Money contributed to church or religious causes 
Informal social ties:  
Number of times in last 12 months respondent… played cards or 
board games with others  
visited with relatives  
had friends over to his/her home or was in theirs  
socialized with co-workers outside of work 
hung out with friends in a public place    

 
Looking at social capital from a collective view, Stone (2001) presents the following 

definition: “Social capital consists of networks of social relations which are characterized by 

norms of trust and reciprocity…social capital can be understood as a resource to collective 

action, which may lead to a broad range of outcomes.”(p. 4). She elaborates on this by adding 

that it is necessary to distinguish between the measure of social capital and its outcomes, which 

are sometimes treated as one in the same. Outcomes can be either proximal, such as those 
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related to the components of networks, trust and reciprocity or distal, those not related to key 

components like suicide or crime rates.  

In her review of social capital as it relates to children Morrow (1999) states, “…research 

has not yet moved beyond adult-centred perspectives and preoccupations and explored how 

children as social actors shape and influence their own environments”. Ferguson (2006) 

conducted a systematic review of the literature to determine the relationship between social 

capital and child and youth well-being and concluded that evidence exists to support various 

individual, family and community correlates of child and youth  well-being. However, only a few 

of the 22 studies that she reviewed included some youth in the sample. This is important in that 

it reveals a potential flaw in the research, the lack of youth perspective of social capital. 

Schaefer-McDaniel (2004) found similar difficulties in the literature on social capital 

among youth that has been discussed for research with adults - conceptual confusion. Her main 

argument is one that is demonstrated in Morrow (1999) and Ferguson’s (2006) reviews, 

assessment of social capital for youth is most often void of youth voice and therefore efforts to 

include youth perspective is necessary. She offered a new theoretical framework of social 

capital among young people to include: 1) Social networks/interactions and sociability – young 

people have interactions and relationships with others and have the knowledge and skill to 

maintain and utilize these relationships; 2) trust and reciprocity – mutual trust and reciprocity 

between young people and their network members as well as other agents in their 

environment; and 3) sense of belonging/place attachment to their immediate environment but 

also their neighborhoods, schools and communities. This last domain, new to the social capital 
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domain, is similar to the concept of sense of community in that young people feel like they are 

part of a collective through membership and influence. 

An alternative approach to community surveys or network analysis are qualitative 

methods for assessing social capital. Whitley (2008) reviewed the few studies that existed using 

qualitative methods to look at social capital in the context of health outcomes and synthesized 

the results into key findings:  

• Putnam’s definition falls short, this is especially the case when it comes to informal 
networks, family support and fear of crime,  

• neighborhood-based conceptualizations of social capital don’t account for networks 
beyond community which are important,  

• community participation is determined by complex historical and socio-economic 
variables,  

• naïve calls to participate are ignored by the marginalized reinforcing those who already 
have power,  

• neighborhoods are “downstream” outcomes determined by social, historical and 
economic factors,  

• sub-groups within the same neighborhood may experience social capital differently and  

• the mildly positive impact of social capital on health appears to be overwhelmed by 
more powerful health-damaging factors such as poverty, unemployment and life-span 
insult.  

These results suggest that qualitative approaches or other means of approaching measurement 

that help to get at a richer understanding of the phenomena  of interest are often overlooked 

but  could be valuable in assessing social concepts like social capital.   

Collective Efficacy  
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The conversation about collective efficacy can be seen as an extension to the discussion 

of social capital. According to Bandura (2000) there are some outcomes that are only achievable 

through group effort. Such is the case with collective efficacy. Bandura (2000) views collective 

efficacy as , “people’s shared belief in their collective power to produce desired results…group 

attainments are the product not only of shared knowledge and skills of its different members 

but also of the interactive, coordinative, and synergistic dynamics of their transactions” (p.75). It 

is also important to note for assessment purposes that collective efficacy is not a sum of the 

efficacy of the individual but an emergent group level process. This would suggest two 

approaches to measurement, aggregating individual appraisals of personal capabilities to 

execute group functions or aggregating individual appraisals of a groups capability to operate as 

a whole the second more consistent with the “collective good” perspective ( Bandura, 2000). 

Measures of collective efficacy are being developed to assess group process in the areas of 

family, school and community (Bandura, 2006). 

Sampson, Raudenbush and Earls (1997) have demonstrated that collective efficacy 

mediates the association between residential stability and disadvantage and violence.  Social 

Disorganization Theory has been used as a foundation for much of this work (Reidel & Welsh, 

2008). Bursik and Grasmick (1988) modified the original Social Disorganization Theory and 

stated that social disorganization undermines informal social control in the community which in 

turn allows crime to occur. Sampson et al. (1997) added to the science by establishing that it 

may be collective efficacy – ability of neighborhoods to realize the common values of residents 

and maintain effective social controls  -that mediates the relationship between concentrated 

disadvantage and residential instability with violence.  In their research, measures of shared 
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expectations for social control and social cohesion and trust are combined to create the 

construct collective efficacy.  

Aligned with their theory of collective efficacy for adults, they describe collective 

efficacy for children as a “task-specific construct that relates to the shared expectations and 

mutual engagement by adults in the active support and social control of children” (Sampson, 

Morenoff, & Earls, 1999; Sampson et al., 1997). Table 2.5 lists three dimensions of 

neighborhood social organization as they conceptualized it: intergenerational closure – the link 

between adults and children in a community, reciprocated exchange– interfamily and adult 

interaction with respect to child rearing, child centered social control – willingness of 

neighborhood residents to intervene on behalf of children.  

Table 2.5 Measures of Collective Efficacy  
Neighborhood Social Processes (Robert J. Sampson et al., 1999; Robert J. Sampson 
et al., 2002; Robert J. Sampson et al., 1997) 

Perceived Collective Family Efficacy (Albert 
Bandura, 2006) 

Intergenerational closure  - possibilities for intergenerational connections and 
active support of neighborhood children by adults 

• Parents in this neighborhood know their children's friends  
• Adults in  this neighborhood know  who  the  local  children are 
• There are adults  in this neighborhood that children  can look up to 
• Parents in this neighborhood generally  know  each  other 
• You can  count  on adults  in this neighborhood  to watch  out  that  

children  are safe and don't get in  trouble 

Rate your degree of confidence from 0 
cannot-100 high certain can do 
How well, working together as a whole, can 
your family: 
Set aside leisure time with each other when 
other things press for attention 
Agree to decisions that require giving up 
personal interests 
Resolve conflicts when family members feel 
they are not being treated fairly 
Prevent family disagreements from turning 
into heated arguments 
Get family members to share household 
responsibilities 
Support each other in times of stress 
Bounce back quickly from adverse 
experiences 
Help each other to achieve their personal 
goals 
Build respect for each other's particular 
interests 
Help each other with work demands 
Get family members to carry out their 
responsibilities when they neglect them 
Build trust in each other 
Figure out what choices to make when the 
family faces important decisions 

Reciprocated exchange  - Frequency of social exchange within a neighborhood on 
issues of consequence to children  

• How often do you and people in your neighborhood do favors for each 
other?  By  favors  we  mean such things as watching each other's 
children, helping with  shopping, lending garden or house  tools,  and  
other  small  acts  of  kindness? 

• How often do you and people in this neighborhood have parties or other 
get-togethers where other people in the neighborhood are invited? 

• When a neighbor is not at home, how often do you and other neighbors 
watch over their property? 

• How often do you and other people   in this neighborhood visit in each 
other’s homes or on the street? 

• How often do you and other people in the neighborhood ask each other 
advice about personal things such as childrearing or job openings? 

Informal Social Control 
(*child centered social control) 
likelihood that their neighbors could be counted on to take action if:  

• *children were skipping school and hanging out on a street corner,  
• *children were spray-painting graffiti on a local building,  
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• *children were showing disrespect to an adult,  
• a fight broke out in front of their house,  
• the fire station closest to home was threatened with budget cuts 

Find community resources and make good 
use of them for the family 
Get the family to keep close ties to their 
larger family 
Celebrate family traditions even in difficult 
times 
Serve as a good example for the community 
Remain confident during difficult times 
Accept each member’s need for 
independence 
Cooperate with schools to improve their 
educational practices 

Social cohesion and trust 
• people around here are willing to help their neighbors 
• this is a close-knit neighborhood 
• people in this neighborhood can be trusted 
• people in this neighborhood generally don’t get along with each other 
• people in this neighborhood do not share the same values 

 

Sampson, et al (2002) reviewed the literature to assess neighborhood social process as 

they related to problem behaviors and health outcomes. This review served to highlight a few 

points. As previously discussed in this paper, Sampson et al proposed that measurement of 

neighborhood phenomena (like social capital or collective efficacy) should be treated as a 

property of the collective rather than individual. Sampson et al. also found little consistency to 

date in the operationalization of social processes. They suggested four constructs: (social 

ties/interaction, norms & collective efficacy, institutional resources, routine activities) for the 

purposes of operationalizing neighborhood social processes. They also presented evidence that 

showed that there is a link between neighborhood processes and crime and the activation of 

social ties is a critical factor in explaining the connection between neighborhood crime and well-

being. Finally, they presented evidence (although insufficiently tested through appropriate 

neighborhood level methods) that connects neighborhood social processes and health.  

Discussion 

The purpose of this paper was to present an overview of the major constructs in the 

empirical literature that are related to youth social support in a neighborhood context and how 

they are measured. Four concepts: social support, sense of community, social capital, and 
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collective efficacy were presented with information about their theoretical underpinnings, how 

they have been operationalized by different researchers and some of the major issues that have 

presented themselves over the course of their maturation. While the review presented here 

cannot be considered exhaustive, this paper was able to highlight some of the major social 

support related concepts as well as some considerations for measurement.  

There are some similarities across the constructs. First, they are all related to 

relationships - either between people or groups – that have value. It is clear that social 

relationships are important to health outcomes. For example, studies have shown socially 

isolated people are at higher risk for premature death (Mookadam & Arthur, 2004). The 

mechanisms through which these social concepts work have yet to be firmly established but 

continued efforts are being made to demonstrate potential mechanisms. That is not to say that 

the value is always positive or beneficial. Critics of social support and social capital research 

have often criticized researchers for conceptualizing them without consideration for their 

potential negative effects. For example, bonding social capital creates potential for exclusion 

from or negative influence among groups.  

There are some also some obvious differences. Some of the concepts like collective 

efficacy have been cleanly defined and the use of constructs and items to measure those 

constructs do not vary by much. However, social support is a broad term with many conceptual 

and operational definitions. Some of the concepts can be easily measured which makes them 

more likely to be incorporated into large sample health studies whereas others like those that 

require more in depth analysis of social networks are more time consuming and therefore are 
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more restrictive. This is actually more a function of how a concept is operationalized. An 

example of this is the use of the original Sense of Community Index and the short form. The 

original instrument asked open ended questions but for ease of use the short from was created. 

The consequence of this was a shorter but less valid instrument (Long & Perkins, 2003).   

Measurement issues 

Results of this review confirmed that social concepts are complex.  There are challenges 

in operationalizing a social concept particularly one that is meant to be a property of a 

collective. First, it seems that when conceptualization and operationalization are not specific 

and consistent it creates confusion in interpreting outcomes of research related to these social 

support concepts. Results of varied operationalization of the same construct can lead to 

difficulty in assessing if or how these concepts are actually related to outcomes of interest. 

Furthermore, social support and now social capital are both being thought of as having 

individual and ecological properties. Neighborhood youth support, as is the topic that was 

originally presented in this paper, is conceptualized by our community as a property of the 

neighborhood, a “norm” of behavior. It would not be appropriate to then use a measure such as 

the Network of Relationships Inventory to assess this norm. Asking how frequently someone 

seeks out a specific neighbor for something would assess only the relationship between that 

person and his or her neighbor. Even concepts like sense of community that have a well thought 

out theory upon which researchers can ground their work have yet to be appropriately 

operationalized as demonstrated by unsatisfactory reliability and validity results.    
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Some of the concepts like social capital and collective efficacy that are meant to be 

ecological characteristics have been measured at the individual level then aggregated up. 

Perkins and colleagues (1990) discuss this practice as controversial and therefore used three 

criteria for validating aggregate individual perceptions as a measure of social climate: variables 

should exhibit sufficient interrater agreement among members within each group, climates 

should show variance across groups and there should be predictable relationships between 

climate and other variables at the group or individual level. 

Another issue that should be considered is that most of the instruments were developed 

for adults with youth as an afterthought.  Even measures that were developed to measure 

concepts of youth social support still sampled parents or teachers rather than youth directly. 

Two problems exist; first, can the adult accurately assess youth relationships? Parents or 

teachers may be able to accurately assess availability or frequency of support but not 

necessarily provide insight into quality or other perceptions. Second, there was an assumption 

for some concepts like social capital that the same domains are appropriate for youth as are for 

adults. This assumption can lead to measures that miss important components of the concepts.  

Across many of the concepts the use of qualitative methods helped to give a better 

understanding of how concepts may vary between adult and youth. Qualitative methods also 

helped to illicit some important issues related to adult social capital that could help to better 

refine the measurement and consequently the results of some of the studies that are trying to 

better understand the relationships between the social capital and outcomes.   
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The concept of neighborhood youth support that was identified through our community 

study is intended to measure youth support at the neighborhood level. It is necessary that it 

include youth voice in the development of the measure to be sure that the construct is an 

accurate reflection of the actual concept. Though the phenomena of interest are adult initiated 

interactions with youth, the construct is trying to measure a characteristic of the community. 

Therefore, it is necessary to gather both youth and adult perceptions of the concept. Most 

importantly, the concept was derived through a community participatory research approach. 

The qualitative examples discussed here yielded greater insight into the concepts under 

investigation which supports continued community participation in the operationalization of the 

concept of neighborhood social support.          

Conclusion 

The author set out to answer two research questions. First, how are some of the existing 

concepts related to neighborhood support of youth described and operationalized by experts in 

the respective fields? Second, what can be learned from these examples that can be applied to 

further developing the concept of “neighborhood youth support” as it was described by 

community representatives in the context of youth violence prevention? Though not the 

intention of the review, there was little evidence that the concept of neighborhood youth social 

support was similar enough to any of the reviewed concepts to warrant using existing measures. 

There was evidence, however, of considerable overlap in the concepts reviewed and therefore 

many of the consideration for measurement can be applied to developing a new measure.   
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CHAPTER 3  

PAPER 2 – USING COMMUNITY BASED PARTICIPATORY RESEARCH TO DEVELOP 

A MEASURE OF ADULT SUPPORT FOR YOUTH IN THE COMMUNITY 

Abstract 

In measurement development, expert panels are frequently used to address content 

validity. The “experts” are usually people who have significant research experience in the 

content of the measure or process of instrument construction. Less frequently this process 

includes more experiential experts. The purpose of this study was to describe the development 

of a measure of “neighborhood youth support” using a modified Delphi approach that included 

community representatives. Grounded in a community based participatory research approach, 

this study was unique in that the expert panel was selected based on their knowledge of their 

community and insight into social processes in the community from an experiential perspective 

rather than their scholarly expertise. A purposive sample of community and academic experts 

conducted independent qualitative and quantitative reviews of questions related to the 

concept. Fourteen community members, four male and ten female, agreed to serve on the 

panel and participated in an initial meeting that focused on discussion of the measurement 

development process and building consensus around the concept of neighborhood youth 

support. Eleven community members and three academic researchers completed the reviews. 

The final measure consisted of 25 questions in five sub-scales: leadership, respect, intervening in 

negative behavior, adult presence, and active engagement in positive behavior. By partnering 

with community experts to identify relevant violence prevention markers and develop valid 
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measures of such markers, we are giving a voice to the community where it is often missing. 

This benefits both the communities in need and the academic researchers trying to address 

those needs. The participatory process described in this study can be used in the future to 

ensure that relevant community concepts are included in prevention research.  
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Introduction 

Community Involvement in Research 

    Researchers recognize that underrepresentation of minority and disadvantaged 

populations in research can be attributed to historical fear and mistrust but also cultural and 

societal issues that need to be addressed in order to reduce health disparities  (Branson et al., 

2007; Robinson, 2007; Yancey et al., 2006). Mistrust, disconnect and, in some cases, fear that 

members of these communities feel towards research has contributed to underrepresentation 

in health related research (Corbie-Smith et al., 2002; Corbie-Smith et al., 1999; Scharff et al., 

2010). Community Based Participatory Research (CBPR) has been put forth as a way to engage 

communities in a way that is mindful of these barriers.  

 CBPR is an approach to research that can include community input and participation in 

every step of the research process and can result in mutual benefit for both academic and 

community partners (Israel et al., 1998). CBPR adds value to traditional research by engaging the 

community in all phases of the research process, using local knowledge to understand and 

develop solutions to problems and gaining community investment in the research. As our 

understanding of the complexity of health issues such as diabetes, violence, asthma and 

disparity grows, a CBPR approach to research has become more popular with public health 

researchers (Leff et al., 2010; Metzler et al., 2003; Moreno et al., 2009). Community members’ 

perspectives and unique understanding of their neighbors, their daily routines, and the 

resources available to them provide insight into how to identify needs, develop, implement, and 

even evaluate prevention and intervention programs. CBPR partnerships maximize the strengths 
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of formally trained researchers as well as the community members whose strengths lie in their 

unique knowledge of their community’s culture. Employing a CBPR approach that highlights the 

value of indigenous knowledge and practices has been put forth as a way to address issues of 

translation and dissemination, a problem that has challenged the most efficacious interventions 

(Miller & Shinn, 2005; Wallerstein & Duran, 2006, 2010).  

As our understanding of the benefits that CBPR provides to both community and 

academic researchers grows, so too does the need for methodologies that help to integrate the 

research process with community culture in a way that produces meaningful and scientifically 

sound outcomes. In some cases, this may mean developing completely new methods that 

accommodate community and academic partnerships but not necessarily. Often we see CBPR 

approaches that overlay traditional methodologies by including community representatives as 

ethnographers, advisors on community boards, or even evaluators of projects along with their 

academic partners. More frequently this occurs at the problem identification or intervention 

design stages though; some projects are including community participation in data analysis, 

interpretation and dissemination as well (Cashman et al., 2008; Viswanathan & Hodge, 2004).  

Experts in CBPR have acknowledged that of the many examples of community 

involvement in research projects, there continue to be only few examples of participation in 

measurement development (Schulz et al., 2005). The Healthy Environments partnership, is a 

community academic partnership that uses a CBPR approach to conduct research around 

environment and cardiovascular disease (Schulz et al., 2005). This partnership has included 

extensive participatory efforts in measurement design and implementation. Specifically, they 
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included mechanisms such as steering committees, focus groups, survey subcommittees and 

pretest and discussion of surveys with community residents. More recently, Classen et al. (2010) 

included expert raters and focus group feedback to develop items and assess validity of a self-

report older adult safe driving behaviors measure. This inclusion of expert raters from the 

participant perspective has been encouraged by many even outside of the participatory 

research field (Vogt et al., 2004). These various opportunities allow for different types and 

degrees of participation from the community. With the goal of CBPR being partnerships that are 

inclusive at all stages, there is value in testing and reporting on adapted methods in areas that 

are less frequently included in CBPR partnerships such as measurement development. The 

purpose of the research presented here is to describe a methodology for developing a measure 

of a community defined construct using a community based participatory research approach. 

Before that is described, a brief overview of the construct and the measurement development 

process is presented.    

Measurement Development 

“In order to ascertain whether any behavior needs intervention, the form that 

intervention should take, or whether an intervention is effective, careful attention must be paid 

to measurement.” (McFarlane & Lawrence, 2007, p. 433). Measurement is a necessary part of 

research but quality in measurement is essential for research results to be meaningful.  

Instrumentation is part of the measurement process wherein the tool that were used for 

measurement is developed following a set of rules (Pett, Lackey, & Sullivan, 2003).  This set of 

rules helps to ensure accuracy and consistency. Devellis (2012) suggests eight steps in 

measurement development. These are: 1) determine clearly what you want to measure; 2) 



87 

 

generate an item pool; 3) determine the format for measurement; 4) have initial item pool 

reviewed by experts; 5) consider inclusion of validation items; 6) administer items to a 

development sample; 7) evaluate the items & 8) optimize scale length.  Each of these steps is 

important to the development of instruments that produce data that is both accurate and 

consistent.   

There are various ways to establish accuracy and consistency in measurement. Among 

them is by establishing content validity, or showing how well the questions represent the range 

of meanings they are intended to reflect. Content validity is generally tested by checking the 

questions against others on the same topic that have been established in the literature and/or 

having a group of experts judge their adequacy (Aday, 1989). McKenzie, Wood, Kotecki, Clark, 

and Brey (1999) developed a method for establishing content validity for health education 

instruments based on the earlier works of Lawshe (1975). This methodology employs both 

qualitative and quantitative techniques and has been used to establish content validity for 

instruments that assess things such as attitudes about professional credentialing, knowledge of 

course content for undergraduate and graduate patient education courses, and adolescent 

athletes views about sun protection and skin cancer (Fulmore & Geiger, 2011; Gail-Hinckley 

Heitzer, McKenzie, Amschler, & Bock, 2009; McKenzie & Seabert, 2009; McKenzie et al., 1999). 

The methodology includes creating the initial draft of the instrument, establishing a jury of 

experts, completing a qualitative review of the instrument, and completing a quantitative 

review.  
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This process follows a similar methodology to that of the Delphi process developed by 

the RAND Corporation for the purpose of  scientific forecasting (Brown, 1968; Sackman, 1974). 

Four characteristics of the Delphi process make it different from other group techniques: 

anonymity, iteration with controlled feedback, statistical group response and expert input 

(Goodman, 1987; Rowe et al., 1991). The technique is known for having both advantages and 

disadvantages in comparison to other group decision-making methods; the greatest advantage 

being the ability to structure communication in group decision-making. Experts have the ability 

to provide honest feedback without the threat of pressure from more vocal members of the 

group. Finally, this methodology is viewed by some as more convenient, less time consuming 

and less geographically bound than other group decision-making processes  that rely solely on 

face to face meetings (McKenna, 1994). These same characteristics have been viewed by some 

as potentially problematic aspects of the process. Anonymity may lead to lowered feelings of 

responsibility for panel participants thus resulting in poor response. Since an underlying 

assumption of the Delphi process is that a statistical aggregate is better than a random 

individual opinion, validity relies upon a good response rate (Woudenberg, 1991). Despite these 

potential issues, the benefits of the modified Delphi process provide community representatives 

with a unique opportunity to be involved in measurement development in a way that could fits 

well with their strengths.  

Conceptualizing “Other Adults Intervening for Youth” 

Urban, minority communities that experience high rates of poverty, disadvantage, and 

crime have identified what successful violence prevention would look like in their own 

neighborhood context. In a recent study, Hausman, et al. (2009) described a process whereby 
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community-identified indicators of successful violence prevention were translated into 

measurable variables. This study took 40 community identified indicators of successful youth 

violence prevention, matched them to existing datasets and subsequently assessed these 

datasets for accessibility. Eighteen of the forty were matched to existing data. One indicator, 

“adults intervening for youth”, was not matched to existing data. In a series of community 

meetings that were conducted as part of this study, participants agreed that the use of existing 

data helped to relieve the “research burden” on the community but also expressed an interest 

in opportunities for developing new measures.      

In response to this community need, the authors sought to create a valid measure of 

one domain of the community defined concept of “adults intervening for youth” while 

continuing to include community perspective in the development process.  A secondary analysis 

of two qualitative studies on youth violence prevention (results reported elsewhere) produced a 

conceptual understanding of “adults intervening for youth”. Results showed that the concept is 

complex and warranted separate domains to identify areas of youth support derived from 

parents, non-parental adults, and non-parental support of parents. The focus of the research 

presented here was on “neighborhood youth support”. Generally, the concept was described as 

adult community members feeling a sense of responsibility for the youth in the neighborhoods, 

influencing their development by setting a good example and, at times, actively engaging the 

youth. By the community’s standards it is the responsibility of the adults to intervene for youth 

not just intervene in youth bad behavior. In the following sections, the adapted methodology for 

developing a measure of the concept of “neighborhood youth support” is described.  
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Methods 

The measurement development process that was used for this study is broken into eight 

steps (Figure 3.1) guided by the modified Delphi process developed by McKenzie and colleagues 

(1999) .  

Figure 3.1 Measurement Development Process 

 

Adaptations to the content validity process, specifically the inclusion of community experts 

based on experience and group meetings to facilitate the process for community 

representatives, were made to accommodate community participation. The following section 

first gives an overview of the methodology, then briefly introduces step 1 (results reported in 

review paper), then describes the methods and results of steps two through six in greater detail 

(2) selection and recruitment of experts, 3) initial meeting, 4) qualitative review 5) quantitative 

review, and 6) follow-up meeting and finally discusses the community involvement piece of the 

pilot study.  

A complete study protocol including consent procedures and forms was submitted and 

approved by Temple University’s Institutional Review Board. Meetings took place at Temple 

University School of Medicine’s Medical Education and Research Building. This is a location 

familiar to some of the participants and a place that the participants felt accommodated the 
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transportation needs of the group. Since meetings took place in the evening to accommodate 

class and work schedules, transportation for the youth was paid for by the study team. This 

helped to ensure safe arrival home after each meeting. Upon completion of each review each 

participants received a $25 gift card to a local retail store. Participants were also acknowledged 

for their participation in all presentations of the process and results. 

There were two note-takers in addition to a facilitator for each face to face meeting as 

well as audio recording. Paper packets were sent through traditional mail and included a self-

addressed stamped envelope for return. Participants were also given the option of completing 

the reviews electronically. All participants received paper and electronic copies of each review. 

Follow-up phone calls were made to all participants to answer questions, clarify any part of the 

tasks that were confusing, and encourage timely completion and return of the packets. At the 

request of some of the younger panel experts, follow-up communication was done via text 

messaging.  

Step 1 – Identify Existing Measures 

In step one, a literature search was conducted to compile existing questions and 

measures that could be used to capture the concept of “neighborhood youth support”. This 

literature review yielded approximately 250 individual items from approximately 17 sources. 

Any scale or single item related to community adult/youth relationships was included for review 

by the study team (Hohl and Hausman). First, the study team conducted independent reviews of 

the items to determine if they appropriately reflected the concept and then the team met to get 
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consensus around which items to include in the draft instrument. This process resulted in 35 

items for the panel to review. See table 3.1 for items and sources.  

Step 2 – Selection & Recruitment of Expert Panel  

Areas of North and West Philadelphia experience some of the highest rates of crime in 

the city and have therefore been involved in ongoing efforts to reduce violence. This is also 

where most of the preliminary research for the study was conducted.  Therefore, a purposive 

sample was selected to include community experts based on residence in these communities, 

interest in community research, and insight into community social processes from an 

experiential perspective. The community experts were recruited from three different 

Philadelphia organizations that have been active in community health research.  

The first of these organizations was the Philadelphia Collaborative Violence Prevention 

Center’s (PCVPC) Youth Advisory Board (YAB). PCVPC was established as an Urban Partnership 

Academic Center of Excellence (UPACE) in 2006 through a cooperative agreement with The 

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) with the goal of preventing violence and 

aggression in the lives of young people in West and Southwest Philadelphia. PCVPC is a 

partnership between four Philadelphia academic institutions, The Children's Hospital of 

Philadelphia, The University of Pennsylvania, Temple University, and Drexel University, and the 

Philadelphia Area Research Community Coalition (PARCC), an umbrella community based 

organization representing various community efforts in the West Southwest area of 

Philadelphia. The YAB helps to include youth voice in PCVPC prevention efforts. It is comprised 

of twelve to seventeen year old youth living in PCVPC’s target neighborhoods, specifically 
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Haddington, Cobbs Creek and Kingsessing, who were recruited through intervention sites and by 

referral from Community Advisory Board (CAB) members and community leaders. Youth who 

participate on the YAB are interested in violence prevention for their communities (Vaughn et 

al., 2012).  

Older youth were recruited through the University Community Collaborative of 

Philadelphia (UCCP) at Temple University. As an organization the UCCP provides a continuum of 

leadership opportunities for youth and young adults aged 14 to 23. This continuum is designed 

to keep youth engaged at different levels, capacities and ages within the organization over an 

extended period of time, including that critical transition stage between high school and further 

education/employment. The youth that were contacted for this project were from the Leaders 

Core. These are older youth and college age adults who as leaders in the program are 

responsible for implementing curricula related to youth development and issues of importance 

to youth such as education, public safety, media as a tool for social change, and public speaking 

recruiting program participants, developing and conducting workshops in the community 

(University Community Collaborative of Philadelphia, 1997-2008).  

Finally, older community representatives were recruited through Temple University, 

School of Medicine’s Community Ambassadors. The Community Ambassadors are 

representatives of local community service and faith-based organizations who, for the past 4 

years, have worked to develop community linkages for health promotion and participation in 

health related research. Already certified in human subject research, the Ambassadors are key 
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community leaders and representatives who provide insight and linkage with the broader 

community, and ensure that research were the most community responsive.  

More traditional academic experts were also included in the panel to ensure 

appropriate scientific considerations were made. As suggested by Davis (1992), an expert should 

be selected based on a variety of criteria, including experience with the target population, 

professional certification, professional papers and/or presentations on the topic, research 

experience all in the topic, or knowledge of the underlying theory/concept. Therefore, academic 

experts were selected based on an established record of research in the areas of youth violence 

prevention, community well-being, and measurement development. These experts were 

selected from a list of experts known to the study team and contacted via email with an 

invitation to participate.  

After initial meetings with representatives from each of these three organizations, four 

youth (under 18 years old), five young adults (18 to 24), and five adults from target communities 

agreed to participate. Three academic experts also agreed to participate. 

 

Figure 3.2 Panel sample  

Panel of Jurors 
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Step 3 – The First Meeting  

All 14 community representatives attended an initial meeting where the goals, timeline 

and expectations of the project were explained (see Appendix B for agenda). A PowerPoint 

presentation, handouts and sample packets were used to guide the discussion. Participants 

were asked to commit to attend two meetings (including this meeting), review questions at 

home two times, make changes to the sets of questions, answer the new questions (for 

purposes of “working out the bugs”) and identify up to 60 community adults from North or West 

Philadelphia to pilot the new questions. After this initial overview, participants signed consent 

forms for participation and audio consents allowing the study team to record discussions during 

face to face meetings. Since some of the youth participants were under 18 years of age, consent 

was obtained prior to this meeting. A packet was sent home to the parents and youth that 

contained a letter outlining the goals and expectations of the project, parent consent forms, 

audio consent forms and youth assent forms. Youth participants brought signed forms to the 

meeting.  

During the second part of the meeting, the concept of “neighborhood youth support” 

was presented to the group. This included an explanation of the concept, presentation of the 

qualitative analysis that helped develop the conceptual definition, and the results of the review 

of existing measures. Following this, a guided discussion with the group took place. A goal of this 

discussion was to frame the purpose and parameters of the measurement process. It was 

important to describe how the focus of the measure had been established; through a CBPR 

process that took place with members of their communities, some of whom were also 

participating in this project. The study team acknowledged this is just one of the important 
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concepts relevant to violence prevention in their communities and that even though it may not 

be the number one issue for some individuals, it was important to focus their efforts on 

developing a measure of this concept and future research studies could potentially use a similar 

process to develop measures of different concepts.  

The panel discussion supported the conceptual definition of neighborhood youth 

support.  When asked to share specific examples of interactions that might be indicative of the 

concept, participants offered things like adults engaging in informal sports, fishing, or cooking 

with neighborhood youth. Also, it is important that adults make themselves present in the 

neighborhood. Often adults will keep to themselves, not being seen in the neighborhood. While 

adult presence is not necessarily an interaction with youth, it may allow youth to identify 

positive role models or help the youth to know that adults are there if they are needed. 

Furthermore small gestures like saying hello or brief conversations can open the door for youth.   

Step 4 – The Qualitative Review 

Each participant was asked to review the 35 items selected for the draft instrument and 

respond to the appropriateness of the title, directions, content areas, individual items, and 

readability for each (see Appendix E Qualitative Review Instrument). Furthermore, reviewers 

were given the opportunity to add their own items or comments as they saw fit. Participants 

were given 2 weeks from the time that they received their packets to complete and return 

them.  

Eleven community experts and three academic experts completed the qualitative review 

(82% response rate). During follow-up phone calls to the panel experts two of the adult 
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community participants expressed concern that they would not be able to complete the 

expected tasks due to other obligations and therefore could not participate going forward. 

Returned packets were analyzed for consensus on responses and suggestions. Once a majority 

of the packets were returned, responses were put into an Excel spreadsheet. Each component 

of the instrument was assessed for suggestions, comments and revisions. Consensus among the 

panel participants suggested where and how changes would be made to the instrument. In the 

event that a suggestion was made that was valuable in the researchers view but was not 

brought up by more than one panelist, the suggestion was added at the study team’s discretion.  

Panel experts did not like the word “intervening” in the title. Six of the ten experts that 

commented on the title preferred a word like “support”. Experts found the directions to be easy 

to read and understand though half of them also thought that they were too wordy. They 

suggested removing unnecessary words and defining youth and adults.  Results of this analysis 

produced 23 items including 3 new questions: 

• Do youth and adults in your neighborhood have a good relationship? 
• Are there any organized activities for the youth in your neighborhood? 
• Are there any professionals in your community that are role models? 

 These new items continued to reflect community capacity for positive adult interaction or 

modeling. This is an idea that was brought up the first meeting. Panel experts wanted to be sure 

that the people whom youth look up are positive models in their lives. For them, professionals, 

people that represent varied positive contributions to society, were a necessary component in 

the concept.  The 25 items were grouped into five domains: leadership, respect, intervening in 

negative behavior, adult presence, and active engagement in positive behavior.   
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Step 6 – The Quantitative Review 

A cover letter, draft instrument that included revisions from the qualitative analysis and  

response form were mailed and emailed approximately four weeks after the first packet.  The 

revised instrument was redistributed to the panel with directions for rating the appropriateness 

of each item. Participants were directed to rate the appropriateness of each question with the 

following responses: essential, useful but not essential or not necessary. Participants were 

instructed to comment on title, choose preferred wording on certain items and add items 

related to specific sub categories where items were missing. In particular,  items needed to be 

added to the domain: “active engagement in positive behaviors”. 

Ten community experts and three academic experts completed the quantitative review 

(76.4% response rate). All responses for each item were summed and the content validity ratio 

(CVR) calculated and assessed for statistical significance at the p<.05 level. The purpose of the 

CVR statistic was to determine what items would be kept and which should be excluded from 

the final instrument. Two assumptions underlie the use of the CVR as a quantitatives means for 

determining content validity for an item. First, any item perceive to be “essential” by more than 

half of the participants has some degree of content validity, and second, the more participants 

beyond the 50% who perceive the items to be essential, the greater the content validity 

(Lawshe, 1975). Based on the minimum values table by Veneziano & Hooper (1997) with 13 

jurors reviewing the instrument, the minimum value of the CVR for significance at the p<.05 was 

.54. After it was decided what items would remain on the instrument, the mean of the CVR 

values of those items were calculated to get a Content Validity Index (CVI) of .68. The CVI is not 

a correlation coefficient. It represents the average percentage of overlap between the items 
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selected and the domain “neighborhood youth support” or in other words, the perceived 

overlap between the actual occurrence of neighborhood youth support and the ability for the 

items in the measure to accurately capture it (Lawshe, 1975).  

 

Table 3.2 Expert ratings for each item and corresponding CVR scores 

ITEM Essential 
Useful but 

not 
Essential 

Not 
Necessary 

CVR 
(n=13) 

1.      In this neighborhood, adults are willing to accept 
youth leadership.  7 5 1 *0.08 

2.      In this neighborhood, adults are willing to 
guide/nurture youth leadership. 11 1 0 0.69 

3.      In this neighborhood, adults listen to the 
suggestions of youth.  8 5 0 0.23 

4.      In this neighborhood, adults take the ideas of youth 
seriously.  9 2 2 *0.38 

5.      In this neighborhood, adults encourage youth to 
come up with their own ideas. 9 1 2 0.38 

6.      In this neighborhood, adults actively seek youth 
input on community projects.  10 3 0 0.54 

7.      In this neighborhood, adults and youth get along 
well together.  10 2 1 0.54 

8.      In this neighborhood, youth and adults learn from 
one another.  8 5 0 *0.23 

9.      In this neighborhood, youth and adults help teach 
each other new skills.  7 5 0 0.08 

10.  In this neighborhood, adults listen/accept youth 
ideas and opinions. 10 2 0 0.54 

11.  In this neighborhood, interactions/conversations 
between youth and adults are respectful. 12 0 0 0.85 

12.  In this neighborhood, it is okay to tell a neighbor if 
their son or daughter is getting into trouble.  12 1 0 0.85 

13.  In this neighborhood, you can count on adults to 
look out for youth and keep them safe 12 1 0 0.85 

14.  Adults in this neighborhood would do something 
about it if some neighborhood youth were spray 
painting graffiti on a local building.  

10 3 0 ~0.54 

15.  Adults in this neighborhood would do something to 
stop it if youth were showing disrespect to an adult in 
the neighborhood.  

11 2 0 0.69 

16.  Adults in this neighborhood would do something 12 1 0 0.85 
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Table 3.2 Expert ratings for each item and corresponding CVR scores 
about it/would break it up if a fight broke out in front of 
their house.  
17.  Adults in this neighborhood would do something to 
stop it if someone was trying to sell drugs to a 
neighborhood youth in plain sight.  

12 1 0 0.85 

18.  Adults in this neighborhood would do something 
about it if a neighborhood youth was seen skipping 
school. 

10 3 0 0.54 

19.  There are adults in this neighborhood that youth can 
look up to that are a positive influence.  11 1 0 0.69 

20.  There are adults in this neighborhood provide 
direction and mentoring for youth. 9 2 0 *0.38 

21.  Adults in this neighborhood know who the local 
youth are. 10 2 1 0.54 

22.  There are adults in this neighborhood that supervise 
youth.  10 3 0 0.54 

23.  In this neighborhood there are people who spend 
time outside of their home for more than just a few 
minutes doing things like sitting outside, working in the 
yard, or taking a walk in the neighborhood? 

12 1 0 0.85 

* items that the panel chose to include upon review at the second meeting 
~items that the panel chose to exclude upon review at the second meeting 
 

Analysis of the quantitative review produced 16 “essential” items. Five more items were 

suggested in this round by the panel:  

• In this neighborhood there are at least 2 block parties and or social events per year for 
youth and adult 

• Are there adults in this neighborhood that youth can go to if they have a problem (other 
than their parents)? 

• Adults are present at youth events 
• There are regular block parties, movie nights, open community centers where people 

can congregate,  
• Adults in this neighborhood participate as coaches, mentors & teachers for youth,  
• Youth in this neighborhood feel that adults (other than family members) support and 

encourage them in X, Y or Z.  
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Comments were still mixed on the new title, “neighborhood measure of youth support” with 

about half that commented liking it better than the original and others still not sure of an 

appropriate title.   

Step 7 – The Second Meeting 

After most (12) of the second reviews were returned and analyzed for essential items, 

comments and suggestions, a second meeting took place. One of the original purposes for the 

second meeting was to give the panel an opportunity to see the final instrument and for them 

to be the first to complete the instrument. In keeping with CBPR methods, this would provide 

feedback to the panel, as well as provide an opportunity for a “trial run” of the instrument to 

see if there are any final changes that need to be made to make the instrument more 

understandable and user friendly.  

The purpose of the second meeting changed slightly from what was proposed. As 

suggested by the methodology for a Delphi process, the number of independent reviews are 

determined by the group’s ability to reach consensus (Keeney et al., 2001). Upon analysis of the 

second round of reviews it became apparent that there were still some decisions that needed to 

be made before the pilot test. Therefore, the research team determined that it would be helpful 

to review the remaining items as a group and discuss wording, item selection and additional 

items. The meeting began with an overview of the progress to date. Next, the group went 

through a revised version of the questions that included results of the entire panel input to date. 

Finally there was a discussion as to how best to recruit the pilot sample. 
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Ten out of the original fourteen community experts came to the second meeting. Four 

of the items still need a decision as to the preferred wording. The group reviewed and made 

decisions for the following items: 

 
For the final item the panel suggested “would get involved” rather than the two original options, 

feeling as though getting involved implies doing more than just calling the police but not 

necessarily intervening physically in the fight. Throughout the review process the group 

remained consistent in the idea that it is important for adults to be involved in these instances. 

They agreed that calling the police would only escalate the problem in the long term but also 

recognized that many people would not physically intervene for the fear of their own safety.    

The group decided on twenty five items to keep for the final measure including some of 

the new items from the quantitative review and some items that did not meet the CVR at .05 

(see table 3.2 for *items). Of the thirty five original questions selected from the literature 

review, only three items remained for the pilot test in their original form (adults in this 

neighborhood know who the local children are (Sampson et al., 1999), adults and youth get 

along well together , and adults provide direction and mentoring for youth (Jones & Perkins, 

Table 3.3 Items that required word choices 

Items Words 
selected 

• In this neighborhood, adults are willing to guide/nurture youth leadership Nurture 

• In this neighborhood, adults listen to/accept youth ideas and opinions.  Listen 

• In this neighborhood, interactions/conversations between youth and 
adults are respectful. 

Interactions 

• Adults in this neighborhood would do something about it/would break it 
up if a fight broke out in front of their house. 

Would get 
involved 
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2005). For consistency, the phrase “in your neighborhood” was added to all of the items, 

including these three.  

The second purpose of this meeting was to help determine the best to way access 

participants for the pilot test. They discouraged door to door interviews, expressing their 

concern that community residents would not be responsive. The panel was aware of several 

community events that take place every year in the neighborhoods of interest. They felt that 

conducting the interviews at these existing community events would be the best approach to 

recruitment. Follow-up emails and phone calls to panel experts led to contacts for such events. 

Finally, some of the panel experts suggested including the young people from the panel as 

interviewers to enhance participation in the research as well as from the potential pilot 

participants.  

Step 8 – The Pilot Study 

A pilot study was conducted with the final instrument. At the suggestion of the panel, 

two large community events were identified by community experts where pilot participants 

were recruited. All five of the young adults that served as experts were contacted to assist with 

interviews. Four of the young adults agreed to participate as interviewers. To increase the 

quality of the interviews and the resulting data, an interviewer training was held for all of the 

interviewers (Trochim & Donnelly, 2006). The purpose of the training was to give them an 

overview of survey research, specifically how to conduct interviews, discuss ethical 

considerations, review specifics about the instrument they would be using, and practice 
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interviews with the opportunity to debrief afterwards. Only one of the four young adults that 

were trained actually participated in conducting the interviews.   

At the  suggestion of the community experts, interviews (N=65) were conducted during 

two outside community events held within two weeks time in one specific neighborhood in 

West Philadelphia. A more detailed description of the methods and results of this pilot can be 

found (see results paper).  

Process Evaluation 

At the conclusion of the panel review process, the final instrument and an evaluation of 

the process was sent to all of the community experts. The purpose of the evaluation was to 

determine how easy or difficult each step was to complete, what they liked or would do 

differently to achieve the end goal and what they thought were the challenges and benefits 

gained from participation. Suggestions for how to make the process more “community-friendly” 

were also solicited and noted. Unfortunately only 2 of the 14 evaluations were returned. While 

the two that were returned rated the process favorably, it is not possible to make any 

conclusions based on a 14% response rate.  

Discussion 

A fundamental concept underlying participatory research is that the lived experience of 

the target group can inform the development and implementation of programs to address the 

issues challenging the health and well-being of the group. To that end, the purpose of this study 

was to demonstrate the process by which community participation can be included in the 

research process, specifically in measurement development. Results of this study produced a 
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twenty-five item measure that reflects a concept that community members felt is important to 

youth violence prevention. Frequently expert panels are used in measurement development to 

address content validity. This study was unique in that it was guided by participatory research 

methods and the experts were community researchers.    By partnering with community experts 

to identify violence prevention markers and develop valid measures of such markers we are 

giving a voice to the community where it is often missing, in academic research. We are also 

providing a way to create instruments that are more relevant to the communities that were 

using them.   

Using this modified Delphi process provided an opportunity for community to 

participate that is more convenient and allowed them to make decisions based on their own 

opinions, not influenced by others as most group decision-making processes are. The 

adaptations that were made to the process ensured that experts were well oriented to the 

conceptual definition that had been established for the intended measure. It also allowed for 

the less tangible benefits often part of participatory research to be realized. For example, 

academic and community researchers had the opportunity to interact and discuss interests and 

priorities not directly relevant to the primary research identifying future opportunities for 

engagement. More specifically, networking occurred between community representatives 

across the various ages and groups represented. Also, the project allowed for mutual learning 

between participants and researchers. As researchers were able to gather opinions on how the 

measure could be used, community participants were able to learn more about the formal 

measurement process including next steps for testing. In participating in the interview trainings, 
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panel experts acquired knowledge and in a few cases, experience that could potentially be 

useful in future employment.   

From a process perspective, there are some challenges and successes that should be noted. 

Participation rates were good throughout the process with the exception of the final evaluation. 

The process evaluation would have been valuable in learning how this methodology could work 

best for community participants. Given the high response rate for each of the reviews and 

meetings, one can only guess why so few participants responded to the evaluation. There was 

no financial incentive tied to the evaluation while participants received gift cards for both 

reviews. Furthermore timing may have contributed to low response. The final evaluations were 

sent after the school year had concluded and therefore, the young adults may have relocated or 

schedules may have changed. Given these possibilities, future use of this process should 

consider alternative methods to evaluation such as brief interviews during the process or 

shorter surveys that are attached to the built in incentive. As is inherent in CBPR in general, this 

approach has the potential to be more time consuming for academic researchers (Viswanathan 

& Hodge, 2004). Follow-up phone calls, text messages and emails were necessary to ensure 

timely responses for some of the reviews. As this is an iterative process, analysis of each round 

is dependent upon timely response by the panel and quick turnaround on the researcher’s part. 

Keeping the panel size “manageable” and using technology such as cell phones and email helps 

to minimize this problem.  

 Limitations to this study need to be acknowledged. First, truly participatory research efforts 

should include community participation in every aspect of the research. One of the strengths of 
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the research presented here is that it began with a concept that originated from community 

representatives a few of whom participated as panel experts. Another is that the decisions on 

how this concept should be represented in a measurement tool also came from community 

participation. However, no community representatives partnered with the researchers in the 

literature review, analysis or dissemination. While there is still opportunity to discuss 

dissemination, analysis took place throughout the process and therefore cannot be 

accommodated. Future studies using this methodology might consider including a community 

partner on the “study team” that determined the first set of items to be used for review, 

processed each review and produced the subsequent rounds of items. This would require 

benefits and incentives to be built into the process. Given that it was an iterative process, 

participants did have the opportunity to review results and therefore there was some 

confirmation that the results were appropriate.  

Some of the limitations of this study are inherent in the Delphi process itself. Criticisms 

from other researchers are based on the idea that there are many modifications to the 

technique and the degree to which these modifications stray from the original assumptions may 

influence the outcomes. Some experts have critiqued the process and found challenges are 

related to selection of experts, anonymity, determining consensus, and interpreting results 

(Goodman, 1987; Hsu & Sandford, 2007; Keeney et al., 2006). In this study experts were 

selected based on their knowledge of their community.  Content validity is based on the 

participating experts representing the group or area of knowledge under study (Goodman, 

1987). Though there are suggestions, there is little consensus on the criteria with which experts 

should be selected. While the authors would argue that community representatives are the real 
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“experts” on community topics there could be an argument made that these representatives are 

not familiar enough with the science of measurement. For this reason, more traditional experts 

were included in the process. To address this issue further, future work should look at the 

differences or similarities between academic and community researcher responses throughout 

the process to determine appropriate selection criteria (for example, number or ratio of 

community to academic experts).  To assure community participants were informed and 

comfortable with the progress of the measure; face to face meetings were added to our 

process. Though responses to each of the reviews were kept deidentified, participants were still 

known to each other making this more quasi-anonymous as it has been referred to by some (S. 

Keeney et al., 2006). Furthermore, adding the face-to-face meetings to this otherwise 

independent group process may have biased the decision making process towards the opinions 

of the more vocal members of the group. In general, the Delphi process has been referred to 

more of an art than a science (Linstone & Turoff, 1976). An argument can be made that the 

accommodations for community participation has enhanced this process despite the potential 

problems.    

Conclusion 

The benefit of this process for both academic and community researchers is clear. 

Research has been including community participation in various stages, recognizing the often 

difficult but important balance that needs to exist between participant voice and scientific rigor. 

This study helps to add to the existing body of literature that has demonstrated ways in which 

community can participate in research enhancing the value of the research to the academic 

researcher and community alike. The participatory process described in this study can be used in 
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the future to ensure that relevant community concepts are included in prevention research and 

that the instruments used to capture these concepts are mindful of participant needs. Including 

community involvement in measurement development should result in instruments that are less 

likely to be offensive or confusing to participants and produce more reliable and valid data.  

Next steps in this research include appropriate psychometric testing for accuracy and reliability 

and presenting the community representatives on the panel with the results so that they can 

use the measure on future projects.  
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Table 3.1 Items included in first review, matching constructs and sources 

Item Construct Source 

1. If a neighbor saw your child getting into trouble, would your neighbor tell 
you about it? 

Collective 
supervision 

(Robert J.  Sampson & 
Groves, 1989) 

2. How often do you and other people who live in your neighborhood ask 
each other to watch your children when you are not at home? 

Neighborhood 
integration 

(Thornberry, Krohn, Lizotte, 
Smith, & Tobin, 2003) 

3. Adults in this neighborhood know who the local children are. Intergenerational 
closure 

(Robert J. Sampson et al., 
1999) 

4. There are adults in this neighborhood that children can look up to. Intergenerational 
closure 

5. You can count on adults in this neighborhood to watch out that children 
are safe and don’t get in trouble. 

Intergenerational 
closure 

6. Adults display a willingness to accept and nurture youth leadership. Adult Involvement (Jones & Perkins, 2005) 

7. If you saw a neighbor’s child getting into trouble, would you tell your 
neighbor about it? 

Parent-Neighbor 
oversight 

(Bankston III & Zhou, 2002) 

8. Adults display a willingness to control youth leadership. Adult Involvement (Jones & Perkins, 2005 

9. Adults tend to want to be followers of youth leadership. Adult Involvement 

10. Adults tend to want to guide youth leadership. Adult Involvement 

11. Adults always listen to the suggestions of youth. Adult Involvement 

12. Adults always totally take over when working on projects with youth. Adult Involvement 

13. Adults always take the ideas of youth seriously. Adult Involvement 

14. Adults encourage youth to come up with their own ideas. Adult Involvement 

15. Youth and adults get along well together. Youth-Adult 
Interaction 

(Jones & Perkins, 2005) 

16. Youth and adults argue Youth-Adult 
Interaction 

(Jones & Perkins, 2005) 

17. Adults actively and consistently consult with youth on project activities. Youth-Adult 
Interaction 

(Jones & Perkins, 2005) 

18. Adults provide direction and mentoring for youth. Youth-Adult 
Interaction 

(Jones & Perkins, 2005) 

19. Youth and adults indicate mutual learning from one another. Youth-Adult 
Interaction 

(Jones & Perkins, 2005) 

20. Youth and adults frequently help one another develop new skills. Youth-Adult 
Interaction 

(Jones & Perkins, 2005) 

21. Adults are very considerate of youth opinion. Youth-Adult 
Interaction 

(Jones & Perkins, 2005) 

22. Youth and adults engage in respectful conversations. Youth-Adult 
Interaction 

(Jones & Perkins, 2005) 

23. Adults trust youth to handle power responsibly. Youth-Adult 
Interaction 

(Jones & Perkins, 2005) 

24. If a group of neighborhood children were skipping school and hanging 
out on a corner, how likely is it that your neighbors would do something 
about it? 

Child centered social 
control 

(Robert J. Sampson, 1997; 
Robert J. Sampson et al., 
1999) 
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Table 3.1 Items included in first review, matching constructs and sources 

25. If some children were spray painting graffiti on a local building, how 
likely is it that your neighbors would do something about it? 

Child centered social 
control 

26. If a child was showing disrespect to an adult, how likely is it that people 
in your neighborhood would scold that child? 

Child centered social 
control 

27. If children were showing disrespect to an adult in your neighborhood 
how likely is it that your neighbors would do something to stop it? 

Informal Social 
Control 

 

28. If there was a fight in front of your house & someone was being beaten 
or threatened, how likely if it that one of your neighbors would break it up? 

Informal Social 
Control 

 

29. If fight broke out in front of their house, how likely is it that someone in 
your neighborhood would do something to stop it? 

Informal Social 
Control 

30. If someone was trying to sell drugs to a neighborhood child in plain sight 
how likely is it that someone in your neighborhood would do something to 
stop it? 

Informal Social 
Control 

31. How likely is it that one of your neighbors would do something about it 
if: your kids were getting in trouble? 

Social Control (Delbert S. Elliott et al., 
1996) 

32. There are adults or other caretakers around who watch and supervise 
young children in the neighborhood. 

Interviewer 
Impression 

Chicago Youth 
Development Study 

33. How common is it for people in your neighborhood to spend time 
outside of their home for more than just a few minutes, sitting outside, 
working in the yard, or taking a walk in the neighborhood? 

  

34. If children were on the street, in a park, or in a store on a school day how 
likely is it that your neighbors would do something to stop it? 

  

35. If a teenager from your neighborhood was seen away from the school 
grounds on a school day how likely is it that your neighbors would do 
something to stop it? 
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Table 3.4 Iterations of questions throughout Delphi process 

Questions used for the Pilot Questions used for the Quantitative 
Review 

Questions used for the Qualitative 
Review 

LEADERSHIP In this neighborhood, adults are willing to 
accept youth leadership.  

1. If a neighbor saw your child getting 
into trouble, would your neighbor tell you 
about it? 

In your neighborhood, adults are willing 
to accept youth leadership.  

In this neighborhood, adults are willing to 
guide/nurture youth leadership. (circle 
one) 

2. How often do you and other people 
who live in your neighborhood ask each 
other to watch your children when you 
are not at home? 

In your neighborhood, adults are willing 
to nurture youth leadership. 

 In this neighborhood, adults listen to the 
suggestions of youth.  

3. Adults in this neighborhood know who 
the local children are. 

In your neighborhood, adults take the 
ideas of youth seriously.  

In this neighborhood, adults take the 
ideas of youth seriously.  

4. There are adults in this neighborhood 
that children can look up to. 

In your neighborhood, adults actively 
seek youth input on community projects.  

 In this neighborhood, adults encourage 
youth to come up with their own ideas. 

5. You can count on adults in this 
neighborhood to watch out that children 
are safe and don’t get in trouble. 

RESPECT  In this neighborhood, adults actively seek 
youth input on community projects.  

6. Adults display a willingness to accept 
and nurture youth leadership. 

In your neighborhood, adults and youth 
get along well together.  

 In this neighborhood, adults and youth 
get along well together.  

7. If you saw a neighbor’s child getting 
into trouble, would you tell your neighbor 
about it? 

In your neighborhood, youth and adults 
learn from one another.  

 In this neighborhood, youth and adults 
learn from one another.  

8. Adults display a willingness to control 
youth leadership. 

In your neighborhood, adults do not 
listen to youth ideas and opinions.  

 In this neighborhood, youth and adults 
help teach each other new skills.  

9. Adults tend to want to be followers of 
youth leadership. 

In your neighborhood, interactions 
between youth and adults are respectful. 

In this neighborhood, adults listen/accept 
youth ideas and opinions. (circle one) 

10. Adults tend to want to guide youth 
leadership. 

INTERVENING IN NEGATIVE BEHAVIOR  In this neighborhood, 
interactions/conversations between 
youth and adults are respectful. (circle 
one) 

11. Adults always listen to the 
suggestions of youth. 

In your neighborhood, it is okay to tell a 
neighbor if their son or daughter is 
getting into trouble.  

In this neighborhood, it is okay to tell a 
neighbor if their son or daughter is 
getting into trouble.  

12. Adults always totally take over when 
working on projects with youth. 
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Table 3.4 Iterations of questions throughout Delphi process 

In your neighborhood, you can count on 
adults to look out for youth and keep 
them safe 

In this neighborhood, you can count on 
adults to look out for youth and keep 
them safe 

13. Adults always take the ideas of youth 
seriously. 

Adults in your neighborhood would do 
something to stop it if youth were 
showing disrespect to an adult in the 
neighborhood.  

Adults in this neighborhood would do 
something about it if some neighborhood 
youth were spray painting graffiti on a 
local building.  

14. Adults encourage youth to come up 
with their own ideas. 

Adults in your neighborhood would get 
involved if a fight broke out in front of 
their house.  

Adults in this neighborhood would do 
something to stop it if youth were 
showing disrespect to an adult in the 
neighborhood.  

15. Youth and adults get along well 
together. 

Adults in your neighborhood would do 
something to stop it if someone was 
trying to sell drugs to a neighborhood 
youth in plain sight.  

Adults in this neighborhood would do 
something about it/would break it up if a 
fight broke out in front of their house.  

16. Youth and adults argue 

Adults in your neighborhood would do 
something about it if a neighborhood 
youth was seen skipping school 

Adults in this neighborhood would do 
something to stop it if someone was 
trying to sell drugs to a neighborhood 
youth in plain sight.  

17. Adults actively and consistently 
consult with youth on project activities. 

ADULT PRESENCE  Adults in this neighborhood would do 
something about it if a neighborhood 
youth was seen skipping school 

18. Adults provide direction and 
mentoring for youth. 

There are no adults in your neighborhood 
who youth can look up to that are a 
positive influence. 

There are adults in this neighborhood 
that youth can look up to that are a 
positive influence.  

19. Youth and adults indicate mutual 
learning from one another. 

Adults in your neighborhood know who 
the local youth are. 

There are adults in this neighborhood 
provide direction and mentoring for 
youth. 

20. Youth and adults frequently help one 
another develop new skills. 

There are adults in your neighborhood 
who listen out for youth.  

Adults in this neighborhood know who 
the local youth are. 

21. Adults are very considerate of youth 
opinion. 

In your neighborhood there are people 
who spend time outside of their home for 
more than just a few minutes doing 
things like sitting outside, working in the 
yard, or taking a walk in the 
neighborhood. 

There are adults in this neighborhood 
that supervise youth.  

22. Youth and adults engage in respectful 
conversations. 

There are adults in your neighborhood 
who youth feel comfortable talking with 
besides their parents. 

In this neighborhood there are people 
who spend time outside of their home for 
more than just a few minutes doing 
things like sitting outside, working in the 

23. Adults trust youth to handle power 
responsibly. 
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Table 3.4 Iterations of questions throughout Delphi process 

yard, or taking a walk in the 
neighborhood? 

There are adults in your neighborhood 
who youth can go to if they have a 
problem (other than their parents) 

 24. If a group of neighborhood children 
were skipping school and hanging out on 
a corner, how likely is it that your 
neighbors would do something about it? 

In your neighborhood, adults are present 
at youth events. 

 25. If some children were spray painting 
graffiti on a local building, how likely is it 
that your neighbors would do something 
about it? 

ACTIVE ENGAGEMENT IN POSITIVE 
BEHAVIOR 

 26. If a child was showing disrespect to an 
adult, how likely is it that people in your 
neighborhood would scold that child? 

There are adults in your neighborhood 
who provide direction and mentoring for 
youth. 

 27. If children were showing disrespect to 
an adult in your neighborhood how likely 
is it that your neighbors would do 
something to stop it? 

In your neighborhood there are things 
like regular block parties, movie nights, or 
open community centers where youth 
and adults can socialize. 

 28. If there was a fight in front of your 
house & someone was being beaten or 
threatened, how likely if it that one of 
your neighbors would break it up? 

In your neighborhood, adults support 
youth by volunteering for youth activities. 

 29. If fight broke out in front of their 
house, how likely is it that someone in 
your neighborhood would do something 
to stop it? 

In your neighborhood, adults join in with 
youth  activities like jumping rope or 
playing catch 

 30. If someone was trying to sell drugs to 
a neighborhood child in plain sight how 
likely is it that someone in your 
neighborhood would do something to 
stop it? 

  31. How likely is it that one of your 
neighbors would do something about it if: 
your kids were getting in trouble? 

  32. There are adults or other caretakers 
around who watch and supervise young 
children in the neighborhood. 
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Table 3.4 Iterations of questions throughout Delphi process 

  33. How common is it for people in your 
neighborhood to spend time outside of 
their home for more than just a few 
minutes, sitting outside, working in the 
yard, or taking a walk in the 
neighborhood? 

  34. If children were on the street, in a 
park, or in a store on a school day how 
likely is it that your neighbors would do 
something to stop it? 

  35. If a teenager from your neighborhood 
was seen away from the school grounds 
on a school day how likely is it that your 
neighbors would do something to stop it? 
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CHAPTER 4  

PAPER 3 – A NEIGHBORHOOD MEASURE OF YOUTH SUPPORT: RESULTS OF A 

PILOT TEST 

Abstract 

It has been established that neighborhoods have a significant effect on youth 

development and recent research has revealed how urban, minority communities that 

experience high rates of poverty, disadvantage, and crime identify what successful violence 

prevention would look like in their own neighborhood context. Reliable and valid measures that 

reflect some of these concepts have been developed by traditional methods but some domains 

do not have effective measures. The purpose of this study was to demonstrate that an adapted 

community participatory measurement development process could produce a measure that is 

reflective of the community’s perspective, consistent and potentially useful for future research. 

Content validity of a new measure “neighborhood youth support” was assessed through a 

modified Delphi process that engaged both community and academic experts in multiple rounds 

of reviews and revisions. The measure was pilot tested with a community sample (N=65) and 

subsequently subjected to tests of internal consistency reliability and construct validity. Results 

showed the individual scales to be internally consistent (Cronbach alpha .626-.783). Principal 

axis factoring concluded that three of the five scales were measuring one domain while two 

others were not as clear. Spearman correlations showed a moderate to strong positive 

correlations between established scales and new scales.  The results of these tests show that 

this methodology is feasible and can be used by community and academic partnerships to 
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produce community relevant measures. After further testing, future research can include this 

validated measure of neighborhood youth support in collaborative violence prevention efforts. 

Introduction 

Neighborhoods are intimately involved in the health and well-being of youth (Brooks-

Gunn, Duncan, Klebanov, & Sealand, 1993; Diez Roux & Mair, 2010; Hart & Marmorstein, 2010; 

Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 2000; Swisher, 2008). Decades of research have demonstrated the 

physical and social environment to which a young person is exposed has significant impact on 

his or her life. Whether it is poverty, disorder, or social connectedness, neighborhoods have 

been studied as part of the complex social ecological models that researchers use in an attempt 

to explain micro and macro influences on youth development and subsequent outcomes (Chung 

& Steinberg, 2006; Elliott et al., 1996; Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 2000, 2003) 

Theories of Neighborhood Disadvantage and Violence 

Neighborhood social processes such as levels of social connectedness and informal 

social control have been used to explain the connection between community structure and 

violence in disadvantaged neighborhoods (Sampson et al., 1997).  Social Disorganization Theory 

has been used as a foundation for much of this work (Reidel & Welsh, 2008). Dating back to the 

1920’s Burgess discussed the changes in urban growth related to organization and 

disorganization (Marzluff et al., 2008). In areas of high mobility, social control of the majority 

group is the weakest and this contributes to disorganization and delinquency (Reidel & Welsh, 

2008).In their studies of structural disadvantage, Shaw and McKay (1942) made two 

assumptions: people compete for desirable space and levels of disorganization and integration 
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vary in different communities. Their research showed low SES, ethnic heterogeneity, and 

residential mobility accounted for most variation in delinquency; but not in all cases. They 

explained their results with the assertion that high urban crime rates were a result of more 

desirable locations becoming crowded and expensive, therefore residents and businesses move 

resulting in areas of high mobility, social disorganization, high delinquency and violence. Bursik 

and Grasmick (1988) modified the original theory and stated that social disorganization 

undermines informal social control in the community which in turn allows crime to occur. 

Sampson et al. (1997) added to the science by establishing that it may be collective efficacy or as 

they theorized , the ability of neighborhoods to realize the common values of residents and 

maintain effective social controls,  that mediates the relationship between concentrated 

disadvantage and residential instability with violence.   

Community as Part of the Prevention Process 

Though great strides have been made in understanding steps to address youth violence 

at the individual level, very few effective programs and policies at the community and societal 

level have been developed.  Theories such as those described above are the foundation for 

extensive effort on the part of public health researchers and practitioners to effect change in 

rates of interpersonal violence in the United States. Despite these efforts, interpersonal violence 

still exists as one of the leading causes of death and disability for some populations, particularly 

the poor, urban, disadvantaged communities ("Violence-related firearm deaths among residents 

of metropolitan areas and cities — United States, 2006–2007," 2011). The Centers for Disease 

Control and Prevention (CDC) acknowledge this continued challenge and encourage the science 

to move forward to include prevention efforts that incorporate our understanding of 
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community into interventions that focus on changing community characteristics and social 

processes to create positive environments (Hammond & Arias, 2011). 

Creating positive environments means more than creating interventions, it means 

developing programs and policies that incorporate indigenous knowledge of community life and 

process as a means of ensuring the adoption of these practices in the end. One way to do this is 

through academic and community partnerships that encourage equal participation in research 

and practice.  Community Based Participatory Research (CBPR) is an approach that helps to 

bridge the gap between science and practice and has been put forth as a means of facilitating 

the implementation and dissemination of evidence based interventions (Wallerstein & Duran, 

2010). Though dissemination is usually the last step of the research process, participation by 

community begins much sooner. It includes participation at the outset and throughout the 

process to ensure acceptable and “adoptable” results in the end. But this research is not 

without its challenges (Horowitz, Robinson, & Seifer, 2009). Balance between community 

participation and efforts on the academic researchers’ part to ensure “scientific rigor” can be a 

sticking point in these partnerships. Demonstrating that traditional scientific approaches that 

include community participation can produce reliable and valid results is necessary to advance 

our understanding of community issues as well as advancing the science of prevention.  

Study Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to test a new measure of neighborhood youth support that 

was developed through an adapted methodology using a community based participatory 

research approach. The following sections presents the conceptual understanding of 

neighborhood youth support as it was described by community members. 
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Defining “Adults Intervening for Youth” 

Urban, minority communities that experience high rates of poverty, disadvantage, and 

crime have identified what successful violence prevention would look like in their own 

neighborhood context. In a recent study, Hausman et al. (2009) described a process whereby 

community-identified indicators of successful violence prevention were translated into 

measurable variables. The study took 40 community identified indicators of successful youth 

violence prevention, matched them to existing datasets and subsequently assessed these 

datasets for accessibility. Eighteen of the forty were matched to existing data. One indicator, 

“adults intervening for youth”, was not matched to existing data. In a series of validation 

meetings that were conducted as part of the study, community participants agreed that the use 

of existing data helped to relieve the “research burden” on the community but also expressed 

an interest in opportunities for exploring measurement for these indicators.    

A secondary analysis of two qualitative studies conducted as part of the intervention 

development process for two violence prevention projects in Philadelphia, PA (Hausman & Hohl, 

n.d.) produced a conceptual definition of “adults intervening for youth”. Results of this analysis 

showed that the concept was complex and represented three avenues of “intervention”. These 

three areas, represented in Figure 4.1, include parent support of youth, “other” (non-parent) 

neighborhood adult support of youth, and “other” adults supporting parents.  
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Figure 4.1 Three domains of “adults intervening for youth” focusing on neighborhood youth 
support 

Focusing on “Other” Adults Supporting Youth in Their Neighborhood 

As highlighted by the following quotes, the concept was described as adult community 

members feeling a sense of responsibility for the youth in the neighborhoods, influencing their 

development by setting an example and, at times, actively engaging the youth.  By the 

community’s standards it is the responsibility of the adults to intervene for youth not just 

intervene in youth bad behavior.  It is different from a formal relationship like that of a teacher 

or coach but still as important in their positive development. 

“the children can’t do it by themselves. They’re not supposed to. We’re the 
adults. We’re responsible for them, no matter what. And we’re accountable. So 
count on us. But it has to be done. These are the times” (Participant # 18, 
Community Leader, 2007) 

Adults Intervening for 
Youth 

Other Adult Support of 
Youth 

Youth Leadership 

adults recognize and value 
the importance of youth 

leadership 

Mutual Respect 

mutual respect between 
youth and adults 

Intervening in Negative 
Behavior 

adults intervene in youth 
misbehavior 

Adult Presence 

adults are visible and 
known to the youth 

Active Engagement in 
Positive Behavior 

adults engage youth and 
model good behavior 

Other Adult Support of 
Parents Parent Support of Youth 
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“…it’s the informal, those everyday contacts that we are supposed to take 
something away and learn something from everybody who crosses our path. 
But in the more formal sense for these kids because they don’t - again, we’re 
talking about kids who have that low normal, that low expectation. But if they 
meet some of the people in this room and say hey, this person’s really cool and I 
can talk to them and they seem to understand where I’m coming from. Maybe 
that first interaction with that first person, that first bomb will make it so that 
it’s easier for them to reach out to other people.” (Participant #5, Community 
Leader, 2007) 

 

“In many ways, I feel responsible for a whole community because when the kids 
see me and look at me, I am the young professional in the neighborhood that is 
doing something. I think we cannot be responsible for everybody. I think that all 
that we can do is take the horse to the water, and they make decisions or get 
the person to fish. But if we’ve given 100% and we can look back on that, that 
we’ve given it, then that’s all we can do.” (Participant #5, Community Leader, 
2007) 

Relationship of Neighborhood Youth Support and Collective Efficacy 

Sampson, Raudenbush and Earls (1997) have demonstrated that collective efficacy 

mediates the association between residential stability and disadvantage and violence and is 

therefore an important concept in community level violence prevention. Though similar in some 

ways, the community’s view of the concept of neighborhood youth support differed from 

Sampson et al.’s concept of collective efficacy. First, our community representatives discussed 

this concept specifically in the context of supporting youth. In that sense, a better comparison 

might be Sampson, Morenoff & Earls (1999) conceptualization of neighborhood social processes 

that affect children. Table 4.1 lists three dimensions of neighborhood social organization as they 

conceptualized it: intergenerational closure – the link between adults and children in a 

community, reciprocated exchange– interfamily and adult interaction with respect to child 
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rearing, and child centered social control – willingness of neighborhood residents to intervene 

on behalf of children.  

Table 4.1 Measures of Neighborhood Social Organization 

Construct Measures Item 
Intergenerational 
closure  
 

possibilities for 
intergenerational 
connections and 
active support of 
neighborhood 
children by adults 

Parents in this neighborhood know their children's friends  
Adults in  this neighborhood know  who  the  local  children are 
There are adults  in this neighborhood that children  can look up to 
Parents in this neighborhood generally  know  each  other 
You can  count  on adults  in this neighborhood  to watch  out  that  children  are safe 
and don't get in  trouble 

Reciprocated 
exchange 

Frequency of social 
exchange within a 
neighborhood on 
issues of 
consequence to 
children 

How often do you and people in your neighborhood do favors for each other?  By  
favors  we  mean such things as watching each other's children, helping with  
shopping, lending garden or house  tools,  and  other  small  acts  of  kindness? 
How often do you and people in this neighborhood have parties or other get-togethers 
where other people in the neighborhood are invited? 
When a neighbor is not at home, how often do you and other neighbors watch over 
their property? 
How often do you and other people   in this neighborhood visit in each other’s homes 
or on the street? 
How often do you and other people in the neighborhood ask each other advice about 
personal things such as childrearing or job openings? 

Informal Social 
Control 
(*child centered 
social control) 
 

 likelihood that their neighbors could be counted on to take action if:  
*children were skipping school and hanging out on a street corner,  
*children were spray-painting graffiti on a local building,  
*children were showing disrespect to an adult,  
a fight broke out in front of their house,  
the fire station closest to home was threatened with budget cuts 

Social cohesion 
and trust 

 people around here are willing to help their neighbors 
this is a close-knit neighborhood 
people in this neighborhood can be trusted 
people in this neighborhood generally don’t get along with each other 
people in this neighborhood do not share the same values 

 

Aligned with their theory of collective efficacy in general, they describe collective efficacy for 

children as a “task-specific construct that relates to the shared expectations and mutual 

engagement by adults in the active support and social control of children” (Sampson et al., 

1999; Sampson et al., 1997). In their research, measures of shared expectations for social 

control and social cohesion and trust are combined to create the construct collective efficacy. As 

is shown in Table 4.1, these questions specifically focus on adults interrupting youth delinquent 

behavior. Our community discussed intervening for youth in terms of interrupting delinquent 
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behavior but focused more on positive interaction and modeling behaviors that would set a 

level of expectation for youth.  Moreover, reciprocated exchange, undoubtedly important to 

establishing and maintaining social support, as measured by Sampson et al, assumes that 

children benefit from adult interaction. Our community adds to this idea by also including youth 

benefit by direct interaction, thus conceptualizing direct youth support.  

Methods 

Measure Development 

 A four step process was used to guide the development of this new measure. 

Community voice was included throughout the process as denoted by the first row in Figure 4.2.   

 

Figure 4.2 Process used to develop measure including community involvement 

 

In step one, a conceptual definition of “neighborhood youth support” was established 

using the rich descriptions of the community identified indicator of “adults intervening with 

youth” illustrated by Hausman et al. (2009).  This definition included possible attributes of the 

concept of “neighborhood youth support” and empirical indicators that mark the presence or 

absence of the concept. For example, results of this step identified things like adults recognizing 
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the importance of youth leadership and input into the neighborhood, mutual respect between 

adults and youth in the neighborhood, adults standing up and addressing youth behavior, adults 

having a presence in the neighborhoods allowing them to be recognized by the youth both 

actively engaging youth in positive interactions as well as a passive modeling of positive 

behavior as markers for the concept.  

In step two, a clear operational definition of other neighborhood youth support was 

created. An operational definition specifies how a concept is measured by determining the 

range of variation, degree of precision needed between the extremes of variation, the 

dimensions of the variable and the level of measurement that is used (Babbie, 2007). A table of 

specifications is a comprehensive list of the necessary components needed to create an 

instrument. Pett, Lackey and Sullivan (2003) identified six common components of all 

instruments: (1) instrument format, (2) printed layout, (3) instructions to the subjects, (4) 

wording and structuring of the items, (5) response format, and (6) number of items. A table of 

specifications was created base on these components and the results of an extensive literature 

review provided the specifications for the new instrument.  

Step three addressed content validity of the measure through a modified Delphi process 

that engaged both community and academic experts in multiple rounds of reviews and revisions 

of the measure.  Based on the work of Lawshe (1975), McKenzie et al. (1999) developed a 

method for establishing content validity for health education instruments which employs both 

qualitative and quantitative techniques. The methodology includes creating the initial draft of 

the instrument, establishing a jury of experts, completing an independent qualitative review of 
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the instrument, and completing an independent quantitative review. This methodology was 

used to guide the validation process for the new measure but was adapted to include 

“community experts” on the panel to ensure continued input from the community. Further 

adaptations included the addition of two face to face meetings which allowed the group to 

obtain better conceptual clarity of what was being measured and final approval of the measure. 

The experts were selected using a purposive sample and included five youth, five young adults 

and four adults from the target community and 3 from the academic community. For a more in 

depth discussion of this process see (process paper). 

Finally, in step four, the measure was pilot tested with a community sample. This pilot 

test and subsequent analysis are described here.  

Participants  

A convenience sample of neighborhood residents from West Philadelphia was selected 

for participation in the pilot study.  Any resident 18 and older was eligible to participate. Only 

those people who did not reside in the target neighborhoods or did not meet age requirements 

were excluded from participation in the study. Most of the preliminary research for the study 

was conducted in West Philadelphia. This is one of the areas of the city that experience the 

highest rates of crime and have therefore been involved in ongoing efforts to reduce (youth) 

violence. The community expert panel provided suggestions for recruitment sites. A list of 

community events with dates, locations and contact information was generated. Each of the 

event organizers was contacted to determine logistics and the demographic characteristics of 

potential attendees. Two of the events were selected to conduct interviews. Selection criteria 
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for these sites were based on location and the likelihood that most of the attendees would be 

residents of target neighborhoods.   

Procedures 

Prior to data collection for the pilot study, the questionnaire was pretested with three 

people to identify items that the respondents had difficulty understanding or items that the 

participants interpreted differently than were intended. Also, interviews were timed to get a 

sense of how long it would take for participants to complete them. After the interviews, these 

individuals were asked to discuss any items that were confusing, suggestions for parts that 

needed clarification and their impressions of the overall interview.  

To ensure quality and consistency in data collection, seven people were trained to 

conduct the interviews, including four young adults from the expert panel. Training included a 

review of the survey process, discussion of ethical considerations, a review of specifics about the 

neighborhood measure survey, and practice interviews with the opportunity to debrief 

afterwards. 

Study protocol and consent procedures were submitted and approved by Temple 

University’s Institutional Review Board. Participants were made aware of the purpose, risk and 

benefits of participation through a verbal consent procedure and given the contact information 

for someone to whom they could address questions after the interview.  Verbal consent is the 

preferred method for this procedure for two reasons; first, the only record linking the 

participant and the research would be the consent document and the principal risk would be 
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potential harm resulting from a breach of confidentiality and second, the research presented no 

more than minimal risk of harm for the participants. 

Interviews were conducted during two outside community events in one specific 

neighborhood in West Philadelphia. Interviewers walked the designated blocks during the 

events, approached residents, and asked individuals if they were interested in answering some 

questions about their community. If they responded favorably, interviewers then asked 

participants if they were at least 18 years of age and whether they lived “in the neighborhood”. 

If participants responded yes to both questions the interviewer presented the participant with a 

map of the neighborhood and asked the participant to point to where they lived. If participants 

pointed to an area within the designated neighborhoods the participants recorded the name of 

the neighborhood and proceeded with verbal consent. After reading the directions, interviewers 

handed participants a response card that displayed the response scale in words and numbers. 

Interviews took approximately 12 to 15 minutes to complete. Participants received a flashlight 

keychain as a token of appreciation for completing the interviews and were encouraged to 

follow-up with the project contact if they had questions after the interviews.  

Measures 

Neighborhood Youth Support – This new measure was developed through a community 

based participatory research process and tested for content validity through an adapted process 

developed by Mckenzie et al. (1999). Details of the participatory development process can be 

found (process paper). It is a measure of residents’ perspective of the support that youth receive 

from adults in their neighborhood. The measure includes 25 items in five theoretical domains – 
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youth leadership, mutual respect, adults intervening in negative behavior, adult presence, and 

active engagement in positive behavior (Appendix). A five point Likert response scale was used 

ranging from 5 strongly agree to 1 strongly disagree. Two of the items, “adults do not listen to 

youth ideas and opinions” and “there are no adults in your neighborhood who youth can look up 

to that are a positive influence” are reverse worded to avoid bias that comes from repeated 

“yea or nay saying”.   

Collective efficacy - The concept of neighborhood collective efficacy as developed by 

Sampson et al. (1997) captures the link between neighborhood cohesion, trust and shared 

expectations for action. Two scales, informal social control and social cohesion and trust, from 

the Project on Human Development in Chicago Neighborhoods (PHDCN): Community Survey, 

1994-1995 were included in the instrument. “Informal social control” was represented by five 

statements about the likelihood that their neighbors could be counted on to intervene in certain 

scenarios (see Table 4.1). Responses were five point Likert ranging from very likely, likely, 

neither likely nor unlikely, unlikely, to very unlikely.  “Social cohesion and trust” were also 

represented by five items, “people around here are willing to help their neighbors,” “this is a 

close-knit neighborhood,” “people in this neighborhood can be trusted,” “people in this 

neighborhood generally don’t get along with each other,” and “people in this neighborhood do 

not share the same values” (the last two statements were reverse coded). Responses again were 

a five point Likert scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree.  

Individual Characteristics – Participants were asked their age, race, whether they were 

of Hispanic, Latino or of Spanish origin, and years lived in neighborhood. In most cases 
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interviewers observed and recorded the participant’s gender. Participants were also asked 

neighborhood in which they live. Neighborhood boundaries are somewhat subjective but for 

consistency, a list of the 69 commonly identified neighborhoods was generated and made 

available to the interviewers to cross reference. These neighborhoods were developed by the 

Temple University Social Science Data Library based on information gathered from the 

Philadelphia Police Department, the Philadelphia Inquirer and historical research (Cartographic 

Modeling Lab University of Pennsylvania, 2005). 

Analysis 

Analyses were conducted in five parts. In part one, data were screened for errors and 

missing data. Descriptive statistics were run for each variable to ensure data were entered 

correctly. Responses were retrieved from the original interview files when it was found that data 

were out of range. Missing data were coded as 9 when data were entered but recoded to 

missing for analysis. Of the 35 items in the survey, only 6 had missing data. Missing data were 

dropped listwise for analysis, though there were very few missing data points (.26%) aside from 

the demographic items. Eight participants did not identify their neighborhood name. All 

questions that were phrased in the negative were reverse coded to keep the direction 

consistent with the other items.  

In part two, the internal consistencies of the total score and each of the five subscales 

(leadership, respect, intervening in negative behavior, adult presence, and active engagement in 

positive behaviors) were examined. Internal consistency reliability assesses the coherence 

among items intend to measure the same thing (Trochim & Donnelly, 2006). Internal 
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consistency is calculated by determining the statistical relationship between the “parts”, 

individual instrument items and the total score. To the extent that these parts “hang together” 

and measure the same thing, the full instrument is said to possess internal consistency reliability 

(Huck, 2004). The reliability coefficient (Cronbach alpha) is a single numerical index that 

provides a descriptive summary of the data’s consistency. It assumes a value somewhere 

between 0.00 and +1.00 with the former showing no consistency and the latter total 

consistency. This technique for testing reliability is preferred since others require a dichotomous 

response while the alpha can be used with instruments that have responses of 3 or more values 

(Huck, 2004). A correlation cutoff point of .70 was used in these analyses, assuming if the 

instrument meets this threshold it demonstrates good internal consistency (Streiner, 2003). 

In part three, Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) using Principal Axis factoring (PAF) with 

oblique rotations was performed on each of the subscales to determine if they in fact 

represented one dimension as proposed by results of the community discussions. “Factor 

analysis refers to a variety of statistical techniques whose common objective is to represent a 

set of variables in terms of a smaller number of hypothetical variables” (Kim & Mueller, 1978) p. 

9. Its main purpose is to reduce the number of variables used to represent a factor or examine 

underlying patterns. The steps taken to perform factor analysis included: assessing the data for 

suitability, factor extraction, factor rotation and interpretation. While Confirmatory Factor 

Analysis (CFA) may be appropriate for confirming theoretically driven scales, it was determined 

based on the participatory methodology used in the development of the instrument and the 

small sample size that the measures are still in an exploratory phase. The ultimate goal of this 
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exercise was to assess the underlying structure for each of these subscales rather than test 

hypotheses and therefore warranted exploratory analysis.   

Data were checked to see if multivariate assumptions of linearity and normality were 

met. As suggested by Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) a visual examination of bivariate scatter plots 

of some combination of variables was done as well as tests of skewness and kurtosis for 

individual variables. Next, data were assessed for factorability by first examining the inter item 

correlations for each subscale. To be included in the factor analysis, it was necessary that the 

items were not too highly correlated (not greater than .8) or not insufficiently correlated (not 

less than .3). If the items were too highly correlated the data would have a problem with 

multicollinearity. Conversely, correlations that are not strong enough do not share enough 

common variance and may yield as many factors and items in the factor analysis. Next the anti-

image correlation matrices were examined to assess whether the values of the diagonals were 

large enough (at least .5 or greater) and the off diagonal values were small.  Finally, sampling 

adequacy was assessed with the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)(Kaiser, 1970; Kaiser & Rice, 1974) 

Measure of Sampling Adequacy (at least .5 or greater) and the Bartlett's(1954) Test of Sphericity 

using a significance level of .05. Bartlett's test is used to test the null hypothesis that the 

correlation matrix is an identity matrix.  An identity matrix is a matrix in which all of the diagonal 

elements are 1 and all off diagonal elements are 0.  If the observed significance level is small 

enough to reject the null hypothesis it can be concluded that the strength of the relationship 

among variables is strong and therefore factor analysis is appropriate (Pett et al., 2003). 
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Principal axis factoring, unlike principal component analysis which is primary used as a 

data reduction method, was used to “arrive at a parsimonious representation of the 

associations among measured variables (Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCallum, & Strahan, 1999). The 

goal was to determine simple structure. PAF is suggested particularly if the assumption of 

multivariate normality is “severely violated” (Fabrigar et al., 1999). Only factors with an 

Eigenvalue of 1.0 or more were retained for further analysis (Kim & Mueller, 1978). However 

this criteria is sometimes criticized for producing too many variables. Therefore, scree plots 

were also assessed to confirm that the number of factors was appropriate (Cattell, 1966). To get  

results that best fit the data, oblique rotation, specifically Promax rotation in SPSS was used to 

interpret factor structure (Rennie, 1997). To determine whether multiple factors were 

warranted it was necessary that a minimum of three items loaded substantially (>.32) on each 

factor and not load highly on another factor. If results did not meet these criteria then PFA was 

run again forcing a fixed number of factors. 

Finally, in parts four and five, reliability was re-assessed for restructured scales and 

Spearman correlations were computed between previously validated scale scores and new 

factor scores to examine convergent validity. It was expected that leadership, respect, adult 

presence, and active engagement would be positively related to social cohesion and trust and 

that informal social control would be positively correlated with intervening in negative behavior 

but not the other scales. To adjust for multiple comparisons the p value was set to .0025.  
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Results 

Demographics of sample  

Participants were interviewed at two separate community events that were held in the 

same neighborhood within two weeks of each other. A total of 65 interviews were completed by 

community residents. Approximately half of the participants were male (51%) ages 30 and older 

(54%) with a range of 18 to 82 years old. More than 89% of those that responded identified as 

black which is reflective of the demographics of the neighborhoods in West Philadelphia. Even 

though neighborhood residence was a screening question asked of all participants, data was 

recorded for only 57 of the 65 (88%) respondents. Of those that responded, approximately 69% 

identified Haddington (47.7%) or Cobbs Creek (21.5%) as the neighborhood in which they lived.   

The remaining participants identified residence in neighborhoods in close proximity. 

Anecdotally, participants who lived in close proximity to the neighborhood where the events 

took place spoke of the neighborhood with familiarity as they were either frequently there, had 

friends and or family that lived there or formerly lived there themselves.  Finally, over 90% of 

the participants lived in their neighborhood for more than one year; more than half of them 

(52%) living in the neighborhood for more than ten years (Table 4.2).   

Table 4.2 Demographic characteristics of pilot sample (N=65) 
 AchieveAbility Haddington Block 

Party 
Total Sample 

N=24 100% N=41 100% N=65 100% 
Sex Male 11 45.8 22 53.7 33 50.8 

Female 13 54.2 18 43.9 31 47.7 
 
Age 18-19 2 8.3 3 7.3 5 7.7 

20-29 4 16.7 7 17.1 11 16.9 
30-39 4 16.7 9 22 13 20.0 
40-49 6 25 8 19.5 14 21.5 
50-59 2 8.3 10 24.4 12 18.5 
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60+ 5 20.9 4 9.7 9 13.9 
 
Race Black 14 58.3 35 85.4 49 75.4 

Black & Other 6 25 3 7.3 9 13.8 
White 1 4.2 1 2.4 2 3.1 
Other 3 12.5 1 2.4 4 6.2 

 
Neighborhood Cobbs Creek 7 29.2 7 17.1 14 21.5 

Haddington 11 45.8 20 48.8 31 47.7 
Kingsessing 1 4.2 0  1 1.5 
Cedar Park 1 4.2 0  1 1.5 
Carroll Park 1 4.2 0  1 1.5 
Overbrook 1 4.2 1 2.4 2 3.1 
Mill Creek 0  2 4.9 2 3.1 
Walnut Hill 0  3 7.3 3 4.6 
Powelton 0  1 2.4 1 1.5 
West Powelton 0  1 2.4 1 1.5 

 
Years lived in neighborhood <1 4 16.7 2 4.8 6 9.2 

1-5 9 37.5 10 24.3 19 29.1 
6-10 3 12.5 6 14.5 9 13.8 
11-20 3 12.6 6 14.5 9 13.8 
>20 5 21 17 41.2 22 33.6 

 

Reliability 

To assess the internal consistency reliability Cronbach alpha was calculated for the total 

25 item neighborhood youth support measure (.852) and each of the five theoretical subscales 

(Table 4.3). The resulting alphas for each of the subscales suggest that the items were internally 

consistent prior to performing factor analysis.  

Table 4.3 Neighborhood Measure of Youth Support Subscales and Internal Consistency 
Reliability (Alpha) (this is as the scales were constructed) (N=65) 

Scale Items Cronbach's Alpha Cronbach's Alpha Based 
on Standardized Items N of Items 

Leadership 1-4 .783 .783 4 

Respect 5-8 .626 .627 4 

Intervening in negative behavior 9-14 .764 .765 6 

Adult presence 15-21 .673 .678 7 

Active engagement in positive 
behavior 22-25 .706 .707 4 
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According to Raudenbush and Sampson (1999) the Informal Social Control and Social 

Cohesion and Trust scales show good internal consistency, with a Cronbach alpha coefficient 

reported of .74 and .80 respectively in their study. In the current study the Cronbach alpha 

coefficient was .79 for the Informal Social Control scale and .62 for Social Cohesion and Trust.  

Corrected item to total correlations were assessed to gauge if there was any indication 

that individual items were measuring something different than the total scale (Tables 4.4 – 4.8). 

Any values less than .3 were identified as possible items to remove to increase overall reliability. 

Two of the items, “no adults that are a positive influence” and “people spending time outside” 

showed questionable correlations. Also, alpha if the item was deleted was compared to the final 

alpha coefficient for the scale to determine if removing any of the items would increase the 

total alpha. Alpha increased minimally if two items, no adults that are a positive influence and 

adults provide direction and mentoring were removed from their respective scales. Since there 

were no items that would have produced a significantly higher alpha for any of the subscales, all 

25 of the items were kept for factor analysis. 

Table 4.4 Item-total correlations, and Principal-Axis Factoring Analyses (Oblique rotations) for 
the neighbor youth support subscale – Leadership 

 
Item-
total 
corr 

Alpha if 
deleted Unrotated Factor 

1 
Factor 

2 
Forced 
1 factor  

1.  adults are willing to accept youth leadership.  .575 .737 .687    
2.  adults are willing to nurture youth leadership. .655 .696 .794    
3. adults take the ideas of youth seriously.  .593 .728 .677    
4.  adults actively seek youth input on community projects.  .534 .757 .600    
Α .783      
Eigenvalue   2.428    
% variance   60.691    
 
Note - Unrotated = unrotated factor matrix, the structure matrix is provided for intervening in negative behavior and adult 
presence and the factor matrix for leadership, respect & active engagement. Forced 1 factor = factor matrix for the second PAF 
with only one factor extracted 

 



153 

 

Table 4.5 Item-total correlations, and Principal-Axis Factoring Analyses (Oblique rotations) for 
the neighbor youth support subscale – Respect 

 
Item-
total 
corr 

Alpha if 
deleted Unrotated Factor 

1 
Factor 

2 
Forced 
1 factor  

5. adults and youth get along well together.  .582 .424 .894    
6. youth and adults learn from one another.  .333 .609 .393    
7.  adults do not listen to youth ideas and opinions.  .320 .613 .370    
8. interactions between youth and adults are respectful. .410 .556 .560    
Α .627      
Eigenvalue   1.913    
% variance   47.814    
 
Note - Unrotated = unrotated factor matrix, the structure matrix is provided for intervening in negative behavior and adult 
presence and the factor matrix for leadership, respect & active engagement. Forced 1 factor = factor matrix for the second PAF 
with only one factor extracted 

 

 

Table 4.6 Item-total correlations, and Principal-Axis Factoring Analyses (Oblique rotations) for 
the neighbor youth support subscale – Intervening in negative behavior 

 
Item-
total 
corr 

Alpha if 
deleted Unrotated Factor 

1 
Factor 

2 
Forced 
1 factor  

9. it is okay to tell a neighbor if their son or daughter is getting into 
trouble.  .439 .747  .359 .669 .505 

10.  you can count on adults to look out for youth and keep them safe .425 .749  .322 .731 .482 
11. adults would do something to stop it if youth were showing 

disrespect to an adult in the neighborhood.  .564 .716  .585 .518 .667 

12. adults would get involved if a fight broke out in front of their house.  .556 .716  .614 .465 .665 
13. adults would do something to stop it if someone was trying to sell 

drugs to a neighborhood youth in plain sight.  .548 .719  .799 .312 .650 

14. adults would do something about it if a neighborhood youth was 
seen skipping school .518 .727  .663 .310 .591 

Α .765      
Eigenvalue    2.771 1.114  
% variance    46.183 18.574  
 
Note - Unrotated = unrotated factor matrix, the structure matrix is provided for intervening in negative behavior and adult 
presence and the factor matrix for leadership, respect & active engagement. Forced 1 factor = factor matrix for the second PAF 
with only one factor extracted 

 

Table 4.7 Item-total correlations, and Principal-Axis Factoring Analyses (Oblique rotations) for 
the neighbor youth support subscale – Adult Presence 

 Item-
total 

Alpha if 
deleted Unrotated Factor 

1 
Factor 

2 
Forced 
1 factor  
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corr 
15. no adults who youth can look up to that are a positive influence. *.267 ~.682  .226 .297 .307 
16. adults know who the local youth are. .323 .653  .439 .242 .415 
17.  adults listen out for youth.  .497 .607  .523 .523 .646 
18. there are people who spend time outside of their home for more 

than just a few minutes doing things like sitting outside, working in 
the yard, or taking a walk in the neighborhood. 

*.259 .668  .427 .174 .357 

19. there adults  who youth feel comfortable talking with besides their 
parents. .495 .602  .385 .793 .594 

20. there are adults who youth can go to if they have a problem (other 
than their parents) .328 .652  .211 .544 .401 

21. adults are present at youth events. .546 .591  .880 .427 .685 
Α .678     .682 
Eigenvalue    2.470 1.165  
% variance    35.289 16.640  
 
* does not meet the .3 criteria    
Note - Unrotated = unrotated factor matrix, the structure matrix is provided for intervening in negative behavior and adult 
presence and the factor matrix for leadership, respect & active engagement. Forced 1 factor = factor matrix for the second PAF 
with only one factor extracted 

 

 

Table 4.8 Item-total correlations, and Principal-Axis Factoring Analyses (Oblique rotations) for 
the neighbor youth support subscale – Active engagement in positive behavior 

 
Item-
total 
corr 

Alpha if 
deleted Unrotated Factor 

1 
Factor 

2 
Forced 
1 factor  

22. There are adults who provide direction and mentoring for youth. .355 ~.716 .420    
23. there are things like regular block parties, movie nights, or open 

community centers where youth and adults can socialize. .548 .609 .662    

24. adults support youth by volunteering for youth activities. .683 .523 .909    
25.  adults join in with youth  activities like jumping rope or playing catch  .421 .691 .503    
Α .707      
Eigenvalue   2.161    
% variance   54.016    

 
~ indicates a higher alpha if item deleted 
Note - Unrotated = unrotated factor matrix, the structure matrix is provided for intervening in negative behavior and adult presence 
and the factor matrix for leadership, respect & active engagement. Forced 1 factor = factor matrix for the second PAF with only one 
factor extracted 

Factor Analysis 

Prior to conducting the PAF, it was determined multivariate normality and linearity 

assumptions may have been violated and sample size was in the very poor range based on a 

strict sample size criteria. The literature suggests that strict sample size minimums alone are 
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rarely used as an adequate determination. Rather, appropriate sample size is related to the 

strength of the data (Costello & Osborne, 2005). Costello and Osborne (2005) describe strength 

of data as having at least low to moderate communalities (.40 - .70), no items that load at .32 or 

higher on multiple factors, and at least 3 but preferably 5 or more items loading at .50 or better 

on each factor. Data were assessed using these criteria and revealed the communalities were 

within that range for most of the scales. For the purposes of this study, it was decided that 

despite these potential violations of the assumptions, no deletion of variables or 

transformations of them would be performed.  

Each of the theoretical subscales of the measure of  neighborhood  youth support 

measure was subjected to Principal Axis Factoring (PAF) with oblique Promax rotation with 

Kaiser Normalization using IBM SPSS Statistics 19. Prior to performing the PAF the suitability of 

the data was assessed. Inspection of the correlation matrices (Table 4.9) revealed several alpha 

coefficients that met the .3-.8 range. However, some scales, namely adult presence and 

intervening in negative behavior had many alphas not within range.   

Table 4.9 Inter-Item Correlation Matrices for each scale 

LEADERSHIP Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 1 2 3 4 
1.  adults are willing to accept youth leadership.      
2.  adults are willing to nurture youth leadership. .657    
3. adults take the ideas of youth seriously.  .368 .511   
4.  adults actively seek youth input on community projects.  .377 .382 .554  
RESPECT Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

 5 6 7 8 
5. adults and youth get along well together.      
6. youth and adults learn from one another.  .337    
7.  adults do not listen to youth ideas and opinions.  .305 .242   
8. interactions between youth and adults are respectful. .530 .179 .182  
 INTERVENING IN NEGATIVE BEHAVIOR Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

 9 10 11 12 13 14 
9. it is okay to tell a neighbor if their son or daughter is getting into trouble.        
10.  you can count on adults to look out for youth and keep them safe .507      
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11. adults would do something to stop it if youth were showing disrespect to an adult 
in the neighborhood.  .338 .337     

12. adults would get involved if a fight broke out in front of their house.  .276 .299 .514    
13. adults would do something to stop it if someone was trying to sell drugs to a 

neighborhood youth in plain sight.  .213 .207 .444 .415   
14. adults would do something about it if a neighborhood youth was seen skipping 

school .277 .183 .290 .402 .575  
ADULT PRESENCE Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
15. no adults who youth can look up to that are a positive influence.        
16. adults know who the local youth are. .160       
17.  adults listen out for youth.  .113 .315      
18. there are people who spend time outside of their home for more than just a 

few minutes doing things like sitting outside, working in the yard, or taking a 
walk in the neighborhood. .087 .071 .252     

19. there adults  who youth feel comfortable talking with besides their parents. .263 .098 .429 .196    
20. there are adults who youth can go to if they have a problem (other than 

their parents) .154 .141 .260 -.045 .424   
21. adults are present at youth events. .194 .410 .402 .406 .318 .213  
ACTIVE ENGAGEMENT IN POSITIVE BEHAVIOR Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 

 22 23 24 25 
22. there are adults who provide direction and mentoring for youth.     
23. there are things like regular block parties, movie nights, or open community centers where 

youth and adults can socialize. .322    
24. adults support youth by volunteering for youth activities. .378 .583   
25.  adults join in with youth  activities like jumping rope or playing catch  .158 .328 .485  

 

Review of the anti-image correlation matrices showed measures of sampling adequacy 

in the range of .572 to .798, meeting the criteria of >.5.  Table 4.6 shows the Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin 

values for each scale were .624 to .684, exceeding the recommended value of .5 (Kaiser, 1970; 

Kaiser & Rice, 1974) and the Barlett’s (1954) Test of Sphericity reached statistical significance for 

each scale, supporting the factorability of the correlation matrices. 

Table 4.10 Neighborhood Measure of Youth Support Subscales KMO and Bartlett's Test 

Scale Items 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 
Measure of 
Sampling Adequacy. 

Bartlett's Test of 
Sphericity Sig. 

Leadership 1-4 .676 78.275 .000 
Respect 5-8 .624 34.240 .000 
intervening in negative behavior 9-14 .729 94.017 .000 
adult presence 15-21 .673 72.177 .000 
active engagement in positive behavior 22-25 .684 53.315 .000 
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Each of the scales was subjected separately to PAF showing the presence of one factor 

for each of the following: leadership, respect and active engagement and two factors for: 

intervening in negative behavior and adult presence. Oblique rotation was used to examine the 

structure matrices for intervening in negative behavior and adult presence to determine the 

relationship of each item to the factors. Tables 4.4 – 4.8 shows the factor loadings for each of 

these analyses. Both of the two scales, intervening in negative behavior and adult presence 

contained multiple items that loaded significantly on both factors. The factor correlations for 

these two scales were .512 and .507 respectively. Neither of them produced two factor 

solutions with at least 3 items loading highly on each factor. These results did not show that 

there was convincing evidence for keeping more than one factor for both of them. Also, the 

item “no adults are a positive influence” did not load sufficiently onto either factor. At this point 

it was determined that the item should be removed from the scale. PAF was performed again on 

the remaining items and a new alpha coefficient (.682) calculated for the adult presence scale.  

This time only one factor was extracted from each of the two scales. Figures 4.3-4.7 show the 

factor loadings for each of the final scales. 

Convergent Validity 

Spearman's Rank Order correlations were computed between previously validated scale 

scores and new factor scale scores to examine convergent validity. It was expected that 

leadership, respect, adult presence, and active engagement would be positively related to social 

cohesion and trust and that informal social control would be positively correlated with 

intervening in negative behavior but not the other scales. To adjust for multiple comparisons the 

p value was set to .0025. At this level there were several statistically significant correlations 
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between the mean scale scores. In particular, there was a strong significant positive correlation 

between informal social control and intervening in negative behavior (rs =.624, P = .000), as 

expected; but also a moderate correlation with engagement (rs =.405, P = .001). Also, there was 

a moderate positive correlation between social cohesion and trust with respect (rs =.455, P = 

.000), presence (rs =.418, P = .001) and engagement (rs =.544, P = .000).    

Table 4.11 Means, Standard Deviations and  Correlations (Spearman's rho) for Scale Scores 

  Leadership Respect Intervening Presence Engagement ISC SCT 

Leadership 
Corr        
Sig.         

Respect 
Corr .385*       
Sig.  .002       

Intervening 
Corr .390* .283*      
Sig.  .002 .026      

Presence 
Corr .197 .391** .296*     
Sig.  .122 .002 .019     

Engagement 
Corr .272 .335* .254* .580*    
Sig.  .030 .007 .043 .000    

ISC 
Corr .255 .229 .624** .216 .405*   
Sig.  .044 .074 .000 .090 .001   

SCT 
Corr .235 .455* .130 .418* .544* .380*  
Sig.  .062 .000 .306 .001 .000 .002  

Mean  3.2539 3.4048 3.4740 3.9635 3.6808 3.5281 3.4092 
Standard 
Deviation  .90905 .69912 .85357 .50958 .72955 .98842 .66467 
* correlation is significant at the .0025 level (two tailed) 

Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to demonstrate that an adapted measurement 

development process, inclusive of community partnership, could produce a measure that is 

accurate, consistent and potentially useful for future research. To that end, validity and 

reliability tests of a neighborhood youth support measure identified by the community as 

relevant to youth violence prevention were conducted. Results of these initial tests show that 

this methodology is feasible and can be used by community and academic partnerships to 
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produce community relevant measures.  There is also potential for the measure after further 

testing.  

Factor Analysis 

Factor analysis confirmed that three of the scales, leadership, respect and engagement 

were each only measuring one domain, presumably the concepts of leadership respect and 

engagement with youth. Intervening in negative behavior did not show evidence of measuring 

one domain or two domains sufficiently. In this case, four of the six items were taken from the 

construct informal social control with slight wording differences. It is possible that these four 

situation specific questions yield patterns differently than more general questions about 

keeping kids safe or reporting bad behavior to a parent. The latter of the two questions may 

speak more to trust between neighborhood adults and parents or whether these adults and 

parents hold the same views on child rearing. This may not fit in with response pattern of the 

rest of the items. Again, the adult presence scale did not produce a simple one or two factor 

solution. It was clear that the negatively worded item presented a different pattern of 

responding than the rest and therefore had to be dropped. Scale developers often suggest 

incorporating negatively worded items to make sure that the participant does not get into the 

habit of responding in a certain way yet they also caution that analysis of these items often 

leads to problems. In looking at the items that were included in this scale it is not surprising that 

they did not hang together as expected. While they are all forms of passive presence in the 

neighborhood, they are clustered into items about problem solving and visibility. Perhaps 

attendance at an even implies more active support than just being outside. Future work with 
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this measure may consider adding items to this domain and repeat testing to determine if in fact 

it can confirm multiple factors or just one.  

Convergent Validity   

 Results of the correlations between scales showed, not surprisingly, that informal social 

control and intervening in negative behavior were closely related. As previously mentioned, 

there were many similar items in each scale. The correlation between informal social control 

and engagement speaks to what was discussed in the conceptual definition of the measure; 

negatively intervening and positively engaging may serve the same purpose but the benefits of 

positive engagement go beyond stopping bad behavior. Engaging in positive behaviors helps to 

present an image of adults as helpful and not people who “are always yelling at them” as was 

discussed in the meetings with experts during the development of the measure. In the 

qualitative studies that preceded this study, community members spoke of a strained 

relationship between them and youth which did not allow them to interact as they would like to 

in the community. This begins to support the notion that positive behaviors can help to achieve 

control as well. The respect scale reflected a mutual interaction between youth and adults and it 

is logical that mutual respect would correlate with trust. Results of these initial tests show 

moderate evidence that there is potential for better psychometrics under more optimal data 

conditions.    

Limitations 

It is necessary to mention the limitations of this study. The sample was conveniently 

selected; since the sampling frame is not known and the sample was not taken at random it is 



161 

 

possible that it does not reflect a representative group. Overly homogeneous samples may not 

show enough variance to produce good data for testing and it is not possible to determine if 

that was the case in this sample (Fabrigar et al., 1999). Furthermore, while Likert scales are 

often used in social research, many researchers use analytic procedures designed for interval 

scales rather than ordinal measures like Likert. This practice has created a heated debate with 

no resolution (Carifio & Perla, 2008; Norman, 2010). While the debate continues so too does the 

use of statistics appropriate for interval scales with ordinal data regardless of whether the data 

meet the assumptions of the technique (Miller & Salkind, 2002). The sample size did not meet 

the recommended 5 to 10 observations per item or  minimum total sample of minimum of 100-

200 for data under the best conditions (Johanson & Brooks, 2010). This prohibited the use of 

EFA to identify the number of domains in the whole measure and compare this number and 

structure to the proposed domains to determine if they are the same or similar. As previously 

discussed, reverse wording may have been problematic (DiStefano & Motl, 2006; Magazine, 

Williams, & Williams, 1996; Weems & Onwuegbuzie, 2001). After experiencing similar difficulty 

in finding simple structure based on patterns of responses in reverse coded items, Shill (Shill, 

2002) asserts that “there is considerable evidence that…negatively worded…items produce 

method variance in factor analysis which is independent of trait measurement” p. 178. In 

looking at the items that were included in this scale it is not surprising that they did not hang 

together as expected. While they are all forms of passive presence in the neighborhood, they 

are clustered into items about problem solving and visibility. Perhaps attendance at an event 

implies more active support than just being outside. Future work with this measure may 
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consider adding items to this domain and repeat testing to determine if in fact it can confirm 

multiple factors or just one.  

Despite these limitations, this study served a larger purpose which was to determine if 

community participation is feasible in a traditional measurement development exercise. To that 

end, the study was successful. In terms of producing a valid and reliable instrument for a 

community relevant concept, further testing will determine that success. It is not unusual for a 

measure to go through several iterations before it proves to be acceptable.     

Future Research 

Future research should attempt to better refine the measure by collecting a larger 

sample. More appropriate validity testing of this measure could be conducted by sampling from 

several different defined neighborhoods to determine if the instrument is accurately assessing 

differences at an aggregate level. Youth perspective on these phenomena should also be 

assessed and contrasted with adult perspective. Furthermore, this type of analysis is best used 

as a means of validity testing in series of investigations to allow for refinement of the concept 

with each repeated investigation an opportunity to modify and make a better measure. Future 

studies will provide the opportunity for further refinement of the measure and testing in the 

field. 
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Note: X1-25 represent the items as noted in Figures 4.3-4.7 

Figures 4.3 – 4.7 Factor loadings for each of the final scales 
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Appendix 

Neighborhood Youth Support Items and Scales - Descriptive 
Statistics 

N Min Max Mean 
Std. 
Dev. 

LEADERSHIP 64 1 5 3.25 .909 

1. In your neighborhood, adults are willing to accept youth 
leadership. 

64 1 5 3.27 1.172 

2. In your neighborhood, adults are willing to nurture youth 
leadership. 

65 1 5 3.38 1.141 

3. In your neighborhood, adults take the ideas of youth 
seriously. 

65 1 5 3.35 1.178 

4. In your neighborhood, adults actively seek youth input on 
community projects. 

65 1 5 3.05 1.165 

RESPECT 63 1.75 5 3.40 .699 

5. In your neighborhood, adults and youth get along well 
together. 

64 1 5 3.58 .989 

6. In your neighborhood, youth and adults learn from one 
another. 

65 1 5 3.48 1.017 

7. In your neighborhood, adults do not listen to youth ideas 
and opinions. 

64 2 5 3.28 .9166 

8. In your neighborhood, interactions between youth and 
adults are respectful. 

65 1 5 3.31 1.117 

INTERVENING IN NEGATIVE BEHAVIOR 64 1 5 3.47 .853 

9. In your neighborhood, it is okay to tell a neighbor if their son 
or daughter is getting into trouble. 

65 1 5 3.72 1.256 

10. In your neighborhood, you can count on adults to look out 
for youth and keep them safe 

65 1 5 3.62 1.041 
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11. Adults in your neighborhood would do something to stop it 
if youth were showing disrespect to an adult in the 
neighborhood. 

65 1 5 3.78 1.139 

12. Adults in your neighborhood would get involved if a fight 
broke out in front of their house. 

65 1 5 3.42 1.310 

13. Adults in your neighborhood would do something to stop it 
if someone was trying to sell drugs to a neighborhood youth in 
plain sight. 

65 1 5 3.29 1.455 

14. Adults in your neighborhood would do something about it 
if a neighborhood youth was seen skipping school 

64 1 5 3.03 1.309 

ADULT PRESENCE 64 2.71 5 3.93 .499 

15. There are no adults in your neighborhood who youth can 
look up to that are a positive influence. 

65 1 5 3.76 1.057 

16. Adults in your neighborhood know who the local youth are. 65 2 5 3.95 .799 

17. There are adults in your neighborhood who listen out for 
youth. 

65 1 5 3.88 .801 

18. In your neighborhood there are people who spend time 
outside of their home for more than just a few minutes doing 
things like sitting outside, working in the yard, or taking a walk 
in the neighborhood. 

65 2 5 4.28 .718 

19. There are adults in your neighborhood who youth feel 
comfortable talking with besides their parents. 

65 1 5 3.86 .950 

20. There are adults in your neighborhood who youth can go to 
if they have a problem (other than their parents) 

65 2 5 3.80 .795 

21. In your neighborhood, adults are present at youth events. 64 2 5 3.98 .826 

ACTIVE ENGAGEMENT IN POSITIVE BEHAVIOR 65 1.25 5 3.68 .729 

22. There are adults in your neighborhood who provide 
direction and mentoring for youth. 

65 1 5 3.89 .773 
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23. In your neighborhood there are things like regular block 
parties, movie nights, or open community centers where youth 
and adults can socialize. 

65 1 5 3.75 1.146 

24. In your neighborhood, adults support youth by 
volunteering for youth activities. 

65 1 5 3.58 .967 

25. In your neighborhood, adults join in with youth activities 
like jumping rope or playing catch 

65 1 5 3.49 1.077 

INFORMAL SOCIAL CONTROL 64 1 5 3.52 .988 

26. If a group of neighborhood children were skipping school 
and hanging out on a street corner, how likely is it that your 
neighbors would do something about it?  

65 1 5 3.20 1.383 

27. If some children were spray-painting graffiti on a local 
building, how likely is it that your neighbors would do 
something about it? 

65 1 5 3.86 1.184 

28. If a child was showing disrespect to an adult, how likely is it 
that people in your neighborhood would scold that child? 

65 1 5 3.45 1.347 

29. If there was a fight in front of your house and someone was 
being beaten or threatened, how likely is it that your neighbors 
would break it up? 

64 1 5 3.53 1.447 

30. Suppose that because of budget cuts the fire station closest 
to your home was going to be closed down by the city. How 
likely is it that neighborhood residents would organize to try to 
do something to keep the fire station open? 

65 1 5 3.66 1.350 

SOCIAL COHESION & TRUST 65 1.40 4.80 3.40 .664 

31. This is a close-knit neighborhood. 65 1 5 3.71 1.042 

32. People around here are willing to help their neighbors. 65 1 5 3.89 .954 

33. People in this neighborhood do not share the same values. 65 1 5 2.80 1.148 

34. People in this neighborhood can be trusted. 65 1 5 2.95 1.165 
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35. People in this neighborhood generally don’t get along with 
each other. 

65 1 5 3.69 .950 

Valid N (listwise) 60     
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSION 

This study was guided by three fundamental assumptions: 1) neighborhoods are 

important to the health and well-being of youth, 2) community participation is essential to 

prevention success, and 3) neighborhood youth support is a meaningful concept to youth 

violence prevention. The first assumption is supported by Bronnfenbrenner’s (2005a) 

bioecological perspective on human development. He explained that humans develop through 

an exchange between the person and his or her environment; the environment having an effect 

on the person, the person having an effect on environment and an interaction effect resulting 

from the combination of the two.  One particularly relevant proposition in his theory was that 

the availability of a “third party” to reinforce the caregiver and in some cases directly interact 

with a developing young person can lower that young person’s risk of involvement in problem 

behaviors. In other words, youth need caregivers but youth and caregivers need other caring 

adults to help facilitate positive development. This theory reinforces the ideas that emerged 

from conversations with community members who were looking for solutions to their problems 

of youth violence.  Specifically, communities believe, as do many researchers, that some 

neighborhood social processes are important to violence prevention. For example, Sampson et 

al. (Sampson et al., 1997) showed that collective efficacy mediates the relationship between 

disadvantage and violence. Including community perspective through participation in research 

and prevention efforts is necessary to inform findings like these. Community participation in 

research has been referred to as “research plus” (O'Toole, Aaron, Chin, Horowitz, & Tyson, 

2003). Participatory research maximizes the strengths of formally trained researchers as well as 
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the community members whose strengths lie in their unique knowledge of their community’s 

culture to produce research that has greater value than traditional research alone with the goal 

being a solution to some of these more complex problems facing our communities.   

Major Findings  

The goal of this project was to develop a new measure that captures neighborhood 

social processes that influence youth behavior as the local “community” has described them. A 

study was conducted using a mixed methods design guided by CBPR. It began with a 

comprehensive literature review to identify concepts, measures and quality of the measures for 

the purposes of operationalizing the construct of “neighborhood youth support.” Items were 

selected that were thought to represent neighborhood youth support. These items were 

assessed for content validity using a two step approach similar to that of a modified Delphi 

process. First, a panel of community experts reviewed and revised the measure qualitatively. 

Then in a separate exercise the measure was assessed quantitatively. Finally, the measure was 

piloted with a community sample and subsequently analyzed for internal consistency reliability 

and construct validity. Results of this process produced a measure of “neighborhood youth 

support” consisting of 25 items in five sub-scales: leadership, respect, intervening in negative 

behavior, adult presence, and active engagement in positive behavior.  

The major findings of the project are discussed in three sections: 1) looking at the 

measure in context 2) looking at the process used to develop the measure, and 3) next steps for 

the measure. Recommendations for future research are discussed within each section.  
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A Measure of Neighborhood Youth Support in Context 

A search of the literature for constructs related to neighborhood youth support was 

conducted. This did two things. It confirmed that no measures existed to capture “neighborhood 

youth support” and helped to inform how the concept would be operationalized. Results yielded 

many constructs related to but not entirely capturing the concept. Others have developed 

measures of neighborhood support. For example, the Neighborhood Youth Inventory’s subscale 

“Neighborhood Support” (Chipuer et al., 1999) asks middle school and high school aged youth to 

rate how true the following items are:  

1. Everybody is willing to help each other in my neighborhood. 

2. People are there for each other in my neighborhood. 

3. People support each other in my neighborhood. 

4. People in my neighborhood work together to get things done. 

5. We look out for each other in my neighborhood. 

6. If I needed help I could go to anyone in my neighborhood. 

7. People in my neighborhood pitch in to help each other. 

8. I feel okay asking for help from my neighbors. 

Some measures of neighborhood support have been used with both young adults and adult 

samples. Tolan et al. (Tolan, Gorman-Smith, & Henry, 2001) used  the following items with 

middle school aged youth and their adult caregivers:   

1. I visit with my neighbors in their homes. 

2. If I needed advice about something I could go to someone in my neighborhood. 
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3. I regularly stop and talk with people in my neighborhood. 

4. I know most of the names of people on my block.   

5. I would feel comfortable asking to borrow some food or a tool from people on my block. 

6. I would feel comfortable asking people on my block to watch my home while I was away. 

None of the constructs reviewed (including the two examples above) allowed for an assessment 

of youth support through actions of “other adults” in a neighborhood. Only 3 of the 25 items 

chosen by the community experts for the “neighborhood youth support” measure were the 

same as items chosen from the literature review. All others were modified or newly generated 

by the experts; supporting the idea that a new measure was necessary to capture the concept. 

Moreover, none of the constructs reviewed could assess neighborhood youth support at the 

neighborhood level with community samples of young adults and/or adults.   

It was clear at the outset of this study the intention was to develop a measure of 

“neighborhood youth support” that assessed neighborhood level phenomena with both young 

adults and adults from community samples.   

Youth and adults 

Both youth and adult perspective is necessary in trying to measure something that 

involves interaction between the two. There may be a difference between how the youth and 

adults view neighborhood youth support. Wilkinson (Wilkinson, 2007) interviewed delinquent 

youth about their views on items and scenarios used to assess informal social control and 

willingness to intervene and found that there are differences in youth interpretation of these 
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measures. She suggested that future studies should look at the correspondence between youth 

and adult perceptions of adult behavior. This study was limited in that it used the measure with 

an adult sample. It has two strengths: 1) youth were involved in the development of the 

measure and 2) the measure allows for comparison of youth and adult perspective. Future 

studies should include youth and adult samples. Assessing differences may help us better 

understand how neighborhood youth support informs youth violence prevention.   

Community samples 

Frequently, youth samples are gathered in school settings. This excludes out of school 

youth.  Communities experiencing high rates of crime and delinquency also have similarly high 

rates of school dropout (Neild, Stoner-Eby, & Furstenberg, 2008). Using samples of in school 

youth excludes school aged youth who are not active in the education system but who are also 

at high risk for problem behaviors. A strength of the measure of neighborhood youth support is 

that it can be used with community samples of young adults including an important segment of 

the target population, out of school youth.  

Neighborhood level 

 Bandura (2000) explains that there are some outcomes that are only achievable 

through group effort using collective efficacy as an example. Bandura views collective efficacy as 

, “people’s shared belief in their collective power to produce desired results…group attainments 

are the product not only of shared knowledge and skills of its different members but also of the 

interactive, coordinative, and synergistic dynamics of their transactions” (p.75). Collective 

efficacy is not a sum of the efficacy of the individual but an emergent group level process. 
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Similar to collective efficacy, neighborhood youth support was conceived as a group level 

process, a property of the community not the individual. Future studies might hypothesize that 

neighborhoods high in “neighborhood youth support” have lower rates of youth violence. It is 

not just the effort of one or two individual adults in the neighborhood but a shared belief that 

youth are supported and valued by the adults that may have a positive effect on their 

development.  

A Process for Including Community in Measurement 

This study used an adapted process to create a measure of “neighborhood youth 

support” that reflects community perspective following a community based participatory 

research model. The process was similar to a modified Delphi process and used rounds of review 

and revision to establish content validity of the new measure. The changes to the process 

included the use of “community experts” and meetings in addition to rounds of reviews to 

facilitate community participation. This is process could be replicated in future CBPR studies. In 

a call to CBPR researchers, O’Toole et al. (O'Toole et al., 2003) states, “we need to do a better 

job of articulating CBPR to our peers and colleagues as “research-plus” that is both 

methodologically rigorous and that makes unique contributions not possible using other 

means”( p. 592). This study helps to establish opportunities for community participation that 

maintain methodological rigor but also inform the process and outcomes of research using 

indigenous theories and practices. Greater than just the end product, the process used in this 

study can provide value to community and academic researchers in future collaborative projects 

by providing: 1) an opportunity for mutual learning between community and academic partners, 

2) an opportunity to include community voice in measurement, an area of research that has 
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only few examples of in-depth community participation, 3) facilitating community “buy in” in 

violence prevention efforts, and 4) a flexible way for community to be deeply involved not just 

superficially involved in determining what and how things are measured.  

Future attempts at replicating this methodology should consider a few things. First, this 

project was unique in that it had community voice from the identification of important concepts 

through to development and testing. A better way to approach this methodology to ensure that 

a clear conceptual definition stays consistent throughout the process could be to include the 

same community members throughout. If that is not possible then another round of meetings 

and/or reviews may allow for relationship building along with conceptual clarity. There seemed 

to be some drift from how this concept was first described to the items and domains that were 

selected to represent it. To determine if there are significant differences in an academic expert 

opinion and a community expert opinion panels could be made up of equal parts of both the 

process and products compared in a more systematic way. And finally, public health 

professionals have been tailoring health materials to suit the needs of the target populations for 

years. There are some striking similarities in the changes that were made to items and 

components of the instrument that suggest that this process may produce a similar product to 

that of a tailoring exercise. Future studies may explore this by using community participation 

through tailoring and expert panels to compare the results of both. If the case is that they are 

truly similar then the time and resources available for a project may dictate which if the two 

methods are preferable. In light of this recommendation it is important to underscore that 

benefits of the process itself cannot be overlooked.  In no way do tailoring exercises allow for 

benefits inherent in participatory research (eg. ownership, buy-in, mutual learning). Finally, 
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future attempts at this process must include better evaluation to further validate and formalize 

the process into CBPR practice.  

Tests and Future Studies 

A small scale study was conducted using the new measure with a community sample. 

Tests of internal consistency reliability and construct validity were conducted to begin to 

establish whether the new measure “works”. Obvious constraints on time and resources did not 

allow for a large sample to conduct tests with confidence. Furthermore, to properly assess a 

measure of an ecological concept, lager samples and well thought out sampling plans at larger 

units of analysis are necessary. Nonetheless, results of the initial reliability and validity tests 

showed that the measure had acceptable internal consistency, three of the five domains 

produced one factor solutions, and the subscales behaved as predicted in comparison to 

previously validated scales.  

Next steps for this measure include the use of larger samples and testing at the 

neighborhood level. Further psychometric testing with larger sample sizes will allow for factor 

analysis of the entire measure to determine if items hang together similarly to how they were 

grouped for this study. The goal of further testing would be to achieve a simpler measure of 

neighborhood youth support that can be incorporated in community surveys. One result of this 

testing might be removing domain “intervening in negative behavior” as this could be measured 

by established measures of informal social control. Raudenbush and others (Mujahid, Diez Roux, 

Morenoff, & Raghunathan, 2007; Raudenbush, 2003; Raudenbush, 1999) have discussed the 

importance of testing not only the psychometrics but the “ecometrics” of neighborhood 
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measures that use residents as informants. Ecometrics is psychometric testing for neighborhood 

measures. To characterize an individual, items in a scale are aggregated but to characterize the 

neighborhood, an aggregate across informants is used. Reliability of neighborhood measures 

depends on item consistency, the number of items in the measure (similar to measures of 

individuals), agreement among informants and the number of informants sampled 

(Raudenbush, 2003). Testing for this level of reliability will begin to establish that this measure 

can accurately characterize neighborhoods.  

Limitations  

Limits Related to Process 

 Efforts to establish content validity rely on having “good judges” (Huck, 2004). One 

assumption guiding this study was that the community members are the best judges of qualities 

of and processes in their own community. Another is that the panel participants who were 

chosen were the best representatives of their community and could speak as “experts” on 

common experiences in their communities. The success of the expert panel procedure relied on 

first having chosen the “right” participants and second on the development of a clear and 

accurate conceptual definition that was well understood by the panel. In the absence of these 

two components the resulting measure may not be an accurate reflection of the original 

community concept. To continue to validate the measure, results of the measurement 

development exercise were reported back to the community in hopes of confirming that this 

process worked.  
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Limits Related to Testing 

There are some considerations that need to be taken into account when addressing the 

reliability of an instrument. Reliability is a matter of whether a particular technique applied 

repeatedly to the same object yields the same results each time while validity is the extent to 

which an empirical measure adequately reflects the real meaning of the concept under 

consideration (Babbie, 2007). Huck (2004) cautions that when you are trying to demonstrate 

reliability, each of the various methods available assesses different aspects of reliability. 

Therefore, it is recommended that multiple techniques of reliability are tested to get a true 

assessment. This was a limitation of the study since it was only feasible to test one form, 

internal consistency reliability. Because of this, the results should not be generalized to other 

methods of reliability testing. Furthermore, reliability applies to the group under investigation 

and the data produced by the use of the measure. It is not an assessment  of the measure itself. 

Therefore, it is necessary to continue to assess reliability with any additional or future use of the 

new measure. Finally, assessment of internal consistency under time constraints may produce 

spuriously high estimates therefore it was important to the conditions under which the data 

were collected (Huck, 2004).  

Reliability is a necessary but not sufficient condition for validity (Babbie, 2007). The 

results of the internal consistency reliability tests showed that the measure had sufficient 

reliability therefore continuing to validity testing was appropriate. Still, results with a Cronbach 

alpha closer to the .70 to .80 range would have been more appropriate.  Finally, an instrument’s 

validity is established in reference to a specific purpose and group therefore the results of this 
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study’s tests are only relevant to the community context in which it was developed and tested. 

Next steps should include testing the instrument further.   

Both face and content validity are relatively weak means of establishing validity but 

important in the early phases of measurement development. Criterion validity, however, 

requires that there is a gold standard measure upon which we can base our comparison tests 

(McDowell & Newell, 1996). There was no measure available to assess the concept of 

“neighborhood youth support”. Therefore, construct validation was the appropriate means of 

establishing validity for the new measure under the conditions of this study. Construct 

validation depends upon a well-defined, theoretically detailed pattern of how the data should 

behave. In the absence of this foundation, attempts at validation testing may fall short. 

Following McDonnell & Newell’s (1996) recommendations, a strong conceptual definition was 

constructed to serve as the basis for testing and hypotheses of association were stated a priori 

to determine criteria for validity. As stated previously, there may have been drift from the 

conceptual definition and to the operationalization of the concept by the experts.  

McDowell and Newell (1996) explain, “Construct validation cannot be proved 

definitively, but is a continuing process in which testing often contributes to our understanding 

of the construct, following which new predictions are made and tested” (p.36). This study was 

limited in that it was only a preliminary study of the measure of “neighborhood youth support” 

and could not provide the data necessary for repeated modifications and testing to refine the 

measure. However, it is important to consider that this was a test of a process as well as a 
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measure and it may have been careless use of time and resources to collect data from a larger 

sample while the methodology is still in an exploratory phase.    

 

Conclusion 

 Supportive neighborhoods and caring adults are a focus for many researchers looking 

for solutions to community problems. Including community participation in this effort can only 

be considered good for research. Results of this study help to establish a measure of the 

community’s own marker of successful youth violence prevention in traditional research. 

Community members are part owners of the measure that resulted from this project and can 

use it for their own purposes after it has been fully tested. Including community voice into 

standard scales and measures adds value for the community by giving them representation in an 

area of research where they are often overlooked. Furthermore, this representation adds value 

for traditional researchers giving them a better understanding of neighborhood social process. 

Ultimately, results of this study help to inform future CBPR efforts and youth violence 

prevention efforts.  
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A  

Table of Constructs 

Construct Definition Sample Questions Studies using method 

collective 
supervision 

  Adult 
(parents) 

A31. If you saw a neighbor’s child getting into 
trouble, would you tell your neighbor about 
it? 
A32. If a neighbor saw your child getting into 
trouble, would your neighbor tell you about 
it? 

 Add Health Parent In Home 
Questionnaire Code Book 

Neighborhood 
Connections 

Measures 
informal 
interaction 
within local area 

adults  Can you get help from friends when you need 
it? 
If you were caring for a child and needed to 
go out for a while, could you ask a neighbor 
for help? 
Have you visited a neighbor in the past week? 
When you go shopping in your local area are 
you likely to run into friends and 
acquaintances? 
In the past 6 months, have you done a favor 
for a sick neighbor? 

(Onyx & Bullen, 2000) 

Individual 
Protective 
Factors Index -
  Presence of 
Caring 
  
  
  
  
  

measures the 
degree to which 
young people 
feel there is a 
caring adult in 
their lives 

 7-11th 
grade 

There are people I can depend on to help me 
if I really need it. 
There is not an adult I can turn to for guidance 
in times of stress 
If something went wrong, no one would come 
to my assistance.  
There is an adult I could talk to about 
important decisions in my life.  
There is a trustworthy adult I could turn to for 
advice if I were having problems. 
There is no one I can depend on for help if I 
really need it.  
There is no adult I can feel comfortable talking 
about my problems with. 
There are people I can count on in an 
emergency.  
There is a special person in my life who cares 
about my feelings.  

(Phillips & Springer, 1992) 

Vaux Social 
Support 
Record 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

Satisfaction with 
perceived 
emotional 
advice, guidance 
and practical 
support 

grades 
1-6 

1. At school, there are adults I can talk to, who 
care about my feelings and what happens to 
me. 
2. At school, there are adults I can talk to, who 
give good suggestions and advice about my 
problems. 
3. At school, there are adults who help me 
with practical problems, like helping me get 
somewhere or helping with a project. 
4. There are people in my family I can talk to, 
who care about my feelings and what 
happens to me. 

(Vaux, 1988)  
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Construct Definition Sample Questions Studies using method 

5. There are people in my family I can talk to, 
who give good suggestions and advice about 
my problems. 
6. There are people in my family who help me 
with practical problems, like helping me get 
somewhere or help me with a job or project. 
7. I have friends I can talk to, who care about 
my feelings and what happens to me. 
8. I have friends I can talk to, who give good 
suggestions and advice about my problems. 
9. I have friends who help me with practical 
problems, like how to get somewhere, or help 
me with a job. 

  
 Neighborhoo
d 
Integration— 
  
  
  
  
  
  

Measures the 
extent to which 
neighbors are 
familiar with one 
another and 
interact on a 
routine basis 

 Adults 
(parents) 
 

How many people who live in your 
neighborhood … 
1. Do you know by sight?  
2. Do you know by name?  
3. Do you talk to on a regular basis?  
How often do you and other people who live 
in your neighborhood … 
4. Borrow things like tools or recipes from 
each other?  
5. Ask each other to watch your children 
when you are not at home? 
6. Have a talk with each other? 
7. Ask each other to drive or take your 
children somewhere?  

 Q1. Rochester Youth 
Development Study 

Reciprocated 
Exchange— 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

Frequency of 
social exchange 
within a 
neighborhood on 
issues of 
consequence to 
children 

Adults 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. About how often do you and people in your 
neighborhood do favors for each other? By 
favors we mean such things as watching each 
other’s children, helping with shopping, 
lending garden or house tools, and other 
small acts of kindness? 
2. How often do you and people in this 
neighborhood have parties or other get-
togethers where other people in the 
neighborhood are invited? 
3. When a neighbor is not at home, how often 
do you and other neighbors watch over their 
property? 
4. How often do you and other people in this 
neighborhood visit in each other’s homes or 
on the street? 
5. How often do you and other people in the 
neighborhood ask each other advice about 
personal things such as childrearing or job 
openings? 

 Chicago Neighborhood 
Study (Robert J. Sampson et 
al., 1999) 

 Community 
Support 
  
  
  
  
  

measures the 
extent to which 
youth and their 
caregivers feel 
comfortable with 
people in their 
neighborhoods, 
ask their advice, 
and interact with 
them 

 6-8th 
grades & 
adults 
(caregive
rs) 
  
  
  
  
  

1. I visit with my neighbors in their homes. 
2. If I needed advice about something I could 
go to someone in my neighborhood. 
3. I regularly stop and talk with people in my 
neighborhood. 
4. I know most of the names of people on my 
block.   
5. I would feel comfortable asking to borrow  
some food or a tool from people on my block. 
6. I would feel comfortable asking people on 
my block to watch my home while I was away. 

Chicago Youth Development 
Study (Tolan et al., 2001) 
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 Intergenerati
onal Closure— 
  
  
  
  

possibilities for 
intergenerational 
connections and 
active support of 
neighborhood 
children by 
adults 

  
  
  
  
  

1. Parents in this neighborhood know their 
children’s friends. 
2. Adults in this neighborhood know who the 
local children are. 
3. There are adults in this neighborhood that 
children can look up to. 
4. Parents in this neighborhood generally 
know each other. 
5. You can count on adults in this 
neighborhood to watch out that children are 
safe and don’t get in trouble. 

Q5. Chicago Neighborhood 
Study (Robert J. Sampson et 
al., 1999) 

 sense of 
community 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

four elements: 
membership – 
feeling that one 
has invested as a 
member and 
therefore has a 
right to belong 
influence – 
bidirectional for 
a member to be 
attracted to a 
group s/he must 
have influence 
over what the 
group does and 
group influences 
its members 
meeting needs – 
reinforcement, 
membership 
must be 
rewarding 
shared 
emotional 
connection – 
identify with a 
shared history 
 

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

1. I think my block is a good place for me to 
live. 
2. People on this block do not share the same 
values 
3. My neighbors and I want the same thing 
from this block 
4. I can recognize most of the people who live 
on my block 
5. I feel at home on this block.  
6. Very few of my neighbors know me. 
7. I care about what my neighbors think of my 
actions 
8. I have no influence over what this block is 
like 
9. If there is a problem on this block, people 
who live here get it solved 
10. It is very important to me to live on this 
block 
11. People on this block generally don’t get 
along with one another 
12. I expect to live on this block for a long 
time 

(Chavis et al., 1986; Chipuer & 
Pretty, 1999)  

youth 
involvement -  
 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

high rating in 
youth 
involvement also 
indicates that 
youth worked 
primarily with 
their peers to 
carry out a task 
(e.g., organizing 
an event and 
collecting 
signatures for a 
petition) related 
to the project. 
The individual 
items of the 
youth 
involvement 
construct 

 Youth & 
adults 

1. Youth take lots/little initiative in working on 
projects. 1-2 (very poor); 3-4 (poor); 5-6 (fair); 
7-8 (good); 9-10 (excellent). 
2. Youth are sitting around with nothing to 
do/busy with several tasks. 
3. Youth arrive to meetings on time/late. 
4. Youth are given major/few responsibilities 
for specific tasks. 
5. Youth rely on themselves/adults to make 
key decisions. 
6. Youth have full access/little access to 
information needed to make decisions. 
7. Youth always/never have opportunities to 
discuss their concerns of group decisions. 
8. Youth frequently/rarely share ideas about 
things that matter to them. 
9. Youth do/do not have an equal vote in the 
decision-making process. 
10. Youth do/do not help one another in 

The Involvement and 
Interaction Rating Scale - to 
measure youth and adult 
perceptions of their 
experiences when interacting 
at some level in youth 
development programs or 
working together as 
community partners 
(Jones & Perkins, 2005) 
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assesses 
whether young 
people 
demonstrate 
high or low levels 
of youth voice 
and decision 
making, 
responsibility, 
and commitment 
to the project 
 

developing new skills. 
11. Youth are/are not fully committed to their 
duties. 
12. Youth are excited/have little interest in 
their involvement with this project. 
13. Youth are/are not concerned with 
community change. 

adult 
involvement -  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

entails adults 
working together 
in a given 
situation (e.g., 
raising funds or 
handling other 
administrative 
duties). This 
construct also 
utilizes items 
that measure 
adults' support, 
through their 
commitment to 
nurturing youth 
voice and 
decision making 
and their 
dedication to the 
project 

Youth & 
adults 

14. Adults display a willingness to accept and 
nurture/control youth leadership. 
15. Adults tend to want to guide/be followers 
of youth leadership. 
16. Adults always/never listen to the 
suggestions of youth. 
17. Adults never/always totally take over 
when working on projects with youth. 
18. Adults learn/do not learn new skills from 
one another. 
19. Adults always/never take the ideas of 
youth seriously. 
20. Adults do/do not encourage youth to 
come up with their own ideas. 
21. Adults are excited/have little interest in 
being involved with this project. 
22. Adults are very concerned/not concerned 
with community change. 

The Involvement and 
Interaction Rating Scale (Jones 
& Perkins, 2005) 

youth-adult 
interaction 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

high rating of 
youth-adult 
interaction 
indicates that 
youth and adults 
work collectively, 
engaging in one 
or more 
components of a 
project and fully 
exercising an 
equal 
opportunity to 
utilize decision 
making and 
other 
leadership skills. 
High youth-adult 
interaction 
would also 
reflect civility 
and mutual 
respect for one 
another. 

 Youth & 
adults 
  
  
  
  
  
  

23. Youth and adults get along well 
together/argue. 
24. Youth appear comfortable/uneasy around 
adults. 
25. Adults appear comfortable/ uneasy 
around youth. 
26. Adults do/do not actively and consistently 
consult with youth on project activities. 
27. Adults do/do not provide direction and 
mentoring for youth. 
28. Youth always/never go along with the 
decisions of adults. 
29. Youth and adults often/rarely agree on 
most decisions. 
30. Youth rely on adults' experiences/their 
own experiences when making decisions. 
31. Youth and adults work 
together/separately on project tasks. 
32. Youth and adults indicate mutual 
learning/learn little from one another. 
33. Youth and adults frequently/rarely help 
one another develop new skills. 
34. Adults are very considerate/not at all 
considerate of youth opinion. 

The Involvement and 
Interaction Rating Scale (Jones 
& Perkins, 2005) 



204 

 

Construct Definition Sample Questions Studies using method 

35. Youth are very considerate/not at all 
considerate of adults' opinions. 
36. Youth and adults always/never engage in 
respectful conversations. 
37. Youth do/do not trust adults to handle 
power responsibly. 
38. Adults do/do not trust youth to handle 
power responsibly. 

Neighborhood 
social ties 
informal 
integration 
with 
neighbors 

   (1) ‘‘How often do you visit informally with 
neighbors?,’’  
(2) ‘‘How often do you chat with neighbors?,’’  
(3) ‘‘Do you and your neighbors help each 
other out by lending things like tools, giving 
someone a ride, or watching each other’s 
houses when you’re away?’ 

 

Social support  emotional 
support 

  (1) ‘‘I have someone I can turn to for support 
and understanding when things get rough,’’ 
 (2) ‘‘I have someone I can really talk to.’’ 

 

 practical support  (3) ‘‘I have someone who would help me out 
with things, like give me a ride, watch the kids 
or house, or fix something,’’ and  
(4) ‘‘I have someone who would take care of 
me if I were sick.’’ 

 

Informal 
Social Control 
(*child 
centered 
social control) 

Informal 
mechanisms by 
which residents 
themselves 
achieve order 
*The expectation 
that 
neighborhood 
residents can 
and will 
intervene on 
behalf of 
children 

  *If a group of neighborhood children were 
skipping school and hanging out on a corner, 
how likely is it that your neighbors would do 
something about it? 
*If some children were spray painting graffiti 
on a local building, how likely is it that your 
neighbors would do something about it? 
*if a child was showing disrespect to an adult, 
how likely is it that people in your 
neighborhood would scold that child? 
a fight broke out in front of their house 
the fire station closest to their home was 
threatened with budget cuts 

(Robert J. Sampson et al., 
1999; Robert J. Sampson et al., 
1997) 

social 
cohesion & 
trust 

Mutual trust 
between 
neighbors 

 people around here are willing to help their 
neighbors 
this is a close-knit neighborhood 
people in this neighborhood can be trusted 
people around here generally don't get along 
with each other 
people in this neighborhood don't share the 
same values 

(Robert J. Sampson et al., 
1997) 

mutual 
respect 

   indicate if a problem in neighborhood: 
different racial or cultural groups who do not 
get along with each other 
little respect for rules, laws, & authority 

(Delbert S. Elliott et al., 1996) 
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neighborhood 
bonding 

  overall, how satisfied are you with this 
neighborhood? 
do you think that you were living in this 
neighborhood 5 years from now? 
would you move out of this neighborhood if 
you could? 
are there things you like about this 
neighborhood? 

(Delbert S. Elliott et al., 1996) 

perceived 
informal 
social control 

  how likely if it that one of your neighbors 
would do something about it if:  
someone were breaking into your house in 
plain sight? 
someone were trying to sell drugs to one of 
your children in plain sight? 
there were a fight in front of your house & 
someone was being beaten up? 
your kids were getting in trouble? 

(Delbert S. Elliott et al., 1996) 

informal 
activity 

   
  
  
  
  
  
  

during an average month last year,  
how many times have you: had someone over 
to your home during the day for coffee or just 
to talk? 
gone out for an evening with someone to a 
movie, sports event, for a drink, or some 
other activity? 
asked someone over to your house or gone 
over to their house for a meal, to play cards, 
or watch tv? 
asked someone for help, like getting your car 
started, getting a ride with them, borrowing a 
tool, or asking them to watch your kids while 
you ran an errand? 
talked to someone about personal problems 
you were having or they were having? 
talked to someone about stores & sales, 
programs for neighborhood kids, church 
activities, and so forth? 
asked someone if you could borrow some 
money? 

(Delbert S. Elliott et al., 1996) 

social support    
  
  
  

Is there anyone you could talk to or got to for 
help if:  
one of your children was thinking of dropping 
out of school 
one of your children wanted to go to college 
your unmarried teenage daughter was 
pregnant 
your teenage child was looking for a summer 
job 

(Delbert S. Elliott et al., 1996) 

# of children 
known by 
name 

   how many children or teenagers living in your 
neighborhood do you know by name? 

(Delbert S. Elliott et al., 1996) 

 informal 
networks - 
proportion of 
friends and 
number of 
relatives or 
family 
members who 

  not counting family members living with you, 
how many family members live in your 
neighborhood? 
not counting people you live with, how many 
good friends do you have who live in your 
neighborhood? 
how many good friends do you have who live 
outside of your neighborhood? 

(Delbert S. Elliott et al., 1996) 
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live in the 
neighborhood 
  

 

Opportunities 
for Prosocial 
Involvement 

 youth There are lots of adults in my neighborhood I 
could talk to about something important. 

Hawkins & Catalano – 
Communities That Care – Risk 
& Protective Factor Scale 
Construction Summary - 
http://www.sdrg.org/ctcresour
ce/Phase%201.htm 
(Arthur, Hawkins, Pollard, 
Catalano, & Baglioni, 2002) 

Rewards for 
Prosocial 
Involvement 
  
  
  
  
  
 
  
  
  

 Youth 
grades 
6-12 

How much do each of the following 
statements describe your neighborhood?  
My neighbors notice when I am doing a good 
job and let me know. 
There are people in my neighborhood who 
encourage me to do my best. 
There are people in my neighborhood who 
are proud of me when I do something well. 
 

Hawkins & Catalano – 
Communities That Care – Risk 
& Protective Factor Scale 
Construction Summary - 
http://www.sdrg.org/ctcresour
ce/Phase%201.htm 
(Arthur et al., 2002) 

  
  

   
  

People often have a range of views of the 
neighborhood where they lived most of their 
life. Considering things like the quality of 
schools, the types of businesses, and how well 
your neighbors took care of their properties, 
would you say you grew up in a… 
How closely [did/do] the adults in your life 
monitor what you (did/do) and with whom 
you (spent/spend) time [USE ONLY IF 
RESPONDENT OLDER THAN 17: while you 
were growing up]? 

 black youth culture survey 
  

 Section 35: 
Protective 
Factors 
 

measures the 
extent to which 
respondents 
perceive 
themselves as 
being supported 
by parents, 
teachers, friends, 
etc. It 
is administered 
to all 
respondents. 

 Grades 
7-12 

How much do you feel that adults care about 
you 
not at all, very little, somewhat, 4 quite a bit,  
5 very much, 6 does not apply, 96 refused, 98 
don’t know 

Add Health Wave 1 & 2 
Adolescent In Home 
Questionnaire Code Book 

 Section 36: 
Neighborhood 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

measures the 
extent to which 
the respondent 
perceives himself 
as being a part of 
his 
neighborhood. 

Grades 
7-12 

1. You know most of the people in your 
neighborhood 
2. In the past month, you have stopped on the 
street to talk with someone who lives in your 
neighborhood. 
3. People in this neighborhood look out for 
each other 
4. Do you use a physical fitness or recreation 
center in your neighborhood?  
5. Do you usually feel safe in your 

Add Health Wave 1 & 2 
Adolescent In Home 
Questionnaire Code Book 

http://www.sdrg.org/ctcresource/Phase%201.htm
http://www.sdrg.org/ctcresource/Phase%201.htm
http://www.sdrg.org/ctcresource/Phase%201.htm
http://www.sdrg.org/ctcresource/Phase%201.htm
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neighborhood? 
6. On the whole, how happy are you with 
living in your neighborhood? 
7. If, for any reason, you had to move from 
here to some other neighborhood, how happy 
or unhappy would you be? 

 Section 13: 
Mentoring 
  

  18-26 
yo 

1. Other than your parents or step-parents, 
has an adult made an important positive 
difference in your life at any time since you 
were 14 years old?  
2. How is this person related to you? If there 
has been more than one person, describe the 
most influential. . .  

 Add Health Wave III In Home 
Questionnaire Code Book 

Neighborhood 
Cohesion  
. 

Measures the 
extent to 
which residents 
feel a 
sense of 
belonging in the 
neighborhood 
and share 
the same values 
as their 
neighbors 

Urban 
resident
s, 
aged 18 
and 
older. 
 

1. People on this block do not share the same 
values.  
2. I have almost no influence over what this 
block is like. 
3. If there is a problem on this block, people 
who live here can get it solved. 
4. My neighbors and I want the same things 
for the block. 
5. I feel at home on this block. 
6. People on this block generally do not get 
along. 
7. Occasionally, I visit with neighbors inside 
their homes.  
8. Occasionally, my neighbors visit with me 
inside my home. 

Perkins, Florin & Rich, 1990 

Neighborhood 
Action/Willing
ness to 
Intervene 

  If some 10 to 12 year-old youths were spray 
painting a street sign on the block, how likely 
is it that you or some of your neighbors would 
tell them to stop? 
2. If a suspicious stranger was hanging around 
the block, how likely is it that you or some of 
your neighbors would notice this and warn 
others to be on guard? 
3. If someone on your block was playing loud 
music, how likely is that you or some of your 
neighbors would ask them to turn the music 
down? 
4. If teenagers were fist-fighting on your 
block, how likely is it that you or some of your 
neighbors would attempt to stop it? 
5. If someone on your block was firing a gun, 
how likely is it that you or some of your 
neighbors would do something about it? 
6. If drugs were being sold on your block, how 
likely is it that you or some of your neighbors 
would do something about it? 

 

Neighborhood 
Support – 
Civic 
Engagement 
 

  1. Everybody is willing to help each other in 
my neighborhood. 
2. People are there for each other in my 
neighborhood. 
3. People support each other in my 
neighborhood. 
4. People in my neighborhood work together 
to get things done. 
5. We look out for each other in my 

(Chipuer et al., 1999) 
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neighborhood. 
6. If I needed help I could go to anyone in my 
neighborhood. 
7. People in my neighborhood pitch in to help 
each other. 
8. I feel okay asking for help from my 
neighbors. 

     

Adult 
Engagement 
With Youth 

1. - A measure of 
adult attitudes, 
on a 1–5 scale, 
from among the 
least to the most 
important things 
adults can do to 
relate to young 
people outside 
their families. 
 
2. when asked of 
adults - A 
measure of how 
much the adult’s 
social network 
“conforms” to 
her or his 
attitudes about 
the importance 
of adult 
engagement 
with kids; 
response 
options were 
almost all, a 
large majority, 
about half, 
some, and very 
few. 
 
When asked of 
youth - 
measures the 
“other adult” 
assets young 
people 
experience, 
measured on the 
same “almost 
all” to “very 
few” scale as 
used with 
adults.) 
 

 1. How important is this action?  
 
2. How many of the adults you know engage 
with you in this way?  
 
3. How often do you personally do this with 
young people (adults only)?  
 

(Scales, Benson, & Mannes, 
2002) 



209 

 

Construct Definition Sample Questions Studies using method 

Support  - 
Have 
meaningful 
conversations 
& Know 
names. 

 adults & 
12-17  

Have conversations with young people that 
help adults and young people “really get to 
know one another.” 
Know the names of many children and 
adolescents in the neighborhood. 

(Scales et al., 2002)  

Empowermen
t Report 
positive 
behavior 
Ensure well-
being of 
neighborhood 
kids. Seek 
opinions. 
Provide 
service 
opportunities 

 12-17 Tell parent(s) if they see a child or adolescent 
doing something right. 
Feel responsible to help ensure the well-being 
of the young people in the neighborhood. 
Seek young people’s opinions when making 
decisions that affect them. 
Adults give youth lots of opportunities to 
make their communities better places. ASKED 
OF YOUTH ONLY 

(Scales et al., 2002) 

Boundaries 
and 
Expectations 
Report 
misbehavior. 
Model giving 
and serving to 
help the 
needy. Model 
giving and 
serving to 
make life fair 
and equal. 

 12-17 Tell parent(s) if they see the child or 
adolescent doing something wrong. 
Volunteer time or donate money to show 
young people the importance of helping 
others. 
Volunteer time or donate money to show 
young people the importance of working for 
social justice. ASKED OF ADULTS ONLY 

(Scales et al., 2002) 

Constructive 
Use of Time 
Play sports/do 
art with kids. 

 12-17 Help young people spend their leisure time in 
supervised, constructive activities 

(Scales et al., 2002) 

Commitment 
to Learning 
Encourage 
school 
success. 

 12-17 Encourage children and adolescents to take 
school seriously and do well in school. 

(Scales et al., 2002) 

Positive 
Values Teach 
shared values. 
Discuss 
personal 
values. 
Discuss 
religious 
beliefs. 

 12-17 Teach children and adolescents the same core 
values as other adults do, such as honesty, 
equality, and responsibility. 
Openly discuss their own values with children 
and youth. 
Openly discuss their own religious or spiritual 
beliefs with children and youth.* 

(Scales et al., 2002) 

Social 
Competencies 
Teach respect 
for cultural 
differences. 
Guide 
decision 
making. Give 
financial 

 12-17 Teach children and youth to respect the 
values and beliefs of different races and 
cultures, even when those values and beliefs 
conflict with their own. 
Help children and youth think through the 
possible good and bad consequences of their 
decisions. 
Offer young people guidance on responsibly 
saving, sharing, and spending money. 

(Scales et al., 2002) 



210 

 

Construct Definition Sample Questions Studies using method 

guidance. 

Positive 
Identity Pass 
down 
traditions. 

 12-17 Actively teach young people to preserve, 
protect, and pass down the traditions and 
values of their ethnic and/or religious culture 

(Scales et al., 2002) 
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Appendix B  

Agenda for First Community Meeting 

 

First Meeting with 
Community Expert 
Panel 

4/18/2011 
Medicine Education and Research Building 
Room 224 
3500 N. Broad Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19140 

 

 

 

 

Agenda 
 

Youth Meeting  6:30pm 

Dinner   7:00pm 

Welcome & introductions  7:05pm 

Explanation of the project  7:15pm 

Consents & other paperwork  7:25pm 

Definition of the concept & previous wor   7:30pm 

Discussion of "adults intervening with yo   7:45pm 

Review sample packets  8:30pm 
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Appendix C  

Discussion guide conversation about “adults intervening for youth”  

 

“We would like to take the next 45 minutes or so to go over the concept “adults intervening for 
youth”, talk about the research that we did with the North and West/Southwest communities 
which resulted in this concept as a marker for successful YVP, get your input on what this 
concept might look like in your communities, and finally, answer questions that you may have 
about the concept. While we welcome your input this activity we hope to keep close to both the 
goals of this meeting, the timeline that we have set for ourselves, and the boundaries that we 
have set to make sure that at the end of this study we will have something that is useful to the 
group. You may think that there are other concepts of equal or greater value to this discussion 
today and that that is what we should focus on. This is valuable to our work and there may be 
opportunities in the future to go through this process with other concepts so we are taking 
notes and (as you know) audio taping the discussion. This way your input can be used to inform 
or even suggest other potential studies.”  

  

“What does this look like in your community?” 

 

“Can you give me examples of specific behaviors that you see or would like to see to represent 
this concept?” 

  

“Do you have any questions about the concept?”  
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Appendix D  

Juror Cover Letter – Qualitative Review 

 

September 11, 2012 

Name 
Address 
Institution 
City, State Zip 

 

Dear ________:  

It was great to see you at the orientation meeting on April 18th. Your input at that 

meeting has already been useful. Let me start by saying thank you for agreeing to be a 

community expert for our project. As a community expert you will choose the right questions to 

be used to measure “adults intervening for youth” in the neighborhood as we discussed it when 

we met. Your input and feedback are an essential part of the process of establishing this as a 

marker of successful violence prevention. Just a reminder, as a community expert you have 

agreed to complete two reviews of survey questions and attend a follow-up meeting to discuss 

results and next steps. I estimate that each of the two reviews of these questions will take 

approximately 2 hours but that all depends on you. Go at your own pace! You will have about 

ten days to complete the reviews.    

Enclosed you will find a sheet with 4 sections: title, directions, items and additional 

items.   There are questions to answer about the content of each of these sections. These 

questions are located in the right column of the page. There is also additional space in each of 
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the sections to add comments. Please review this sheet and if you have any questions (any 

questions at all) contact me by phone or email right away and I will answer them for you. A self-

addressed stamped return envelope is enclosed for you to use to return your work once it is 

completed. Please feel free to use additional paper as needed. For those of you who prefer to 

complete this electronically, a copy of the sheet has been sent via email. Return the sheet with 

your comments in the envelope (or via email) so that it will reach me no later than May 20th. I 

were contacting you in a few days to make sure that you have received the packet and see if you 

have any questions about what to do. 

If you have any questions in the meantime, please feel free to contact me at 

bachohl@temple.edu or 609-471-0317. Please accept my thanks in advance for your help and 

partnership in the development of this survey.  

Sincerely,  

Bernadette Hohl 
Research Assistant 

  

mailto:bachohl@temple.edu
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Qualitative Review Instrument 
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Title Y N 

 

 

 

Title of the Survey: Neighborhood survey of 
adults intervening for youth 

Is the title appropriate?  

 

  

If not, what suggestions would you make to change the title?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Directions Y N 

 Directions for completing the survey: We are 
interested in learning about the neighborhood 
that you live in. We are specifically trying to get 
a sense of adult and youth relationships in your 
neighborhood.  Using the responses given for 
each question, choose the one that best 
describes this relationship in your neighborhood. 

Are the directions for 
answering the questions easy 
to read? 

  

Are the directions for 
answering the questions easy 
to understand? 

  

Are the directions for 
answering the questions to 
too wordy? 

  

Are the directions for 
answering the questions 
complete? 

  

Please comment on the directions here: 
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Items Y N 

 1. If a neighbor saw your child getting into 
trouble, would your neighbor tell you about 
it? 

Is this item appropriate?   

 Is the wording clear? 

 

  

definitely would not, probably would not, might, 
probably would, definitely would 

Are the response options 
adequate? 

  

 Should this item be revised? 
(if yes, revise in comments) 

  

Should this item be deleted? 

 

  

Comments: 
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 Y N 

 2. You can count on adults in this neighborhood 
to watch out that children are safe and don’t 
get in trouble. 

Is this item appropriate?   

 Is the wording clear? 

 

  

Strongly agree, Agree, Neither agree nor 
disagree, Disagree, Strongly disagree, Don’t 
know 

Are the response options 
adequate? 

  

 Should this item be revised? 
(if yes, revise in comments) 

  

Should this item be deleted? 

 

  

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 Y N 

 3. Adults display a willingness to accept and 
nurture youth leadership. 

Is this item appropriate?   

 Is the wording clear? 

 

  

Strongly agree, Agree, Neither agree nor 
disagree, Disagree, Strongly disagree, Don’t 
know 

Are the response options 
adequate? 
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 Should this item be revised? 
(if yes, revise in comments) 

  

Should this item be deleted? 

 

  

Comments: 

 

  

 

 

 

 Y N 

 4. If you saw a neighbor’s child getting into 
trouble, would you tell your neighbor about 
it? 

Is this item appropriate?   

 Is the wording clear? 

 

  

definitely would not, probably would not, 
might, probably would, definitely would 

Are the response options 
adequate? 

  

 Should this item be revised? 
(if yes, revise in comments) 

  

Should this item be deleted? 

 

  

Comments: 
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 Y N 

 5. Adults display a willingness to control youth 
leadership. 

Is this item appropriate?   

 Is the wording clear? 

 

  

Strongly agree, Agree, Neither agree nor 
disagree, Disagree, Strongly disagree, Don’t 
know 

Are the response options 
adequate? 

  

 Should this item be revised? 
(if yes, revise in comments) 

  

Should this item be deleted? 

 

  

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 Y N 

 6. Adults tend to want to be followers of youth 
leadership. 

Is this item appropriate?   

 Is the wording clear?   
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Strongly agree, Agree, Neither agree nor 
disagree, Disagree, Strongly disagree, Don’t 
know 

Are the response options 
adequate? 

  

 Should this item be revised? 
(if yes, revise in comments) 

  

Should this item be deleted? 

 

  

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Y N 

 7. Adults tend to want to guide youth 
leadership. 

Is this item appropriate? 

 

  

 Is the wording clear? 

 

  

Strongly agree, Agree, Neither agree nor 
disagree, Disagree, Strongly disagree, Don’t 
know 

Are the response options 
adequate? 

  

 Should this item be revised? 
(if yes, revise in comments) 
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Should this item be deleted? 

 

  

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 Y N 

 8. Adults always listen to the suggestions of 
youth. 

Is this item appropriate?   

 Is the wording clear? 

 

  

Strongly agree, Agree, Neither agree nor 
disagree, Disagree, Strongly disagree, Don’t 
know 

Are the response options 
adequate? 

  

 Should this item be revised? 
(if yes, revise in comments) 

  

Should this item be deleted? 

 

  

Comments: 
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 Y N 

 9. Adults always totally take over when 
working on projects with youth. 

Is this item appropriate?   

 Is the wording clear? 

 

  

Strongly agree, Agree, Neither agree nor 
disagree, Disagree, Strongly disagree, Don’t 
know 

Are the response options 
adequate? 

  

 Should this item be revised? 
(if yes, revise in comments) 

  

Should this item be deleted? 

 

  

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Y N 

 10. Adults always take the ideas of youth 
seriously. 

Is this item appropriate?   

 Is the wording clear?   
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Strongly agree, Agree, Neither agree nor 
disagree, Disagree, Strongly disagree, Don’t 
know 

Are the response options 
adequate? 

  

 Should this item be revised? 
(if yes, revise in comments) 

  

Should this item be deleted? 

 

  

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Y N 

 11. Adults encourage youth to come up with 
their own ideas. 

Is this item appropriate?   

 Is the wording clear? 

 

  

Strongly agree, Agree, Neither agree nor 
disagree, Disagree, Strongly disagree, Don’t 
know 

Are the response options 
adequate? 

  

 Should this item be revised? 
(if yes, revise in comments) 

  

Should this item be deleted?   



225 

 

 

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 Y N 

Ch
oo

se
 e

ith
er

 1
5 

or
 1

6 

12. Youth and adults get along well together. Is this item appropriate? 

 

  

 Is the wording clear? 

 

  

Strongly agree, Agree, Neither agree nor 
disagree, Disagree, Strongly disagree, Don’t 
know 

Are the response options 
adequate? 

  

 Should this item be revised? 
(if yes, revise in comments) 

  

Should this item be deleted? 

 

  

Comments: 
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 Y N 

13. Youth and adults argue Is this item appropriate? 

 

  

 Is the wording clear? 

 

  

Strongly agree, Agree, Neither agree nor 
disagree, Disagree, Strongly disagree, Don’t 
know 

Are the response options 
adequate? 

  

 Should this item be revised? 
(if yes, revise in comments) 

  

Should this item be deleted? 

 

  

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Y N 

 14. Adults actively and consistently consult with 
youth on project activities. 

Is this item appropriate?   

 Is the wording clear?   
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Strongly agree, Agree, Neither agree nor 
disagree, Disagree, Strongly disagree, Don’t 
know 

Are the response options 
adequate? 

  

 Should this item be revised? 
(if yes, revise in comments) 

  

Should this item be deleted? 

 

  

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 Y N 

 15. Adults provide direction and mentoring for 
youth. 

Is this item appropriate?   

 Is the wording clear? 

 

  

Strongly agree, Agree, Neither agree nor 
disagree, Disagree, Strongly disagree, Don’t 
know 

Are the response options 
adequate? 

  

 Should this item be revised? 
(if yes, revise in comments) 

  

Should this item be deleted? 
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Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Y N 

 16. Youth and adults indicate mutual learning 
from one another. 

Is this item appropriate?   

 Is the wording clear? 

 

  

Strongly agree, Agree, Neither agree nor 
disagree, Disagree, Strongly disagree, Don’t 
know 

Are the response options 
adequate? 

  

 Should this item be revised? 
(if yes, revise in comments) 

  

Should this item be deleted? 

 

  

Comments: 
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 Y N 

 17. Youth and adults frequently help one 
another develop new skills. 

Is this item appropriate?   

 Is the wording clear? 

 

  

Strongly agree, Agree, Neither agree nor 
disagree, Disagree, Strongly disagree, Don’t 
know 

Are the response options 
adequate? 

  

 Should this item be revised? 
(if yes, revise in comments) 

  

Should this item be deleted? 

 

  

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 Y N 

 18. Adults are very considerate of youth 
opinion. 

Is this item appropriate? 

 

  

 Is the wording clear? 

 

  

Strongly agree, Agree, Neither agree nor 
disagree, Disagree, Strongly disagree, Don’t 

Are the response options   
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know adequate? 

 Should this item be revised? 
(if yes, revise in comments) 

  

Should this item be deleted? 

 

  

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Y N 

 19. Youth and adults engage in respectful 
conversations. 

Is this item appropriate?   

 Is the wording clear? 

 

  

Strongly agree, Agree, Neither agree nor 
disagree, Disagree, Strongly disagree, Don’t 
know 

Are the response options 
adequate? 

  

 Should this item be revised? 
(if yes, revise in comments) 

  

Should this item be deleted? 

 

  

Comments: 
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 Y N 

 20. Adults trust youth to handle power 
responsibly. 

Is this item appropriate?   

 Is the wording clear? 

 

  

Strongly agree, Agree, Neither agree nor 
disagree, Disagree, Strongly disagree, Don’t 
know 

Are the response options 
adequate? 

  

 Should this item be revised? 
(if yes, revise in comments) 

  

Should this item be deleted? 

 

  

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 Y N 
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 21. If a group of neighborhood children were 
skipping school and hanging out on a 
corner, how likely is it that your neighbors 
would do something about it? 

Is this item appropriate?   

 Is the wording clear? 

 

  

Very likely, likely, neither likely nor unlikely, 
unlikely, very unlikely, don’t know 

Are the response options 
adequate? 

  

 Should this item be revised? 
(if yes, revise in comments) 

  

Should this item be deleted? 

 

  

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 Y N 

 22. If some children were spray painting graffiti 
on a local building, how likely is it that your 
neighbors would do something about it? 

Is this item appropriate?   

 Is the wording clear? 

 

  

Very likely, likely, neither likely nor unlikely, 
unlikely, very unlikely, don’t know 

Are the response options 
adequate? 

  

 Should this item be revised? 
(if yes, revise in comments) 
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Should this item be deleted? 

 

  

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 Y N 

 23. If a child was showing disrespect to an 
adult, how likely is it that people in your 
neighborhood would scold that child? 

Is this item appropriate?   

 Is the wording clear? 

 

  

Very likely, likely, neither likely nor unlikely, 
unlikely, very unlikely, don’t know 

Are the response options 
adequate? 

  

 Should this item be revised? 
(if yes, revise in comments) 

  

Should this item be deleted? 

 

  

Comments: 
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 Y N 

 24. If children were showing disrespect to an 
adult in your neighborhood how likely is it 
that your neighbors would do something to 
stop it? 

Is this item appropriate?   

 Is the wording clear? 

 

  

Very likely, likely, neither likely nor unlikely, 
unlikely, very unlikely, don’t know 

Are the response options 
adequate? 

  

 Should this item be revised? 
(if yes, revise in comments) 

  

Should this item be deleted? 

 

  

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 Y N 

 25. If there was a fight in front of your house & 
someone was being beaten or threatened, 
how likely if it that one of your neighbors 
would break it up? 

Is this item appropriate?   

 Is the wording clear? 

 

  

Very likely, likely, neither likely nor unlikely, 
unlikely, very unlikely, don’t know 

Are the response options 
adequate? 

  

 Should this item be revised?   
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(if yes, revise in comments) 

Should this item be deleted? 

 

  

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 Y N 

 26. If fight broke out in front of their house, 
how likely is it that someone in your 
neighborhood would do something to stop 
it? 

Is this item appropriate?   

 Is the wording clear? 

 

  

Very likely, likely, neither likely nor unlikely, 
unlikely, very unlikely, don’t know 

Are the response options 
adequate? 

  

 Should this item be revised? 
(if yes, revise in comments) 

  

Should this item be deleted? 

 

  

Comments: 
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 Y N 

 27. If someone was trying to sell drugs to a 
neighborhood child in plain sight how likely 
is it that someone in your neighborhood 
would do something to stop it? 

Is this item appropriate?   

 Is the wording clear? 

 

  

Very likely, likely, neither likely nor unlikely, 
unlikely, very unlikely, don’t know 

Are the response options 
adequate? 

  

 Should this item be revised? 
(if yes, revise in comments) 

  

Should this item be deleted? 

 

  

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 Y N 

 28. How likely if it that one of your neighbors 
would do something about it if: your kids 
were getting in trouble? 

Is this item appropriate?   

 Is the wording clear? 

 

  

Very likely, likely, neither likely nor unlikely, Are the response options   
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unlikely, very unlikely, don’t know adequate? 

 Should this item be revised? 
(if yes, revise in comments) 

  

Should this item be deleted? 

 

  

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 

 Y N 

 29. There are adults or other caretakers 
around who watch and supervise young 
children in the neighborhood. 

Is this item appropriate?   

 Is the wording clear? 

 

  

Strongly agree, Agree, Neither agree nor 
disagree, Disagree, Strongly disagree 

Are the response options 
adequate? 

  

 Should this item be revised? 
(if yes, revise in comments) 

  

Should this item be deleted? 

 

  

Comments: 
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 Y N 

 30. How common is it for people in your 
neighborhood to spend time outside of 
their home for more than just a few 
minutes, sitting outside, working in the 
yard, or taking a walk in the neighborhood? 

Is this item appropriate?   

 Is the wording clear? 

 

  

Very likely, likely, neither likely nor unlikely, 
unlikely, very unlikely, don’t know 

Are the response options 
adequate? 

  

 Should this item be revised? 
(if yes, revise in comments) 

  

Should this item be deleted? 

 

  

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 Y N 

 31. If children were on the street, in a park, or 
in a store on a school day how likely is it 
that your neighbors would do something to 
stop it? 

Is this item appropriate?   

 Is the wording clear?   
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Very likely, likely, neither likely nor unlikely, 
unlikely, very unlikely, don’t know 

Are the response options 
adequate? 

  

 Should this item be revised? 
(if yes, revise in comments) 

  

Should this item be deleted? 

 

  

Comments: 

 

 

 

 

 Y N 

 32. If a teenager from your neighborhood was 
seen away from the school grounds on a 
school day how likely is it that your 
neighbors would do something to stop it? 

Is this item appropriate?   

 Is the wording clear? 

 

  

Very likely, likely, neither likely nor unlikely, 
unlikely, very unlikely, don’t know 

Are the response options 
adequate? 

  

 Should this item be revised? 
(if yes, revise in comments) 

  

Should this item be deleted? 

 

  

Comments: 
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 Additional Survey Items Y N 

 Are there additional items that you think should be included in the instrument?    

Please add additional items here: 

 

 

 Feel free to add any additional comments here: 
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Appendix F  

Juror Cover Letter - Quantitative Review  

September 11, 2012 

Name 
Address 
Institution 
City, State Zip 

Dear ________:  

I hope this letter finds you well. We are halfway through the question review 

process. You have done a great job as a community expert and partner on this project so 

far! Soon we were ready to meet in person and finalize the questions.  

Enclosed you will find a sheet with 2 sections: title & items.    

For the title: Does the title do a better job explaining what we want to measure? 

Please comment and make suggestions as you see fit.  

For the items: To make sure that we are including a broad range of items that 

cover “adults intervening for youth” I have grouped the remaining items into categories: 

leadership, respect, intervening in negative behavior, mentoring, adult presence, and 

active engagement in positive behavior.    This is what I need you to do for the second 

review of the items: 

1. Review each item and mark them as essential, useful but not essential or 
unnecessary. Questions that focus on similar ideas have been listed in one of the 
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five categories. This will help you when you are trying to narrow down the 
number of questions that are necessary.   

2. As you are going through the items you will see that there are some (# 2, 10, & 
11) that have 2 options indicated by a / in between the words. Please circle the 
word that you think is better.  

3. Add additional items that you think are missing from the categories. For 
example, there are no items listed under active engagement in positive 
behaviors. This is something that we talked about in our first meeting. This is an 
area where specific examples of positive interactions could be included. 

Please review this sheet as soon as you get it and if you have any questions (any 

questions at all) contact me by phone or email and I will answer them for you. A self-

addressed stamped return envelope is enclosed for you to use to return your work once 

it is completed. Please feel free to use additional paper as needed. For those of you who 

prefer to complete this electronically, a copy of the sheet has been sent via email. 

Return the sheet with your comments in the envelope (or via email) so that it will reach 

me no later than June 27th. I would like to plan our next meeting for Tuesday, July 5th. 

It is very important that you return your completed packet before then so I can have 

the results prepared for our meeting.  

I were contacting you in a few days to make sure that you have received the 

packet and see if you have any questions about what to do. If you have any questions in 

the meantime, please feel free to contact me at bachohl@temple.edu or 609-471-0317. 

Please accept my thanks in advance for your help and partnership in the development of 

this survey.  

mailto:bachohl@temple.edu
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Sincerely, 

Appendix G  

Quantitative Review Instrument 

TITLE 

Neighborhood Measure of Youth Support 

Comments/Suggestions: 

 

 

Response options:  
5. Strongly agree  
4. Agree  
3. Neither Agree nor Disagree  
2. Disagree  
1. Strongly disagree  
DK Don’t know 
 
ITEMS 

LEADERSHIP 

 Essential Useful 
but not 
Essential 

Not 
Necessary 

1. In this neighborhood, adults are willing to accept 
youth leadership.  

   

2. In this neighborhood, adults are willing to 
guide/nurture youth leadership. (circle one) 

    

3. In this neighborhood, adults listen to the 
suggestions of youth.  

    

4. In this neighborhood, adults take the ideas of 
youth seriously.  
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5. In this neighborhood, adults encourage youth to 
come up with their own ideas. 

    

6. In this neighborhood, adults actively seek youth 
input on community projects.  

    

Comments/Suggestions/Additional Items: 

 

 

 

 

 

RESPECT 

 Essential Useful 
but not 
Essential 

Not 
Necessary 

7. In this neighborhood, adults and youth get along 
well together.  

     

8. In this neighborhood, youth and adults learn from 
one another.  

    

9. In this neighborhood, youth and adults help teach 
each other new skills.  

    

10. In this neighborhood, adults listen/accept youth 
ideas and opinions. (circle one) 

    

11. In this neighborhood, interactions/conversations 
between youth and adults are respectful. (circle 
one) 

    

Comments/Suggestions/Additional Items: 

 

 

 

INTERVENING IN NEGATIVE BEHAVIOR 
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 Essential Useful 
but not 
Essential 

Not 
Necessary 

12. In this neighborhood, it is okay to tell a neighbor if 
their son or daughter is getting into trouble.  

   

13. In this neighborhood, you can count on adults to 
look out for youth and keep them safe 

    

14. Adults in this neighborhood would do something 
about it if some neighborhood youth were spray 
painting graffiti on a local building.  

    

15. Adults in this neighborhood would do something to 
stop it if youth were showing disrespect to an adult 
in the neighborhood.  

    

16. Adults in this neighborhood would do something 
about it/would break it up if a fight broke out in 
front of their house.  

    

17. Adults in this neighborhood would do something to 
stop it if someone was trying to sell drugs to a 
neighborhood youth in plain sight.  

    

18. Adults in this neighborhood would do something 
about it if a neighborhood youth was seen skipping 
school 

    

Comments/Suggestions/Additional Items: 

 

 

 

MENTORING 

 Essential Useful 
but not 
Essential 

Not 
Necessary 

19. There are adults in this neighborhood that youth 
can look up to that are a positive influence.  

    

20. There are adults in this neighborhood provide 
direction and mentoring for youth. 
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Comments/Suggestions/Additional Items: 

 

 

 

ADULT PRESENCE  

 Essential Useful 
but not 
Essential 

Not 
Necessary 

21. Adults in this neighborhood know who the local 
youth are. 

    

22. There are adults in this neighborhood that 
supervise youth.  

    

23. In this neighborhood there are people who spend 
time outside of their home for more than just a 
few minutes doing things like sitting outside, 
working in the yard, or taking a walk in the 
neighborhood? 

    

Comments/Suggestions/Additional Items: 

 

 

ACTIVE ENGAGEMENT IN POSITIVE BEHAVIOR 

Comments/Suggestions/Additional Items: 
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Appendix H  

Interviewer Training Agenda 

DATE: WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 24, 2011 

LOCATION:  RITTER ANNEX – 9TH FLOOR CONFERENCE ROOM 

TIME START: 10:00 AM  

 ACTIONS 
THE SURVEY PROCESS GENERAL GUIDELINES AND PROCEDURES 
  
THE ROLE OF THE INTERVIEWER ETHICS OF INTERVIEWING – CONFIDENTIALITY,  ANONYMITY & BIAS 
  
THE SURVEY GO THROUGH ENTIRE SURVEY 
 • EXPLAIN HOW TO APPROACH A POTENTIAL PARTICIPANT 

 
 • HOW TO READ QUESTIONS 

 
 • HOW TO RECORD ANSWERS 

 
 • HOW/WHEN TO ASSIST THE PARTICIPANT WITH ANSWERING 

QUESTIONS 
 

 • HOW TO HANDLE QUESTIONS FROM THE PARTICIPANT 
 

 • “WHAT SHOULD I DO IF…” – GENERATE LIST OF 
SPECIFICATIONS 
 

INTERVIEWS DEMONSTRATION INTERVIEW 
 

 INTERVIEWERS PAIR UP AND INTERVIEW EACH OTHER 
 

 DISCUSS –  
 

REVIEW DETAILS FOR EVENTS TIMES, LOCATIONS 
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Appendix I  

Final Survey Instrument 

 

 

 

Neighborhood Social Processes and Youth Violence – Looking at 
the role of “Adults intervening for youth” 

 

Neighborhood Survey Questionnaire 

 

 

 

 

 
Bernadette Hohl, MPH 
Temple University, Department of Public Health 
Ritter Annex – 9th Floor 
1301 Cecil B Moore Ave 
Philadelphia, PA 19122 
bachohl@temple.edu 
215-204-9693 
 
Alice Hausman, PhD, MPH 
Temple University, Department of Public Health 
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Screening & Consent Script 

“Hi, my name is (      ) and I am involved in a research study looking at neighborhood support of youth in 
West Philadelphia. Do you live here? (answer yes or no) 

If yes: 
 “Could you point to your neighborhood?” 
(record name of neighborhood on 
following page) 

“Would you be willing to answer some 
questions about your neighborhood?”  

“Are you at least 18 years or older?” 

If no: 
“Okay, well thanks for stopping by. Here is 
some information on emergency 
preparedness that we have for you…” 
 

If the person is willing to answer questions AND lives in one of the highlighted neighborhoods: 

“Before I ask you any questions, I need to make sure that you are fully informed about this 
project. I am going to read a few important things and give you a card for the person to contact 
in case you have more questions later. If you have any questions now, please stop me at any 
time. After I’ve told you a bit more, you can decide whether or not you would like to participate. 

The name of the project is Neighborhood Social Processes and Youth Violence – Looking at the 
role of “Adults intervening for youth”. The people responsible for this project are Alice Hausman 
and Bernadette Hohl from Temple University.  

The information you will provide were recorded anonymously (meaning no names or other 
identifying information) and your participation and anything you say during the session were 
held in the strictest confidence.  No one but the (named) researchers were able to access your 
information.  

Your participation in this study is strictly voluntary, and you may refuse to participate at any time 
without consequence or prejudice. If you choose not to participate it will have no effect on your 
relationship with Temple University or any other participating organizations.  

If you have questions, you are free to ask them now. If you have questions later, you may contact 
Bernadette Hohl, (give card) 
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Questions about your rights as a research subject may be directed to Temple University’s 
Institutional Review Board. You can contact Bernadette and she will give you their contact 
information. Are you ready to get started?” 

 Date: 

 Location: 

 Interviewer: 

So you live in ______________________________________________, is that right?  

How long have you lived in that 
neighborhood? 

Years: Months: 

“We are interested in learning about the neighborhood where you live. We are trying to get a 
sense of adult and youth relationships in your neighborhood.  When we say adults we mean 
adults (21 or older) who live in your neighborhood and youth meaning young people less than 
fourteen years old. We are not asking about parents and their relationship with their kids, more 
the relationship between neighborhood adults and neighborhood youth. In thinking about all of 
the people that live in your neighborhood, we are asking you to choose the answer that best 
describes this relationship. There is no right or wrong answer so just choose the one that you 
think describes your neighborhood best.”  

“I am going to read some statements. (Present the response card to the participant) These are 
the response options: strongly agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree or strongly 
disagree. (point to response card) On a scale of 1 to 5 five being strongly agree and 1 strongly 
disagree, choose the answer that best describes your neighborhood.” 

Neighborhood Measure of Youth Support 

LEADERSHIP 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

 

1. In your neighborhood, 
adults are willing to 
accept youth leadership. 
Would you say you: 
strongly agree, agree, 
neither agree nor 

5 4 3 2 1 
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disagree, disagree or 
strongly disagree. 

2. In your neighborhood, 
adults are willing to 
nurture youth leadership. 

5 4 3 2 1 
 

3. In your neighborhood, 
adults take the ideas of 
youth seriously.  

5 4 3 2 1 
 

4. In your neighborhood, 
adults actively seek youth 
input on community 
projects.  

5 4 3 2 1 
 

 

RESPECT 
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

 

5. In your neighborhood, 
adults and youth get 
along well together.  

5 4 3 2 1 
 

6. In your neighborhood, 
youth and adults learn 
from one another.  

5 4 3 2 1 
 

7. In your neighborhood, 
adults do not listen to 
youth ideas and opinions.  

5 4 3 2 1 
 

8. In your neighborhood, 
interactions between 
youth and adults are 
respectful. 

5 4 3 2 1 
 

 

INTERVENING IN NEGATIVE 
BEHAVIOR 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neither Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

 

9. In your neighborhood, it 
is okay to tell a neighbor 
if their son or daughter is 
getting into trouble.  

5 4 3 2 1 
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10. In your neighborhood, 
you can count on adults 
to look out for youth and 
keep them safe 

5 4 3 2 1 
 

11. Adults in your 
neighborhood would do 
something to stop it if 
youth were showing 
disrespect to an adult in 
the neighborhood.  

5 4 3 2 1 

 

12. Adults in your 
neighborhood would get 
involved if a fight broke 
out in front of their 
house.  

5 4 3 2 1 

 

13. Adults in your 
neighborhood would do 
something to stop it if 
someone was trying to 
sell drugs to a 
neighborhood youth in 
plain sight.  

5 4 3 2 1 

 

14. Adults in your 
neighborhood would do 
something about it if a 
neighborhood youth was 
seen skipping school 

5 4 3 2 1 

 

 

ADULT PRESENCE  
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Neither Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

 

15. There are no adults in 
your neighborhood who 
youth can look up to that 
are a positive influence. 

5 4 3 2 1 
 

16. Adults in your 
neighborhood know who 
the local youth are. 

5 4 3 2 1 
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17. There are adults in your 
neighborhood who listen 
out for youth.  

5 4 3 2 1 
 

18. In your neighborhood 
there are people who 
spend time outside of 
their home for more than 
just a few minutes doing 
things like sitting outside, 
working in the yard, or 
taking a walk in the 
neighborhood. 

5 4 3 2 1 

 

19. There are adults in your 
neighborhood who youth 
feel comfortable talking 
with besides their 
parents. 

5 4 3 2 1 

 

20. There are adults in your 
neighborhood who youth 
can go to if they have a 
problem (other than their 
parents) 

5 4 3 2 1 

 

21. In your neighborhood, 
adults are present at 
youth events. 

5 4 3 2 1 
 

 
ACTIVE ENGAGEMENT IN POSITIVE 
BEHAVIOR 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neither Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

 

22. There are adults in your 
neighborhood who 
provide direction and 
mentoring for youth. 

5 4 3 2 1 
 

23. In your neighborhood 
there are things like 
regular block parties, 
movie nights, or open 
community centers 
where youth and adults 
can socialize. 

5 4 3 2 1 
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24. In your neighborhood, 
adults support youth by 
volunteering for youth 
activities. 

5 4 3 2 1 
 

25. In your neighborhood, 
adults join in with youth  
activities like jumping 
rope or playing catch  

5 4 3 2 1 
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Appendix J  

COMMUNITY PANEL EVALUATION 

The purpose of the survey is to get your honest opinion about your 
participation in the project “Adults Intervening for Youth”. As a participant in this 
project you have the opportunity to provide feedback that could improve the quality of 
our research in the future. To do that, we need to know what you think.  We’d really 
appreciate it if you would take just a few minutes to respond to the handful of questions 
below.   As a community expert participating in community based research, how you 
rate this process is the most important information we can get! Thank you in advance 
for your continued effort…it has been invaluable.  

Answer each of the following questions by filling in the circle that corresponds to your 
answer and please provide comments were appropriate!   

  
1. In your opinion, did the written materials that were provided to the panel 

adequately define the roles, responsibilities and timelines for conducting the project 
activities? 
 Yes   No 

Comments:           
            
            
       

2. In your opinion, were the panel participants given enough information to 
understand their roles & responsibilities? 
 Yes   No 

Comments:           
            
            
       

3. In your opinion, were the panel participants given enough information to fulfill the 
tasks that they were asked to perform? 
 Yes   No 
 



257 

 

4. What could have better prepared them to perform these tasks?  
            
            
            
       

5. Were the panel participants given enough time to accomplish project tasks? 
 Yes   No 

Comments:           
            
            
       

6. Were panel participants kept well informed of project progress? 
 Yes   No 

Comments:           
            
            
       

7. This question is about face to face meetings, how satisfied were you with the 
following: 
 
a) Meeting notifications.  

 Very dissatisfied        Dissatisfied        Neutral        Satisfied        Very Satisfied 

Comments:           
            
            
       

b) Meeting times.  

 Very dissatisfied        Dissatisfied        Neutral        Satisfied        Very Satisfied 

Comments:           
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c) Meeting location. 

 Very dissatisfied        Dissatisfied        Neutral        Satisfied        Very Satisfied 

Comments:           
            
            
       

d) Background materials for meetings.  

 Very dissatisfied        Dissatisfied        Neutral        Satisfied        Very Satisfied 

Comments:           
            
            
       

8. How has being involved with this project been of benefit to you? (Choose all those 
that apply) 
 Networking 
 Research experience 
 Financially  
 Developing collaborative relationships with others  
 Helping the researchers achieve their goal  
 Increasing my professional skills and knowledge  
 Increasing my sense that others share my goals and concerns 
 Other: (please explain)        

           
           
           
           
           

 
9. Has participation changed the way you personally think about neighborhood 

involvement in youth violence prevention? 
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10. In your opinion, what were the challenges to participating in this project? 
 Project activities did not focus on my areas of interest 
 I have not received enough recognition for the work that I have done  
 My skills and time were not well-used  
 My opinion was not valued  
 The project did not take any meaningful action  
 The burden of traveling to meetings was too high 
 Other: (please explain)        

           
           
           
           
           

 
11. Do you feel you had adequate knowledge about youth violence prevention to 

function effectively on this panel? 
 Yes   No 

Comments:           
            
            
       

12. Has the project helped you learn more about youth violence prevention? 
 Yes   No 

Comments:           
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