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CHAPTER |
Introduction

Modern socialization theory often focuses on th#comes of socialization. This
research will identify four developmental needsasial to the production of social acceptability
or functionality in individuals. Known as the decof Courage, belonging, mastery,
independence, and generosity, are hypothesizedetahe desired outcome of childhood
socialization (Brendtro, Brokenleg, & Van Bocke?002).

Studying socialization by its outcomes is usefubwever, this approach has drawn
sociological attention away from the interactioatthonstitutes the process (Wentworth, 1980).
This requires understanding how children becomegmembers, and the processes of value-
norm internalizations and social learning whichdi¢a developmental outcomes. This research
seeks to convey the value of children in the s@a#tbn process, and focuses on specific
outcomes necessary to create and sustain theysotighich they live.

The establishment of a means to measure the faapmes of childhood socialization
will further inform our understanding of the retaiship between the individual child and the
group during the socialization process. The usthefCircle of Courage developmental model
of socialization applied to the human service @Bsien demonstrates the applicability of the
approach to social institutions seeking to ingtilchildren constructive beliefs, attitudes, values
norms or behaviors.

Children and youth receiving care and service® hlgpically relied upon policy makers,
program evaluators and service providers to detegsmihat goals and outcomes are appropriate

indicators of progress and well-being. As profesals participating in young people’s



socialization process embrace the emerging paradigmositive youth development (PYD),
there is a need to establish consistent outcomasumes among practitioners, policy makers and
community leaders (Small & Memmo, 2004).

PYD provides an alternative to the traditionaluasption that youth are broken and need
to be fixed. Instead, PYD views all youth as hgunany assets, capable of becoming positive
and constructive contributors to society. Rathantviewing youth as problems or risk factors
to be managed or reduced, PYD views young peoplessurces to be developed (Lerner,
2005; Damon, 2004). Although PYD is presented imasiety of configurations, the term
typically refers to a focus on the developmentalrabteristics that lead to positive outcomes and
behaviors among young people (Heck & Subramanid&f@9R The successful socialization of
our youth, in other words, positive developmenthis paramount responsibility of all who work
in education, after school programs, juvenile pestitreatment, and community programs
(Brendtro & Larson, 2006; Eccles & Templeton, 2002k social science has begun to focus on
PYD, the field needs agreed upon principles andioseto maintain its momentum (Walker,
2000). The establishment of a universally recoghtbeoretical framework applicable across the
full range of PYD programming would provide conergtoutcome measures to incorporate into
program designs and help determine what programmingpst effective in helping youth reach
developmental goals. Currently, youth program glesis and policy makers lack common
constructs that will guide the development of stabltcome measures that are applicable
regardless of whether the interest is reducing, rdkveloping resilience, or asset building
(Smalls & Memmo, 2004).

Additional policy implications stem from the ne¢do address the social forces that

continually affect childhood socialization. Sinttee Civil Rights Act of 1964, America has



struggled to achieve the racial equality. AffirmatAction policies that do not focus on the real
disadvantages that affect the successful sociaizadf children and youth living in lower
socioeconomic environments may require revisiome problems of children and adolescents
impacted by poverty, segregation, and other stratfactors will require what Wilson (1987)
refers to as non-racial solutions. Future policéé®uld endeavor to provide families and
individuals with resources that promote the CirofeCourage framework within the poorest
neighborhoods, schools, and juvenile justice systefolicies utilizing the Circle of Courage
framework would be race neutral and insure thavdrebles described in the model are present
and integrated into the social organization of camities, schools, and the social networks that
flow through them.

This study seeks to use the PYD paradigm as @&septation of childhood socialization
to develop a psychometrically valid measurementtrunsent for the outcomes of the
socialization process. Specifically, this studyl wivestigate four PYD constructs belonging,
mastery, independence and generosity as representéeé Circle of Courage developmental
theory (Brendtro, Brokenleg, & Van Bockern 199002) In this dissertation, | argue that these
four constructs can provide a framework for thalelsthment of universal outcome measures of
childhood socialization regardless of the specyftwith development programming utilized.
Data will be collected from youth involved in St&@ommonwealth programming via survey
guestionnaires incorporating acceptable safeguaedsled to establish reliability and validity.
This research has two long-term goals. First, pceda reliable, valid measurement instrument
to assess the outcomes for a variety of youth pragring contexts that focus on PYD. Second,

develop a tool capable of producing empirical suppor the Circle of Courage model of



childhood socialization, which hypothesizes thaewlthese four universal needs are effectively
internalized, children develop into successful edul
Background

As sociologists have grappled with the developmehta conceivable relationship
between the individual and society, they have bleighly influenced by the psychological
interpretation of socialization (Wentworth, 1980he work of Sigmund Freud (1961) had a
profound impact on later sociology including its @rmasis on childhood as the core of
socialization. Freud’s focus on the impact of gastperience on personality and the concept of
internalization helped to change the conceptiosoafalization (Wentworth, 1980). The concept
of the “social self” drawn from the work of W.l. ®mas (1966), Cooley (1964), and Mead
(1968) relegated the conflict between the individalad society to the realm of the psyche.
Micro interactionist and interpretive sociology pdsthe question of how individuals become
group members, and the unit of analysis shiftedyawan society to the individual (Wentworth,
1980). The specific focus on the child is reflecie Peter Bergers’ definition of socialization as
“the process by which a child learns to be a paditt member of society” (Berger, 1963, p. 99).
This transition fueled the emergence of a developgal@pproach to socialization. An important
aspect of the developmental model of socializat®ithe thought that children could help to
create the society in which they live (Bengston &d&, 1973). Developmental models of
childhood socialization are useful in a variety sufcial institutions responsible for helping
children and youth become productive members ofesgcnotably education and juvenile
justice. The new millennium has seen the emergendbe field of positive psychology as
attention has turned from deficit-based to strefigtbed perspectives of  childhood

development.



At the turn of the 21st century, Martin Seligm@nesident of American Psychological
Association, redirected the behavioral sciencedfiebm a deficit to a strength orientation.
Positive psychology focuses on the study of thed@ed topics: positive subjective experiences,
positive individual traits, and institutions thatable positive experiences and positive traits
(Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000). For instanGarsaro’s (2011) theory of interpretive
reproduction highlights the strengths in childraerd ahe positive contributions of their peer
culture to society. The theory of interpretive negpuction presents a general sociological
socialization theory that represents an opportufotyPYD researchers to develop outcome
measures capable of unifying the youth developnfesiti. Both PYD and interpretive
reproduction maintain that in order to understandcessful socialization, researchers should
focus on the degree to which youth develop postiigés rather than the degree to which they
avoid negative characteristics.

Sociological research on children and youth hashezlly focused on socialization by
examining the processes by which adaptation arnalization of society occurred (Clavering
& McLaughlin, 2010; Corsaro, 2011). The perspextilrat structural or societal forces shape
children framed many theories (Corsaro, 2011; Bd&tenga, 2003; Corsaro, & Eder, 1990).
Certain developmental psychologists recognizedirtigact of cognitive development as youth
appropriate information from the environment to userganizing and constructing their own
interpretations of the world (Piaget, 1950, 196§g¥tsky, 1978). These authors incorporated
the impact of youth’s cognition on their developmeather than seeing socialization as a one-
way process in which only adults play an activeer(Corsaro, 1992). Whether viewed as

entirely passive agents taken over by adults anetyoor as agents capable of constructing their



own interpretations of the world, such approacloesis on youth being prepared for adulthood
by adults and structural forces around them (CorsE892; Corsaro & Eder, 1990).

Traditional child welfare and juvenile justice mylimakers, practitioners, and program
evaluators have been influenced by the view thattgaeed to “civilize” youth, who, if left to
their own devices, would succumb to the risks assed with social life (Sewell, 1963; Elder
1994; Holland, 1970; Marotz-Baden, Adams, Buecheyni, & Munro, 1979). These
underlying assumptions often resulted in prograngnitrat amounted to attempting to control
youth such as zero tolerance schools (APA, 200&)firement in state training schools with
little treatment, or boot camp programs that sheecid humiliate youth into conformity
(Bazemore, 1999; Zehr, 1990; Schwartz, 1987). Suaftrol is perceived by the youth as
constraining him or her to do what the socializaggnt wants (Thomas & Weigart, 1997).

As understanding of the socialization process hasirad, so have views regarding the
role children and youth play, which have in turfluanced contemporary youth programming.
For instance, Hitlin (2006) argues adolescentsnamee than just inactive recipients of family
and peer influences. Instead, youth make choicapeshby an analysis of possibilities and
exercise agency in their lives. These emerging fsodé youth development and problem
prevention are influencing contemporary youth pecand practices. Instead of focusing
narrowly on reducing risk, the emphasis is on sujppp the normal socialization and healthy
development of youth (Quinn, 1999). Generallyhspmgramming is grouped into one of three
types: prevention, resiliency, and PYD (Small & Many 2004).

The ideas of prevention, resilience, and PYD witakffective socialization have led to
the creation of the youth development sector. Nooseorganizations serve the diverse needs of

youth and supersede an earlier era where the jeveourt system was the dominant social



institution that interacted with troubled young pEo The juvenile court system attempted to
fulfill the complicated dual roles o$ocietal disciplinarianable to punish and oparental
substituteto treat, supervise, and rehabilitate childrenh¢@rz, Weiner, & Enosh, 1999).
However, trying to fulfill both of these roles céimit the actions of children and may in fact
inhibit rather than enhance successful socialimatioAlthough there is a lack of clarity
surrounding the definitions of prevention, resitenand PYD (Small & Memmo, 2004), the
promotion of healthy youth development is now aneatable goal worthy of social science
investigation. As late as 1999, there was no stahdefinition of a youth development program,
although public and private organizations begantiliwe a variety of after-school programs to
form the youth development sector (Quinn, 1999Musl some schools and other youth-focused
organizations have been utilizing PYD activitiesd aimnterventions well before the formal
conceptualization of this field.

Social scientistshave recognized that contrary to previous theowéschildhood
socialization, children are not just passively @thpy adult-imposed socialization (Corsaro,
2011; Corsaro & Eder, 1990; Eder, Evans, & Park@®5; Everhart, 1983). Children can and do
operate independently of social structure, yetadge restrained and shaped by the deterministic
aspects of the social structure. An emerging thebinterpretive reproduction places emphasis
on peer culture, routines, and adult-child intagact Essential to this view of socialization igth
recognition of the importance of collective, comrauactivity—how children negotiate, share,
and create with adults and each other. | argukititegrating these contemporary views on
socialization with emerging youth development medeperating in the child welfare and
juvenile justice fields can benefit the field ofutb development. Similar to PYD, interpretive

reproduction stresses youth’s collective actiohsyed values, and often-positive contributions



to cultural reproduction (Corsaro, 2011). Currgntbrogramming for PYD reflects many
aspects of Corsaro’s theoretical approach in tha fof peers helping each other and influencing
program activities. Examples include service leagrmprojects, peer group counseling, promoting
social justice, and authentic program design it¢Blamon, 2004; Catalano et al., 2004,
Ginwright & Cammarota, 2002). However, the linkween contemporary sociological theories
of socialization and PYD based youth programming @ been made in the extant literature.

PYD approaches within youth organizations and atioc have emerged as best
practices. Research on Developmental Assets (Beri€97) shows that is it not enough to
prevent problems in order to prepare youth for #bald. While scholars and professionals may
not all agree on exactly what PYD is (Whitlock & fdéton, 2001; Roth, Brooks-Gunn, Murray,
& Foster, 1998), they are recognizing that there ar number of critical experiences,
opportunities, and supports that young people teeeévelop successfully into adulthood (Small
& Memmo, 2004). This dissertation focuses on a ifpePYD model called the Circle of
Courage.
Circle of Courage

Brokenleg and Brendtro first presented the Cirdl€€ourage model at an international
conference of the Child Welfare League of America 1988 (Brendtro, Brokenleg, &
VanBockern, 1990, 2002; Brendtro, Brokenleg, & \Baockern, 2005). An early focus was to
inform the practices of professionals working wattildren labeled “at risk” or “troubled”. As
the model has gained recognition, Christopher Betekeynoted a 2008 conference at Wayne
State University in Detroit, which explored apptioas of the Circle of Courage model as an
exemplar of positive psychology (Peterson, 2008).a theoretical model, the Circle of Courage

constructs can be independent or dependent vasiala sociological model of socialization.



Successful socialization has been defined as ialization (Klein, 1992). Within the theoretical
framework of this research project, successfuldtiobd socialization is presumed to be related
to the internalization of these beliefs:

Belonging: | am loved/cared about/important to sone.

Mastery: | can succeed and learn.

Independence: | can make decisions for myself.

Generosity: there is something more important & These constructs can be further
defined once a valid and reliable instrument is eflgved to guide research. What is
internalized--the successful outcome of socialaratis influenced by the type of interactions
individuals have with each other and their envireninconsistent with Urie Bronfenbrenner
(1986) ecological model.

Ecological systems theory explains how everythimg child and the child's environment
affects how a child grows and develops. From dosmgical perspective, Bronfenbrenner’s
work reflects how childhood socialization is afiedtby environmental factors. He labeled
different aspects or levels of the environment thdtuence children's development: the
microsystem, the mesosystem, the exosystem, anthdoeosystem. Children's microsystems
include any immediate relationships or organizaion their life space such as family or
caregivers and their school or daycare. The Cotl€ourage constructs function as dependent
variables in the Bronfenbrenner’'s microsystem amdraliant upon immediate family members
or caregivers to help children internalize beloggimastery, independence, and generosity.
The larger agents of socialization such as the maesdia, education, government, and the
economy exist in exosystem and macrosystems. Tégstems have a direct impact on the

socialization process although children may notehdwect interaction with the various actors
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and structural components. Thus poverty, neightmmthfactors, and other structural forces
negatively affect children by interfering with démemental processes.

When the Circle of Courage constructs are rel@mtthe socialization process, they
function as dependent variables. For example,Ginele of Courage constructs function as
dependent variables within large social institusidike education. Education professionals use
the Circle of Courage developmental model as agytndclassroom management, curriculum
development, and other activities designed to taflsés internalization of belonging, mastery,
independence, and generosity in the students.

Within a developmental model of socialization fsicig on the outcome of social
responsibility and functionality, internalizatiori the Circle of Courage constructs function as
independent variables. Approaching socializatisnaaprocess of internalization, becoming
socially responsible and a properly functioningiwalal in society, is dependent upon the
internalization of the Circle of Courage construcBocialization as internalization is a cognitive
recognition by an individual that the four univdrsanstructs exist within themselves. The
internalization of the Circle of Courage construistsherefore a prerequisite, the independent
variable necessary for successful socialization—dbpendent variable in this case. Stated
another way, how well an individual functions incety is dependent upon the level of
internalization of each Circle of Courage construct

The various agents of socialization such as thelya peers, school, and community
influence the Circle of Courage constructs. Susfcgsocialization, the internalization of the
Circle of Courage, is largely the result of intéiac between the social structures and
individuals that make up our society. The abibfyfamilies, peers, schools, and communities to

successfully socialize children in environmentspoterty, segregation, and discrimination is
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often a formidable challenge. The broader socig@blems associated with social-class
subordination result in a disproportionate numifethese youth being labeled as "at-risk”. An
at-risk label may simply result from being born amgiding in certain neighborhoods, even
though most youth are showing the normal problefredolescence. If they resided in middle-
or upper-class neighborhoods, they might be corsidgist “boys being boys”, playing pranks,
or fooling around.

The impact of poverty and other neighborhood factare clearly discernable in the
American educational and juvenile justice systen¥outh residing in high poverty
neighborhoods frequently live next to other powetrycken families where underemployment or
unemployment is high because the parents lackingaiand skills. Individuals may be engaged
in street crime and other forms of problem behaagdescribed in Wilson’s (1987) definition of
the underclass. These communities often have gduwols and lack of community resources
like recreational facilities, fine arts, and otlogportunities for pro-social interaction. Familial
factors such as long periods of unemployment, disgy lack of education, threats of violence,
and homelessness may dramatically affect family bemand parent-child interaction. Youth
in such contexts may lack a sense of being caretbyfdamily and friends interested in their
positive well-being. They may develop negativerpgéachments and make decisions that are
harmful to themselves or others.

Children experiencing these types of daily inteoms are at-risk of poor academic
performance and involvement with the child welfared or juvenile justice systems. Far too
often, students suspended, expelled, or even edrdet minor offenses are from underclass
communities. A 2007 study by the Advancement Rtogsmd the Power U Center for Social

Change indicated that for every 100 students wheewsespended, 15 were Black, 7.9 were
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American Indian, 6.8 were Latino, and 4.8 were wh#dditionally, black youth encountering
the juvenile justice system have a much higher godity of being detained and formally
charged (Bonnie, Johnson, Chemers & Schuck, 2@i8kiplinary policies disproportionately
target students of color and those with a histdrgbmse, neglect, poverty or learning disabilities.

Discussions of the issue of the underclass fretyuturn into debates of the importance
of race versus class. Race plays a primary rokenmerican society and the Circle of Courage
constructs. Deindustrialization or hyper-segregatiescribed by Massey and Denton (1993)
and economic segregation (Dreirer et al., 200&riate with meeting growth needs and fuel
anti-societal socialization. Liberal policy makensght attribute these deficits in the Circle of
Courage constructs as the result of the plightigddi/antaged groups related to the problems of
the broader society, including discrimination andial-class subordination. Conservative policy
makers may stress the importance of different gnalpes and competitive resources to account
for the deficit in Circle of Courage constructsedardless of the approach taken, the Circle of
Courage constructs can provide policy makers, yaleelopment professionals, parents, and
anyone interested in the successful childhood Bopafen with a means to overcome these
structural barriers. However, we must first effesly quantify a child’s level of internalization
of the constructs and establish evidence of act@musinterventions capable of helping achieve
successful socialization.

Professionals associated with youth and educatewe ldrawn on Native American
philosophies of childhood development and stremgtbed approaches to address the needs of
children at risk (Brendtro, Brokenleg, &Van Bocke®02; Morse, 2008; Long, Morse, Fecser,
& Newman, 2007). These socialization philosoplpes/ide a powerful alternative to narrowly

focused perspectives associated with America’s figan cultural heritage that often viewed
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children as lacking any ability to influence sogieintil they have been properly socialized
adults. The central purpose in Native Americartural is the education and empowerment of
children (Brendtro, Brokenleg, & Van Bockern, 1980endtro, Ness, & Mitchell, 2001; Gilgun,
2002). The Circle of Courage constructs can besidened to be growth needs and cultural
values. The Circle of Courage model is a unifypingosophy characterized by a positive, asset-
building orientation that builds on strengths rathean categorizing youth according to their
deficits. Therefore, it is consistent with theid#fon of PYD (Whitlock & Hamilton, 2001) and
interpretive reproduction. | argue that these toets, upon psychometric validation, can be
used as program outcome measures to provide mededelarity currently lacking within the
PYD paradigm. Moreover, the development of validasurement instruments can move the
youth development sector forward by providing al top which professionals can determine
what programming is most effective for at risk yaut

Professionals working with youth are utilizing sigéh-based principles to refocus and
redesign approaches to helping troubled childretee{€ & Raider, 2001; Benard, 2004;
Peterson, 2006; Brendtro, Mitchell, & McCall, 2009)f developmental needs are neglected,
children exhibit a variety of social, emotional,dabehavior problems that can hinder the
socialization process. The theory of interpretigproduction provides a solid basis to explain
the process of how children build deep lasting ti@hships, cultivate talents, develop self-
discipline, and contribute to others. There isegptead agreement that additional work must
occur to create useful outcome measures associaitd PYD (Peterson, 2004). |If a
psychometrically valid measurement instrument cardéveloped to assess the four constructs
recognized by the Circle of Courage, then suchhatrument could be used to generate specific

outcome measures critical to the evaluation of g aimed at positive childhood
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socialization. The Circle of Courage frameworkogmizes the strengths of youth and the
impact of positive connections between youth, thmers, and caring adults. Additional

empirical evidence of how the Circle of Courageieebs its outcomes and the underlying

processes operating within the model necessitatkeiuresearch. Professionals throughout the
world have integrated the Circle of Courage coms$#rinto areas of youth development such as
education, juvenile justice, child welfare, recreat sports, and healthcare.

CHAPTER I

Theory and Literature Review

How do children become productive adults? An ersighan socialization represented a
significant change in the field of child developrhenm the mid-nineteenth century. Classic
childhood socialization theory focused on the psses by which individuals acquire the skills,
knowledge, attitudes, and values current in thesggoof which they will become members of
adult society (Sewell, 1963). Socialization isoatkefined as the process by which individuals
prepare for participation in the society in whidhey live (Cogswell, 1968). Therefore,
conceptions of childhood socialization have inchide focus on the role of family, group
membership, social structure, social learning adl we personality, culture, and social
functioning. While definitions vary, most authaeference the processes by which children are
assimilated into a particular culture and the cleang the behavior of individuals to conform to
the demands of social life (Holland, 1970; Kerckh@970).

Problems have been associated with prevailing ieins of socialization. First, they
overextend socialization to all parts of life, iedeto all social interaction, and thus they fail to
discriminate socialization from other phenomenaordbver, there is a lack of specificity about

the nature of socialization activity (Long & Haddel985). Thus, Long and Hadden’s new
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conceptualization sees socialization as a confieduilding process for gaining membership in
a social group. Knowledge, skill, and commitmerg all necessary to certify the novices’
development. In other words, children are appcestin training for full group membership.
This new definition locates socialization in sogigtactivities toward achieving the goal of
producing new productive adults.

The challenges and problems of child and adolescencialization continue to be an
integral focus of social science research. Chidaad adolescents have been traditionally
viewed as playing a minor if nonexistent role ieithown socialization in contrast with more
contemporary approaches associated with intergreteproduction and PYD (Park, 2004;
Walker, 1999; Scales, 1996; Lerner, Dowling, & Arstm, 2003). This dissertation’s
motivation is the role young people play in thesgr&-day processes of socialization recognized
in the PYD paradigm. The theory of interpretivprogluction moves social scientists away from
traditional approaches to childhood socializatigndbacing emphasis on the agency and the
strengths of children (Corsaro, 1988, 2011). Theel€ of Courage becomes the blueprint
necessary to achieve the goal of effective so@ttn and positive youth development.

Interpretive reproduction highlights how childreibptain information from adults and use
it to manufacture their own peer cultures. Ethapgic studies of peer cultures in schools and
other settings accentuate the reciprocal natureelationships between adults and children
(Corsaro, 1988: Corsaro & Rizzo, 1990; Corsaro,2)99 Such an approach represents a
significant change from sociology’'s traditional @tionalist or deterministic approaches to
children’s socialization. Cook and Howard (199®tenthat Corsaro’s sociological approach
also contrasts with more traditional approachestdues emphasis on the active role of children

in socialization, in creating culture, and re-singpadult culture. Future research on childhood
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socialization can use this interpretive perspectovexplore how children themselves construct
meaning about belonging, mastery, independencegamnerosity. Such a scientific step forward
will bring clarity and lead to increased utility afpsychometrically valid measurement. Despite
the progress made by professionals in the PYD,fiblel missing link is an effective instrument
capable of producing outcome data necessary toua&tealthe effectiveness of PYD
programming.
Socialization

Early sociological approaches to childhood socaion viewed children as needing to be
taught by adults in order to be productive in dudid. Children were seen as devoid of
cognitive strengths and if left to their own dewagould not be able to become suitable adults.
This traditional approach did not recognize thatdcan contribute in significant ways towards
the socialization of their peers. Society congolivhat a child needed to learn and social theory
portrayed the child negatively, examining what théld is going to be and not what the child
presently is (Alanen, 1988). The PYD paradigm epphes socialization differently by
recognizing that children can and do play a sigaiit role in their own development. From this
perspective, children are valued and respected asset rather than seen as potential problems
to be managed. For example, policies and progessgciated with the PYD field focus on the
developmental needs and tasks of children, prons&-understanding, self-worth, and
resiliency (Oregon Commission on Children & FansiJi2006).

Early socialization frameworks represented the véndm the viewpoint of adults. This
ideology fits with deterministic assumptions abobtldhood socialization as internalization of
adult beliefs. Although internalization of adulilves is a part of the process of socialization, it

should not be considered the only goal. In thersedter Freud, Parson’s (1991) view of
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socialization as internalization further moved ttencept from sociology into the domain of
psychology (Alanen, 1988). From the adult-domidateewpoint, children must internalize the
values and norms associated with adulthood civibra It fell to individuals like Piaget (1968)
and Vygotsky (1978) to show that children can asostruct meaning for themselves. It is this
constructivist viewpoint that the PYD field is adeang. This new paradigm takes a strength-
based approach to defining and understanding hddreh influence and are influenced by their
constructions of reality over time (Benson et 2006).

Sociological studies often seek to identify varesblwithin society, the social
environment, and cultural systems that shape theldement of a child. The family was
viewed as the primary cultural system in which dtgh receive their socialization. For example,
researchers sought to identify key variables sushpawer, support, parental control, and
adolescent conformity to parents. They also studiew children disconnect from family
influence, become deviant, and are lured into imer and delinquency (Straus, 1964,
DeLamater, 1968; Thomas & Weigart, 1971; Hagen,pSon, & Gillis, 1979). PYD is not
about learning what is wrong with children andrigithem. Instead, PYD attempts to examine
the people, programs, institutions, and systems phavide children with the supports and
opportunities for successful development (Bensail.e2006).

Attitude development, identity construction, andhity violence are also of interest to
social scientists studying children. An examplatitude development research suggests that it
is not what parents actually think but what théildren perceive they think that predicts the
children’s attitudes (Acock & Bengston, 1980). &lgarly childhood socialization and stressful
life conditions are among the prominent explanatifmm family violence in adulthood (Seltzer &

Kalmuss, 1988). The transmission of social knog#edonsidered essential for occupancy of
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social statuses and the implementation of corredipgrroles is a common conceptualization of
traditional socialization (DiRenzo, 1977). Radméntity is an example of the transmission of
social knowledge and status influenced by parestalalization (Demo & Hughes, 1990).
Clearly attitude development, identity constructi@nd family violence remain of interest;
however, many children experiencing stressful ¢ibaditions are able to avoid or minimize its
impact. PYD recognizes that the best way to s@ineblems is to build on the strengths of
children.

Children have been viewed as completely at the ynefc the adults and social
institutions around them. Zigler and Child (196&fer to “socialization” as the age-old problem
of raising children to become productive memberthefsociety. An unstated assumption is that
life before adulthood is a vacuum that the adultstfill. In contrast, the PYD paradigm gives
attention to the agency of children and youthrgua that because socialization is an inherently
interactive process, sociology must re-assertfieedl lead the way in studying how children
themselves affect socialization. An important stefhe establishment of psychometrically valid
measurement instruments capable of reliably gauiegutcomes of PYD programming. Such
an instrument must be based in contemporary vidwesmalization that acknowledge the active
role of children in the process.

Modern-day Socialization Theory

Contemporary childhood socialization has emergdaterform of PYD in the past twenty
years. There is a lack of consensus as to exatifif is PYD and definitions and descriptions
abound (National Clearinghouse on Families and N,02001; Zarrett & Lerner, 2008; Benson
et al., 2006; 4-H, 2009). The definitions sharenyneore ideas, which have been elaborated on

in different forms (Quinn, 1999; Delgado, 2002; R& Brooks-Gunn, 2003; Catalano et al.,
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2004; Eccles & Templeton, 2002; Silliman, 2004; 8sm& Memmo, 2004; Damon, 2004). It
not the intent of this dissertation to assert andefe definition of PYD, but to take steps
towards a unified framework useful for practicealenation, and research made possible with a
psychometrically valid instrument.

It is difficult to determine exactly when or whonssponsible for the PYD movement in
the United States. The concept youth developnseat precursor to that of “PYD”. The term
“youth development” has at least three differentamiegs, including: 1) theorocess of
socialization, 2)principles underlying youth programs, and Bjacticesthat foster thriving
(Hamilton, Hamilton, & Pittman, 2004). In a rewieof PYD, Delgado (2002) notes that the
classic studies of resilience by Emmy Werner (We&&mith, 1992) laid the foundation for
this movement and has strongly influenced contearggrractice (Baines & Seita, 1999).

The lack of a parsimonious definition of PYD resuitom the variety of components,
frameworks, and principles associated with it. sTHiversity of viewpoints is a barrier to
building a unified and consistent approach wittie paradigm. Nevertheless, PYD has become
the marquee description of nearly all forms of @y delivered by youth professionals and
organizations (Delgado, 2002). For example, PYDRIaeware being applied to education, after-
school, community development, parent educatiord aports (Dryfoos, 1999; Eccles &
Templeton, 2002; Kerpelman, 2004; Nicholson, CsliéhHolmer, 2004; Weissberg & O’Brien,
2004; Lawson, Claiborne, Hardiman, Austin, & Surl2®07; Gomez & Ang, 2007; Zaff &
Lerner, 2010). PYD frameworks promote better bedraand performance in school or extra-
curricular activities, offer a platform to develamre effective parenting programs, and identify

how components of extracurricular activities lilee\gce learning promote youth development.
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Schools applying a PYD framework have utilized amolegical approach
(Bogenschneider, 1996). However, despite the gtinsnof the paradigm, it is limited by the
inability to examine the complex social, econonaind political forces that affect the lives of
urban youth (Ginwright & Cammarota, 2002). Instettk authors’ propose a social justice
model for youth development that shifts attentiamnf individual and psychological frameworks
to providing opportunities to heal from the impact hostile forces, develop critical
consciousness, and social action. The variety Y Rpproaches is providing practitioners,
researchers, policy-makers, and youth with a frapproach to examining old problems
associated with youth development.

Positive Youth Development Movement

Establishing a consensus within the PYD field neguthat both research and practice
combine to form a basis for future movement. Tdeaiof consilience, crosschecking knowledge
from independent disciplines to identify powerfoke concepts, first developed by philosopher-
scientist William Whewell (1847) is a useful tactir employ within the PYD field. Socio-
biologist E. O. Wilson of Harvard contends that &#llds of knowledge have difficulty
identifying core constructs because of the masskypdosion of data and specialization of science
(Wilson, 1998). The PYD field is no exception. These of research tools such as
psychometrically valid measurement instrumentspranide vital outcome data when combined
with the natural sciences, knowledge from our pecattexperiences, and cultural values. The
movement towards a science-based practice to merdee availability and quality of resources
in order to establish program standards within ERD field is critical (Silliman, 2004).
Towards this end, fifteen constructs of PYD progsara summary of youth development

outcomes, and the characteristics of PYD prograere wxamined (Catalano et al., 2004). This
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research identified a wide range of PYD approathaspromote positive youth behaviors and
the prevention of problem behaviors. Differentammes were achieved although a consensus of
what comprises a full set of PYD outcomes is lagkiPA complete measurement package to
increase our understanding of the processes amu tbelestablish a shared language and
framework is recommended.

The lack of a framework to unify and establish atfpkm to develop measurable
outcomes has plagued the PYD paradigm. Furtherntbege is a lack of clarity regarding
concepts associated with the paradigm. PYD scslmjarmust identify and understand the
mechanisms that help explain a problem, the fadtoas contribute to its reduction, and the
strategies that generate positive adaptation amdl@@ment (Small & Memmo, 2004). “If the
field of youth development is to mature into a igdf discipline, more consistent use of
terminology is needed, as is work toward develo@ngpore integrated conceptual framework
and creating opportunities for dialogue among bothctitioners and researchers” (Small &
Memmo, 2004: p. 10).

Has the PYD field progressed since the Small andhivle’'s suggestion? Complexity
continues to be prevalent based on the Searchulesti examination of PYD. The report
describes four vocabularies of PYD, eleven corestants, and the fifteen objectives for
building development nutrients (Benson et al., 3008 major contribution of the PYD field is
the identification of multiple contexts and sets8np enlighten developmental trajectories and
the recommendation of an interdisciplinary approdokegrating multiple fields in common
pursuit of joint positive ecological and individdalvel strengths (Benson et al., 2006).
However, achieving this goal will not be possibléhout valid and reliable measurement

instruments and an agreed upon PYD framework.
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Small and Memmo (2004) and Benson et al. (2006peate for a joining of forces, a
unification of the discipline. However, such antegrated approach remains elusive.
Researchers studied the comparative strengths aakne@sses of models of youth development
which have been used within the 4-H program (HeckS&bramaniam, 2009). The five
frameworks selected weommunity Action FrameworKargeting Life Skills, Assets, The Four
Essential Element§.e., the Circle of Couragepnd The Five CsThese youth development
frameworks are important guides to future PYD redgaevaluation, and practice. Based on
context, any of the five frameworks can be usefud aome are better supported by empirical
research than others ar&he Four Essential Elementsamework has been used extensively
within 4-H, an American youth development organ@atserving more than 6.5 million youth
focusing on science, health and citizenshine Four Essential Elementsamely the Circle of
Courage constructs, is the most parsimonious framewlowever, it lacks empirical evidence
identifying its elements (Belonging, Mastery, Indagence, and Generosity) as the most critical
for youth to develop. The most extensively studiednework isThe Five C’sconstructs:
competence, confidence, connection, charactercamag. The Five C’shas achieved validation
and demonstrated positive impact for youth parétim in 4-H programming (Lerner, Lerner, &
Phelps, 2009). Lerner’s constructs are substay@aparaphrase of the earlier Circle of Courage
constructs and the work of Karen Pittman (1991).

The youth development field has advanced from ctegmmearly any type of youth
programming to the recognition of five youth deymtent frameworks. Nevertheless, the
paradigm is still in its infancy and lacks the stiic rigor associated with other social science
research (Lerner, Fisher, & Weinberb, 2000; Sillmn2004; Peterson, 2004; Smalls & Memmo,

2004; Moore, Lippman, & Brown, 2004). The devel@mnof PYD scales in China and
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America have increased recognition as well (Shel, & Lee, 2007; Sabatelli, Anderson,
Kosutic, Sanderson, & Rubinfeld, 2009; Sun & SH#X1.0, 2012).A group design was used to
validate the Chinese Positive Youth DevelopmentleS¢€PYDS) with research subjects
consisting of adolescents with well and poor adpgstt. The scale consists of fifteen subscales
with between four and seven items associated vatth.e Results indicate the Self-Efficacy
Scale, the CPYDS, and its subscales were positivelgted to indices of thriving, life
satisfaction, academic results, and negativelytedlao substance abuse, delinquency, and
intention to engage in high-risk behavior (Sheki, Si Lee, 2007).

Another instrument called The Youth Development esssnent Device (YDAD)
designed to measure a youth's experiences withmthyalevelopment programs was also
developed. Each conceptual dimension such as sumporelationships or meaningful
involvement is the result of an assemblage of iatated sub dimensions and the goal of the
YDAD was to develop items representative of thesdtidimensional constructs. The twenty-
four item instrument revealed three factors and yoothesized dimensions were confirmed by
the data. Another example of a measurement insinticheveloped to assess the developmental
quality of youth programs from the perspective leé yyouth (Sabatelli, Anderson, Kosutic, &
Sanderson, 2009) called The Life Satisfaction, tR@siYouth Development, and Problem
Behavior Instrument. The instrument examined #lationships between life satisfaction and
positive youth development. Twenty-one theoretmahstructs each with between three and
eighty items were administered to nearly fourtedepusand youth. Results indicated that life
satisfaction was positively correlated with othexasures of positive youth development. While
providing empirical support for PYD, these exampiéso revealed a lack of uniformity or an

integrated conceptual framework. It is quite polesthat this complexity and confusion will
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limit implementation of policies associated with BPYBogenschneider & Gross, 2004; Walker,
1999; Lerner, Dowling, & Anderson, 2003; Bensoralet 2006). The use of parsimonious PYD
frameworks such as the Circle of Courage could teaal standardization and uniformity within
the field.

Positive Youth Development and Circle of Courage

The PYD paradigm is rapidly becoming the domingmtraach of youth organizations
and practitioners throughout the United Statese @Gnganization active in the PYD field is 4-H.
Since 2002, a team of researchers have surveyed than 7,000 youth from nearly all fifty
states enrolled in 4-H programs. The researcluffestThe 5 Cs of PYD and it discovered that
youth participating in 4-H programs are more likeéty abstain from drug use, delay sexual
intercourse, and maintain higher academic achieaetherner, Lerner, & Phelps, 2009).

The research conducted on youth participating bh grograms is valuable and necessary
to increase recognition and promotion of the agesfcyouth within the PYD field. Moreover,
because the constructs described as the Five Csyaomymous with the Circle of Courage,
Lerner's work provides further validation of the nt@al role of belonging, mastery,
independence, and generosity in PYD. Prior to éeésnresearch, Pittman and colleagues
described the Five Cs constructs (Hamilton, Hami&oPittman, 2004): Confidence - a sense of
self-worth and mastery; having a sense of seltafly (belief in one's capacity to succeed);
Character - taking responsibility; a sense of imseence and individuality; connection to
principles and values; Connection - a sense ofyaséructure, and belonging; positive bonds
with people and social institutions; Competendee-dbility to act effectively in school, in social

situations, and at work; Contribution - active mapation and leadership in a variety of settings;
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making a difference Regardless of whether it i;mke€s or Pittman’s Five Cs model, the Circle
of Courage encapsulates these constructs withfraitsework.

The Circle of Courage first entered 4-H programmn@gyears ago under the leadership
of Cathann Kress (2014). Subsequently, the Natidrdl Assessment project identified eight
youth development principles; these were synthdsizi® the four Circle of Courage constructs
and designated as the 4-H Essential Elements othY®evelopment (Cornell Cooperative
Extension, 2003; Kress, 2003).

The Circle of Courage in Practice

The Circle of Courage framework has guided programgnactivities in a variety of
settings associated with children and youth. Altffothere are many examples of the Circle of
Courage framework being applied in schools andly@agencies data associated with specific
outcomes is scarce. Contributing to this limitetip@ical evidence is the absence of a
psychometrically valid measurement instrument resgsto measure belonging, mastery,
independence, and generosity. Thus, the inseofitine Circle of Courage framework firmly in
the realm of childhood socialization and the depelent of a measurement instrument will be
advantageous to future scientific studies withim plaradigm.

The PYD paradigm advocates for a healthy ecolodii@family, school, peer group, and
community demonstrating the influence of the ecmlaigmodel (Bronfenbrenner, 1986). This
social ecological perspective is integrated witk thircle of Courage model (Van Bockern,
Brendtro, & Brokenleg, 2000, 2003). Brendtro arah\Bockern (1994) describe how the Circle
of Courage integrates sociological, psychodynaiméhavioral, and ecological approaches into
its PYD structure. In addition, the Developmemtatets model identifies 20 internal assets and

20 external assets as central to PYD. The inteasséts correspond to the Circle of Courage
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constructs and the external assets are ecologipglosts designed to foster the internal assets
(Leffert, Benson, & Roehlkepartain, 1997).

Schools in North America and beyond have workedntegrate Circle of Courage
dimensions and provide opportunities for belonginmgstery, independence, and generosity
(Van Bockern and McDonald, 2012). For instarResponse Ability PathwayRAP) training
model puts Circle of Courage principles into preeti The RAP curriculum is now offered to
professionals working with children in a variety mfofessions in Africa, Australasia, Europe,
and North America. In 2011, thousands of indigendlorth Americans participated in the
Alberta Indigenous Games, six days of sport, educaand cultural awakening. Circle of
Courage values were a part of all events, combitimegwisdom of indigenous cultures with
modern research on PYD (Marchand, 2011).

The Circle of Courage framework recognizes and ptesithe agency of children in a
manner that is consistent with PYD field. Delgd8002) describes the social dimension as one
of the five vital elements of PYD programming. Pealtures are established and maintained
within the Circle of Courage framework. PositiveelP Culture is a strength-based strategy for
children and youth that captures peer influence applies it to a therapeutic group model
committed to promoting the developmental constrotthe Circle of Courage (Brendtro & Van
Bockern, 1994; Giacobbe, Traynelis-Yurek, & LaursE®99, Gold & Osgood, 1992). Featured
in residential group care, child development iegnated with the peer culture (Fulcher &
Ainsworth, 1985). The Circle of Courage is alscemtral element in the Cornell University
CARE curriculum Children and Residential Experiendélolden, 2009). The study of the
interaction of children in peer groups demonstraétes childhood socialization is characterized

by agency rather than passivity (Corsaro, 2011hild@&n’s own private logic within the peer
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group influences how they relate to adults aroum&ht Thus, the influence of children and
adults on the development and socialization prosessciprocal rather than a one-way process.
Research on moral development in children and ydettribes applications of Positive Peer
Culture as a framework for fostering pro-social &ebr and development (Gibbs, 2003).
Therefore, Positive Peer Culture directly emphasidaldren’s agency within the peer culture
consistent with interpretive reproduction theoryis/estigation of childhood socialization
captured within the PYD movement.

Peer pressure is generally been viewed from aitgiespective, often examining the
extent youth are prone to engage in risky behabmrause of peer influence and pressure
(Patrick et al., 1999 cited in Delgado, 2002, p4)11 Osgood and Briddell (2006) note that
deviant peer influence is a destructive processadern society while Positive Peer Culture was
designed to elicit PYD, even with populations ofimtuent youth. The development of the
Positive Peer Culture and Circle of Courage stiefgised models is documented in Europe and
cited as exemplars of positive psychology (Vandr#€d 0; Steinebach, Steinebach, & Brendtro,
2013).

The Circle of Courage framework has been practicel variety of formats throughout,
North America, Canada, Europe and Africa. The atlanal system has emerged as a principal
location for the application of PYD models such the Circle of Courage. Educational
professionals have used the Circle of Courage fwarieas a guide to classroom management,
curriculum development, improved retention, buitdistudent/teacher trust, accessing the
climate of schools by youth, and reducing studemtiflcts (McDonald, 2010; Tew, 2002;
DeJdong & Hall, 2006; Corrigan, Klein, & Issacs, RQDuke & Mechel, 1984; Odney, 1992;

Kress & Forrest, 2000; McNeil & Hood, 2002). Withihe educational arena, the Circle of
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Courage is seen as a PYD model that prevents tramchdosters post-traumatic growth (Steele
& Malchiodi, 2011).

Practitioners working in the juvenile justice fielchve also incorporated the Circle of
Courage framework into their strategies to helpultked youth. James Anglin (2002) of
University of Victoria, British Columbia, conductedsearch on ten Canadian programs for at-
risk youth. When the basic needs for childrendasitified in the Circle of Courage are not met,
children react with pain-based behavior. Life $p@risis Intervention is an essential tool for
organizations providing a series of sophisticateztdpeutic strategies for meeting the needs of
youth as identified by the Circle of Courage (Breod& Long, 2005). The University of
Manitoba also used the Circle of Courage frameworlshow “how physical education can
provide a reclaiming versus alienating learningiemment for young people” at the Macdonald
Residential Treatment Center in Manitoba (Hala922(p. 267). The Circle of Courage has
been used to establish developmental milestongdadiag point level systems in behavior
management programs (Pike, Millspaugh, & Desaleat®005).

The Circle of Courage framework has also influenttesi medical field. Polly Nichols
(1998) established a Circle of Courage school atUhiversity of lowa Child and Adolescent
Psychiatry Service. While the four constructs wdesignated as goals of the program, the
assessment systems were not tied to these. Thike Gir Courage principles were proposed as
the universal cross-cultural framework for workiwgh students with emotional and behavior
disorders (Kauffman 2000; Whelan & Kauffman, 1999 another application, the Circle of
Courage was used to develop a mental health cluncibased on literature (Herman &

Neidenthal, 1996). The Circle of Courage is beusgd by pediatricians as a framework for
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interviewing children and youth to identify and éé&p strengths (Duncan et al., 2007;
Frankowski, Leader, & Duncan, 2009; Frankowski &idan, 2013).

Outside the United States, the Circle of Couragaméwork continues to gain influence.
President Nelson Mandela of South Africa formed Tiiter-Ministerial Committee on Young
People at Risk to transform services to childred wouth (ICYPR, 1996). With the work of
Lesley du Toit, the Circle of Courage became thetreé approach to PYD in South Africa
(Brendtro & du Toit, 2005). The National Youth ¥epment Outreach (NYDO) in Pretoria,
South Africa, serves adolescents in conflict witle {aw by incorporating Circle of Courage
constructs into a music therapy program (Lotte3)0 Traditional cultures are considered more
effective in meeting the developmental needs dblodm than modern Western cultures (Herbert,
1993). Erik Erikson (1987) formed his developmerntadories by studying child rearing in
Native cultures. Traditional societies have usediadization processes more attuned to
developing the positive assets of youth Diamondl220German applications of the Circle of
Courage are described in fields of adventure edutaind social work (Brendtro & Brokenleg,
1994; Brendtro, 1995).

Scholars from a variety of backgrounds have geedrtite development of an assortment
of instruments centered on the Circle of Couragaelehan the past twenty years. A recent
example is the Positive Youth Inventory a collectiof 34 Likert scale items designed to
measure changes in PYD. The scale measures tbwifad constructs: pro-social values, future
orientation, emotional regulation, personal stadslaadult support, friendships, and contribution
(Arnold, Nott, & Meinhold, 2012). Additional ingtments have been developed to measure
resilience, school connectedness, youth assetguapty, school alienation and the strengths of

children (Tess, Gleckman, & Spence, 1992; Omarl.e2@02; Prince-Embury, 2007; Dunlop,
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Van Patten, Mandsager & Larson, 1997; Epstein &1®Ba1998; Snook, 2000). The 4-D is an
assessment tool completed by staff based on thiegt@adrants of the Circle of Courage focusing
on the four identical constructs associated witks tHissertation (Gilgun, 2002; Gilgun,
Chalmers, & Kesinen, 2002).

Research involving the conceptualization and measent of positive indicators of
youth development continues. The babkat Do Children Need to Flouristetlited by Moore
and Lippman (2005) contains more than twenty exampf instruments ranging from positive
formation of the self to enacting positive valuexl ébehaviors in communities. Examples
include the Children’s Hope Scale, a twelve iteralet initially given to fourth through sixth
graders in the public schools of Edmond, OklahoB8wy@er, 2005). In another effort to meet
the challenge of identifying and measuring positiwvectioning in youth, Brian Barber (2005)
developed the Positive Interpersonal and Intrapetisbunctioning: An Assessment of Measures
among Adolescents scale. The seven measures ofivposidolescent functioning Barber
developed include self-esteem, empathy, peer cdopneand communication with mother and
father each closely associated with one or mor¢éhefCircle of Courage constructs. These
instruments provide further confirmation of the waly which researchers are seeking to identify
positive attributes of children rather than focgsam their deficits.

While many of the instruments are in various stagegvaluation to determine their
usefulness and psychometric properties they represeamples of instrument construction
utilizing children as research subjects and theesuitems will help to establish the validity of
the measures constructed for this study. Researdeseloped an instrument called A Scale of
Positive Social Behaviors to examine social competavith peers and adults, compliance with

rules and adult direction, and autonomy or selargle (Epps, Park, Huston, & Ripke 2005).



31

The Scale of Positive Social Behaviors directs fdsus towards children’s social agency

associated with belonging, mastery and independesseciated with social competence,

compliance with rules and self-reliance respecjivelThese scales all represent a concerted
effort by researchers to utilize children as reseaubjects providing needed experiences for
those interested in pursuing a similar path.

Whether referred to as the Four Essential Elementshe Circle of Courage, this
framework is an example of PYD methodology. Thecpss of PYD is essentially the
adjustment from infancy of an individual’'s behaviorconform to the demands of social life—
socialization (Jary & Jary, 1991). Sociology camypla more active role within the PYD
paradigm by making the link between contemporamgiagogical perspectives on socialization
and PYD more explicit. By recognizing children'geacy and applying the Circle of Courage
framework a measurement tool useful for future P¥3earch can be developed. Early
childhood socialization had a tendency to place leasj{s on what goes wrong in novice-agent
interactions and sought to identify variables thHdugecessary for proper development.
However, more contemporary childhood socializatiecognizes the agency of children and it is
within the PYD movement that peer influence playsemtral role. The PYD movement
recognizes the positive impact of peer culture etpimg youth to meet certain developmental
needs.

The Circle of Courage is a parsimonious framewoitkiw the PYD field that captures
peer influence and identifies four developmentadsenecessary for successful socialization.
Though applied widely in practical settings thec@rof Courage framework still lacks empirical
confirmation. Therefore, it is necessary to depedo psychometrically valid measurement

instrument for the four Circle of Courage constsuctSuch an instrument will provide an
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invaluable tool useful in generating scientific gamce needed to establish belonging, mastery,
independence and generosity as outcomes for the fifdDtaking the next step in gathering
evidence to confirm this developmental theory angdrove services that professionals deliver to
improve the outcomes for children and youth.

CHAPTER IlI

Methodology

Starr Commonwealth’s mission is to create positarevironments where children
flourish. A 501(c)(3) human service organizatiddtarr Commonwealth (SC) has served
troubled children for 100 years and is internatilynaecognized as a leader in transformational
programs for children, families, schools and comitiesa SC'’s treatment philosophy is rooted
in seeing something good in every child, which esras the guiding principle in its strength-
based approach. SC serves children from birth dwltt@ood, offering a full spectrum of
community-based early intervention, prevention &ne@tment services along with specialized
residential programs at locations in Michigan ardoO

SC’s residential treatment care includes prograos substance abusing, sexually
reactive, delinquent, and abused or neglected yolthaddition, SC’s Montcalm Schools for
Boys and Girls offer a therapeutic and educatiaitdrnative for family-referred youth in a
residential setting. Families seeking access totbm Schools have children with a variety of
issues, from delinquent behaviors and legal casflito unresolved anger or grief relating to
adoption, autism, Asperger’'s Syndrome and AttenbDeaficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD).
SC’s community-based programming includes treatnfester care, in-home mental health

services, after school and weekend programmingpaderand parent-referred programs for



33

suspended youth and those wishing to recover adademadits to graduate, supervised
independent living for older teens, and more.

SC is committed to serving the needs of disadvadtand at-risk youth in the metro
Detroit area. Since 1987, SC’s Detroit locatios beovided a continuum of care from birth to
adulthood for neglected, abused, at-risk and deéngchildren in Detroit and surrounding areas.
SC Detroit’'s community-based programs include Rostare, New Boundaries Residential
Transition and Reintegration Support, Alternativegbstance Abuse Treatment, Supervised
Independent Living for older teens, and Youth Asgise Program. In 2010-11, approximately
500 children and youth from Wayne County and sagheMichigan participated in these
programs.

Starr Commonwealth is the managing partner of Bista, Inc. a juvenile justice care
management organization (CMO) for the Wayne Cowwypartment of Children and Family
Services (CAFS). StarrVista is one of five CMOstlms innovative juvenile justice service
system for children and adolescents in Wayne Cou8tgrrVista provides comprehensive,
individual case management services for the coutitg, Wayne County juvenile court,
prosecutors, and Michigan Department of Human $esv(DHS) working in conjunction with
CAFS.

Youth experience intake and release from SC’s jrogr throughout the year. The
following client demographics represent a period tiohie between October 1, 2011 and
September 30, 2012. Of the 2,225 clients servethgiithis time period, some may have
enrolled more than once. The mean age at intak®.53 years, 74.2% male and 25.8% female.
African Americans comprise 49.5% and Caucasian3%@f the total population. Eighth, ninth

and tenth graders combine to total 50.51% of tla@l@revels, the highest percentage is ninth
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grade 19.15%. The three largest categories of kgals is parent responsible 38.2%, temporary
court/county ward 22.8% and county ward delinqueh8%. More than twenty referral sources
place children at SC. The highest percentage isnjler justice through StarrVista 16.58%,
followed by children’s services/division of famiand child 13.84%. Michigan County DHS and
schools refer 10.92% and 10.07% respectively. Thegl arrangements prior to intake at SC
vary but the majority of clients were living withdir parent(s) 53.71% before enrolling at SC.
The average number of previous placements prie@ntoliment is 2.76. The initial problems
identified upon admission to SC include, familyhsal, peer related, and behavioral. The most
prevalent presenting problem is behavioral witmegidiency of 1,298 representing 58.3% of the
clients served. Criminal behavior is listed as prnéig problem nearly half as frequent as either
school or family related problems. The offense nicsuently resulting in the commitment to
state or county custody is a status offense. Aistatfense is an act that would not be considered
illegal if the youth were an adult such as truafioyn school or home 13.9% were listed in this
category. Status offense is also the foremost effe@asulting in adjudication at 7.5%.
The families of the clients served at SC have histsoof neglect 44.6%, school related problems
40.0%, judicial system involvement 37.6% and ouhoime placements 34.6%. lllegal substance
use, abuse, mental illness and family instabiitglso prevalent. The majority of the families are
single parent households 44.3%, both biologicaépar present make up 17.9% and 7.6% are
from an adoptive family. This research project vaaproved by the Wayne State University
Institutional Review Board in order to project tights of the adolescent participants.
Participants

The sample consisted of fifty-one youth (46 malégerbale) enrolled in programming at

Starr Commonwealth in 2014 ranging in age fromtélein to seventeerME15.5; SD =1.2).
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Thirty-four youth were from Wayne County, Michigdiifteen lived in a county in Michigan
other than Wayne and one youth lived in a staterdtan Michigan. The highest percentage of
youth were African American (64.7%) followed by @asian (21.6%). Nearly ten percent of
the youth were of mixed race (9.8%), one Asian lyartd one Hispanic/Latino also participated
in the study. The majority of the sample partiaigalived with their mother (47.1%), the next
largest group lived with both parents (21.6%) ahddt largest group consisted of some
combination of parent(s), grandparent(s) and otéktives (11.8%). The last grade completed
ranged from 3 grade to 19 grade M=9.1; SD=1.5). Twenty-six (51.0%) of the sample had
between one and three siblings while the remaimadicipants were nearly equally divided
between three to five and five or more siblings.52¢) and (21.6%) respectively. Starr
Commonwealth’s largest treatment option is its boadred year old residential programming
and 30 youth (58.8%) were placed there, the remgigouth were enrolled in various Starr
community-based programming in the Detroit area.
Measures

Eighty-seven Circle of Courage items were generdtech an original list of three-
hundred ten items. Four experts with a combingdl tof more than one hundred years of
experience in positive psychology, sociology, juleerjustice and the child welfare field
developed the items from existing instruments donal expert judgment and experience. All
items have a 6-point Likert response scale ranfyimmg strongly disagree to strongly agree with
higher scores indicating a stronger endorsemetheftem. The items selected for this study
reflect the universality of the constructs and eeiin the strengths of youth and their families.
For example, “Our family sticks together during kades.” reflects the positive qualities of

families including those that have experience #rmaaval of children from their homes. Others
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items represent the belief that the influence dfifpee relationships between youth and adults
(e.q., “My teachers really care about me.” or “t glong with my teachers.” The impact of peer
relationships in the socialization process is otfld in items such as “I have a lot of friends at
school.”, “Most kids like me a lot.” and “Some kidsake fun of me.”

Research Procedures

A research assistant administered the questianaia convenience sample of seven
youth enrolled in Starr Commonwealth’s residenpiedgramming located in Albion, Michigan
after parental consent forms were received. Adtedents completed the questionnaire, they
participated in a focus group discussion to deteenifi subjects found any questions confusing,
redundant or hard to answer. The primary reseancheewed a verbatim transcription of the
focus group to ensure that the participants undedsthe questions and that the questions were
written at an appropriate reading level. When hanges to the questionnaire resulted from
Phase I, the recruitment of youth to participatenein data collection phase began.

A research assistant administered the questiontaiy@uth placed in programming at
the Starr - Albion or Detroit locations. On twocasions youth that had been transferred to
another agency were administered the questionméitee facility where they were currently
located. The pre-specified sample size was 400tH®mi sluggish response rate of 12.8% for
returned parental consent forms and the time liioita to complete the research resulted in 54
consent forms (2 were outside the age parameteds/1&om a pool of approximately 421
possible participants.

Results
The first step of the analysis involved the examamaof 87 items using SPSS Version

22.0 for Windows. Scale item means, standard tiens, interitem correlation matrix, and item
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total correlations were computed and examined. cijgg/e data were calculated, including
frequencies for each response. Item number &€l ¢lose to some adult in my family” had the
highest mean score of 4.47 and the item with tihve$d mean score of 2.02 was number 82, “It is
hard for me to trust someone else because theypwitlably let me down”. Items number 6.7,9,
10, 38, 61, 70, 71, and 74 were eliminated fromitén® pool due to excessive skewness (<2) or
kurtosis (>5). No items were eliminated becauseedlundancy , as the highest inter-item
correlation was between item 11 “l can talk to margmts” and item 4 “Our family sticks
together during bad times.” Table 1 below presehts descriptive statistics for all of the

analysis variables.

Table 1 — Descriptives

N MEAN SD
Q1 | get along well with my parents/caregiver 49 .0 1.021
Q2 | can talk to my parents/caregiver about them 0 5 3.92 1.140
Q3 My family trusts each other 50 3.96 .968
Q4 Our family sticks together during bad times 50 4.14 1.050
Q5 | feel calm when | am with my family 51 4.22 78
Q6 | can trust my family 50 4.26 1.103
Q7 | feel close to some adult in my family 49 4.47 .680
Q8 My parents/caregivers try to understand my tpafiview 49 3.92 1.115
Q9 My parent often shows he or she loves me 50 4 4.4 .861
Q10 May parents/caregiver want to know where | am 15 4.39 1.021
Q11 | can talk to my parents/caregivers about eajifigs 49 3.78 1.433
Q12 My family expects me to be responsible 50 4.64 .485
Q13 People in my family listen to one another 50 .823 1.082
Q14 In my family, people show that they care atemagh other 50 4.10 .995
Q15 | have trouble keeping friends 51 3.35 1.412
Q16 | can make friends 50 4.42 731
Q17 I find it easy to talk with other kids 51 3.92 1.074
Q18 | feel calm with my friends 49 4.31 742
Q19 | can trust my teachers 46 3.61 1.164
Q20 | can trust my friends 46 3.93 1.104
Q21 The kids | live with do a lot of things togeth 48 3.96 1.071
Q22 Kids in my class always pick on me 50 4.02 48.3
Q23 | like my teachers a lot 49 3.57 1.061

Q24 My teachers don't pay much attention to me 47 3.43 .950



38

Q25 Kids always make fun of me
Q26 My teachers don't like me as much as othey kid
Q27 | get along with my teachers
Q28 | have a lot of friends at school
Q29 Most kids like me a lot
Q30 Kids at school are always making fun of me
Q31 My teachers are really interested in me
Q32 | feel close to people at school
Q33 | feel safe in my school
Q34 | have a hard time making friends
Q35 Some kids make fun of me
Q36 | am afraid of some kids
Q37 | worry about how well other kids like me
Q38 | worry about getting beat up at school
Q39 My teachers really care about me
Q40 The principal in my school really cares alroet
Q41 1 know kids who are afraid of each other &iosdt
Q42 Students keep their problems secret from anthar
Q43 Students keep their problems secret from sdult

Q44 When school staff have a problem with a sttydbay are respectful

Q45 School is a safe place I fit in and belong
Q46 | have at least on adult in school | can talk
Q47 Most of my friends stay out of trouble
Q48 Teacher treat students fairly
Q49 Teachers push me to do my best
Q50 | usually can finish assignments on time
Q51 | can get myself to do schoolwork
Q52 | have a hard time finishing my homework
Q53 My teacher tell me if | do a good job
Q54 Teachers believe | will do well
Q55 | like school because it gives me a chandeaim fun things
Q56 | like school because | am getting betteobtisg problems
Q57 | try to go to school every day
Q58 School staff believe all students can do well
Q59 | often think of dropping out of school
Q60 My friends want me to do well in school
Q61 | expect to do well at school
Q62 My goal in class is to get better grades tither students
Q63 When | worry about getting bad grades | wakdier
Q64 My goal is to learn as much as | can in school
Q65 | like to do well in school so | can impreskers
Q66 | find it hard to stay motivated in school
Q67 | have trouble making myself pay attentioclass

49
45
49
50
49
48
46
45
48
48
45
49
47
50
46
43
46
44
41
46
46
46
45
45
47
48
48
48
46
48
49
48
49
47
48
44
48
47
45
48
47
47
48

2.08
3.60
3.92
3.78
4.06
3.98
53.8
3.18
3.58
3.81
3.84
4.20
73
04.3
3.70
3.40
2.46
2.68
2.20
3.48
3.57
3.89
3.51
3.80
4.04
773.
4.21
173.
3.96
3.94
3.57
3.58
4.08
3.83
3.8
2.0
4.13
4.04
4.04
4.29
3.51
3.06
2.92

1.170
1.095
.862
0.13
.876
1.211
1.010
1.284
1.269
4.21
1.186
1.099
1.280
1.199
1.152
1.237
1.224
1.308
1.123
1.243
1.294
1.233
1.199
1.057
1.042
1.134
.824
1.294
1.053
1.019
1.258
1.334
1.115
1.110
1.389
.976
.937
1.083
1.065
713
1.300
1.342
1.334
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Q68 | can stay focused on my schoolwork even whisrdull 46 3.57 1.205
Q69 | am happy with how well | do in school 45 3.7 .963
Q70 1 want to do well in school 48 4.42 .647
Q71 I wantto learn in school 49 4.39 .640
Q72 | try to do some homework every school day 49 3.73 1.016
Q73 Some people are born smart and some are not 48 3.19 1.283
Q74 | can get teachers to help me when | get stackéchoolwork 48 4.04 1.010
Q75 | can get another student to help me when $tgek on schoolwork 48 3.67 1.260
Q76 Students help decide what goes on at school 46 3.13 1.240
Q77 | am easily misled by other students a7 3.66 183
Q78 | work well in a group 48 3.63 1.231
Q79 | let others see my feelings 49 2.76 1.283
Q80 If I get upset, there is someone to talk to 49 3.69 1.211
Q81 | don't trust people very much 49 2.51 1.244
Q82 Itis hard for me to trust someone becausgliképrobably let me down 49 2.02 1.108
Q83 | participate in sports, youth groups, or otdivities 49 3.90 1.279
Q84 If | make mistakes, | can laugh it off 46 3.67 1.194
Q85 | am proud of things I've done 49 3.80 1.258
Q86 My goal in class is to get better grades tither students 49 3.82 1.149
Q87 When | don't do well, | try harder the nertdi 49 4.06 .922

Factor Analysis

The literature addressing successful childhoodasiaation described as PYD describes a
lack of consistency and clarity regarding the cpiseassociated with the field. The need for
empirically driven socialization models warrantedexploratory analysis technique to assist in
determining the best specification of the measurgnoé the constructs. Exploratory factor
analysis (EFA) was used to determine if the hypsiteel components are sufficient to explain
the interrelationships among selected items andritbesthe structural interrelationships among
the items in a succinct and understandable man@ers(ch, 1983). Initial principal
components analysis with varimax rotation suggedtma-, five-, six-, and seven-factor
solutions were most interpretable based on eigeegajreater than 1 and an examination of the

scree plot. After the initial factor extractioriteg analysis was conducted numerous times with
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the goal of obtaining simple structure in the factmodel. The simple structure criteria allows
for an acceptable solution when (a) all items heav&ctor loading of at least .30 or higher on one
and only one factor (b) the difference betweenhighest and second highest loading of each
item is at least .20 and all components have at lbace items. After testing the factor structure
the internal consistency of the components of the-f six-, and seven-factor solutions were
examined further. A four-factor solution contami@7 items was produced by the PCA. The
PCA model assumes orthogonal or uncorrelated coemgsrwhich may be unrealistic in most
research contexts. Therefore, after an accep®Bke was obtained, the solution was verified
using principle axis factoring with promax rotatiodhis model indicated that the 27 item, 4-
factor solution retained simple structure, expldi®2.93% of the variance in the 27 items, and
showed moderate inter-correlations among the faatofs, all indicative of a good solution
(Hatcher 1994). Thus, the four factors model vedained for theoretical coherence, parsimony,
and a consistency with the original goals of thetdaanalysis project (Pett, Lackey & Sullivan,

2003). The rotated factor loadings for this sointis presented in Table 2.

Table 2 - First-Order Factor Structure of the Circle of Courage Scale

Loadin
Component and item M SD A g Communality Eigenvalue Variance (%)

Factor 1: Adult/Peer influence 0.88 6.77 25.09
Q49 Teachers push me to do my .894

best 4.04 1.04 0.77

Q54 Teachers believe | will do 787

well 3.94 1.01 0.73

Q53 My teacher tell me if 1 do a 77

good job 396 1.05 0.58

Q19 | can trust my teachers 361 1.16 .750 061
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Q65 1 like to do well in school .720
so | can impress others 351 13 0.56
Q44 When school staff have a .640
problem with a student, they are
respectful
3.48 1.24 0.5

Q23 | like my teachers a lot 357 1.06 .619 0.47
Q79 1 let others see my feelings 5 76 1 28 527 0.28
Q47 Most of my friends stay out 494
of trouble 351 1.19 0.28
Q81 | don't trust people very 447
much 251 1.24 0.26
Factor 2: Belonging 0.92 3.28 12.15
Q4 Our family sticks together .860
during bad times 414 105 0.7
Q3 My family trusts each other 3 96 (.96 .817 081
Q8 My parents/caregivers try to 752
understand my point of view 392 111 058
Q13 People in my family listen .749
to one another 382 1.08 058
Q1 | get along well with my .746
parents/caregiver 4 1.02 051
Q11 | can talk to my 734
parents/caregivers about my
feelings

g 3.78 1.43 0.71
Q5 | feel calm when | am with .662
my family 422 087 0.49
Q2 I cantalk to my .556
parents/caregiver about them 329 1.14 0.36
Factor 3: Mastery 0.78 2.67 9.9
Q28 | have a lot of friends at .780
school 3.78 1.13 0.58
Q87 When | don't do well, | try .695
harder the next time 406 0.92 0.48
Q50 | usually can finish .688
assignments on time 377 113 057
Q16 | can make friends 422 073 517 0.24
Q76 Students help decide what 514
goes on at school 313 1.24 0.35
Q17 Ifind it easy to talk with .358
other kids 392 107 0.19
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Factor 4: Peer culture 0.82 1.56 5.79
Q36 I am afraid of some kids 45 1 g .842 067

Q30 Kids at school are always .830

making fun of me 398 1.2 0.68

Q22 Kids in my class always .667

pick on me 4.02| 1.34 0.62

The factors were labeled as Factor 1: Adult/Pedluence (10 items), Factor 2:
Belonging, (8 items), Factor 3: Mastery (6 itemem)d Factor 4. Peer Culture (3 items). The
Circle of Courage framework recognizes the stremgih youth and the positive impact of
positive connections between adults, their peedscaning adults. Factors 1, 2 and 4 reflect this
aspect of the theoretical model. Factor 1: AdektPinfluence captures attributes of how well a
youth has internalized the belief that adults edreut them, in this case in a school environment.
Factor 2: Belonging represents the influence of most powerful socializing agent the family
and specifically the parent/caregiver. Factors an2l 4 provide an excellent example of
consilience combining the Circle of Courage mod#&tefdtro, Brokenleg & Van Bockern,
2002), the theory of interpretive reproduction (€&oo, 2011) and the bioecological of
Bronfenbrenner (1979) to provide empirical indicatof the construct belonging, significance of
peer culture and ecology associated with familiipst, peers and community.

Factor 3: Mastery represents empirical indicatofsthee internalization of “lI can
succeed”. The specific items on this subscale cetlee importance of schools as an agent of
socialization. The influence of positive youth dBpment continues to increase in the
education profession (Weissberg & O'Brien, 2004ff Za Lerner, 2010; Rubinstein-Avila,
2006). Factor 4: Peer culture although there atg three items in this subscale they clearly
reflect the role peers may play in the socializatgrocess as described in the theory of

interpretive reproduction (Corsaro, 2011). Pedu@mce can be positive or negative and are
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often influenced by social structural precursorshsas poverty, community or family. The four
subscales share a common source of variance, eaehuhnique components that reflect directly
two theoretical dimensions that were hypothesizedctor 1. Adult/Peer influence and Factor 4:

Peer culture do reflect broader theoretical dimmmsinforming the hypothesized model.

Table 3: Inter-Factor Correlation Matrix

Factor 1 2 3 4
1 1.00 .30 .36 -.08
2 .30 1.00 .20 .02
3 .36 .20 1.00 19
4 -.08 .02 .19 1.00

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring
Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser Normalization.

The rationale for this analysis is not to establish Circle of Courage Scale in its current
form as a priori model but to determine if the falnstract constructs theorized as outcomes of
childhood socialization can be measured indiregtlythe use of attributes or indicators derived
from construct clarification and definition (Petiackey & Sullivan, 2003). All four subscales
demonstrated adequate to strong scale score fitkmbas demonstrated by Cronbach’s alpha
values of .885 for Adult/Peer influence, .921 fal@ging, .785 for Mastery and .823 for Peer
culture. The complexity and abstractness of thestracts will require additional refinement to
establish useful empirical indicators linked to theoretical base of all four constructs necessary
to contribute to the content and construct validifythe final instrument (Walker & Avant,

1995).
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Discussion

Based on a review of childhood socialization tieoand relevant research from positive
psychology | developed a Circle of Courage Scalext@amine the latent constructs theorized as
the goals of successful socialization and the bafspositive youth development. This research
project is good start to achieving the goal of anseto measure the four outcomes of childhood
socialization. The factor loadings for the foucttar solution indicate that attributes of the four
constructs are observable. Factor 1: Belonging the strongest factor and explained the
greatest percentage of variance. Internalizati@at tl am cared for” is the most important
construct in the model. As social beings humameotions is vital to our existence and is the
foundation necessary to achieve successful soafadiz The internal consistency of the all four
factors is adequate and the resulting model presampirical indicators that can be linked to the
theoretical base of two constructs directly.

The time constraints associated with researchduohthe time to refine items and increase
sample size. For instance, the participants ig $hidy were designated as prisoners based on
federal guidelines, which is protected class arglired specific procedures to be followed
regarding recruitment of subjects. As a resule s#ample size is smaller than desired ten
subjects per item (Nunnally, 1978). Future redeavdl be necessary to increase sample size
and reduce sampling error. Because the vast majofithe subjects in this research project
were all involved in some way with the juvenile dnild welfare system we are unable to
generalize our findings to any youth outside ofteample. Future research will strive for a
representative sample of girls and boys to accfuurngotential gender influences.

Item selection and wording will be improved to mvassues associated with social

desirability bias. Careful consideration when sihg future items for the scale is necessary to
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avoid the problem of youth wanting to “be good”time eye of the adult administering the
guestionnaire.  Situational influences could resulteither socially desirable or socially
undesirable responses particularly when asked gharents or caregivers. For example, youth
in out of home care often have capricious relatigrs with their parents. How a subject
answers a parental item might be influenced bylehgth of time a youth has been away from
home or whom they blame for their removal. Themefadditional research with adequate
sample sizes, across age, gender and backgroucdicgi®mns is required to further refine a
circle of courage scale.
Summary

The research project is an initial exploratiorointhat young people need in their lives to
grow up healthy, caring and responsibly. Futureettgment of the Circle of Courage Scale
constructs will be an on-going, complex procesegieined over a series of studies in a number
of different ways. Exploratory factor analysis edped to define an initial internal structure for
the set of items and group the items into fourdect Construct and reliability analysis of this

initial research support continued theoreticalmefnent and analysis.
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APPENDIX A: PROGRAM DATA

]
CLIENT DEMOGRAPHICS

NUMBER OF CLIENTS SERVED

2,225

SEX AGE AT INTAKE (MEAN)
n %
FEMALE 574 25.8 13.53 YEARS
MALE 1651 74.2
ETHNICITY
n % n
ASIAN 10 4 NATIVE AMERICAN 4
AFRICAN AMERICAN 1101 49,5 OTHER 29
HISPANIC/LATINO 55 2.5 CAUCASIAN 897
MULTI-ETHNIC 129 5.8
EDUCATION AT INITIAL INTAKE
n % n
INFANT/TODDLER 110 4,94 TENTH GRADE 302
PRESCHOOL 35 1.57 ELEVENTH GRADE 105
KINDERGARTEN 66 2.97 TWELFTH GRADE 32
FIRST GRADE 53 2.38 H.S. DIPLOMA 22
SECOND GRADE 66 2.97 GED 14
THIRD GRADE 74 3.33 TRADE/TECH SCHOOL 1
SOME COLLEGE/ASSOCIATES
FOURTH GRADE 83 3.73 DEGREE 2
FIFTH GRADE 81 3.64 COLLEGE GRADUATE 2
SIXTH GRADE 138 6.20 GRADUATE/PROFESSIONAL DEGREE 1
SEVENTH GRADE 216 9.71 NONE OF THE ABOVE 6
EIGHTH GRADE 388 17.44 NOT GIVEN 2
NINTH GRADE 426 19.15
LEGAL STATUS
n % n
COUNTY MENTAL HEALTH WARD 32 1.4 PARENT RESPONSIBLE 850
COUNTY WARD ABUSE/NEGLECT 65 2.9 PROBATION 153
COUNTY WARD DELINQUENT 395 17.8 RESPONSIBLE FOR SELF 11
DUAL WARD 12 5 STATE WARD ABUSE/NEGLECT 31
LEGAL GUARDIAN, NOT PARENT 81 3.6 STATE WARD DELINQUENT 26
MCI WARD 62 2.8 TEMPORARY COURT/COUNTY WARD 507
REFERRAL SOURCE
n % n
ADOPTION SUBSIDY 2 .09 MICH COUNTY DHS 243
BLACK FAMILY DEVELOPMENT 26 1.17 OTHER 3
BRIDGEWAY SERVICES 48 2.16 OTHER - NAMI GREATER TOLEDO 1
CARE MANAGEMENT ORG - 4 18 OTHER - APARTMENT COMPLEX
OTHER ’ (AMETHYST)
OTHER - APARTMENT COMPLEX
CENTRAL CARE MANAGEMENT 13 .58 (HOMEPORYT) 2
CHILDRENS SERV/DIV FAM & 308 13.84 OTHER - FAIRFIELD CHILDREN'S 1
CHILD ’ SERVICES
COMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH 216 9.71 OTHER - NYAP 2
DEPT. OF HUMAN SERVICES 104 4.67 PARENT/FOSTER PARENT/GUARDIAN 187
DEPT. OF YOUTH SERVICES 7 31 PHYSICIAN 175
DHS CASE ASSESS COMM (CAC) 5 22 PROBATE/JUVENILE/FAMILY/TRIBAL 153

%

1.3
40.3

%
13.57
4.72
1.44
.99
.63
.04

.09

.09
.04
27
.09

%
38.2
6.9

1.4
1.2
22.8

%
10.92
13
.04

.09
.09

.04

.09

8.40
7.87
6.88



a7

6%

EDUCATIONAL ATTORNEY 3 .13 SCHOOL 224 10.07
EDUCATIONAL CONSULTANT 63 2.83 SELF 10 .45
GROWTHWORKS 10 .45 SCVISTA INC. 369 16.58
JUV. JUSTICE ASSIGNMENT UNIT 37 1.66 US STATE DEPARTMENT 7 31
LIVING ARRANGEMENT PRIOR TO SC
n % n %
ADOPTIVE HOME 104 4.67 INDEPENDENT, PEERS (UNSUPER) 5 .22
CHEMICAL DEPENDENT
INPATIENT 1 .04 PARENT HOME 1195 53.71
DETENTION 242 10.88 PSYCHIATRIC HOSPITAL 20 .90
FAMILY FRIEND'S HOME 18 .81 RELATIVE HOME 201 9.03
FOSTER FAM GRP HOME (4 YTH) 7 31 RESIDENTIAL, PRIVATE 95 4.27
FOSTER FAMILY 199 8.94 RESIDENTIAL, PUBLIC 8 .36
GROUP HOME 34 1.53 SELF 8 .36
HOMELESS 16 72 SHELTER 25 1.12
HOSPITAL 12 .54 SUPERVISED INDEPENDENT LIVING 20 .90
INCARCERATION, ADULT 3 .13 UNKNOWN 12 .54
FY2012 Student Demographics
Gender
Total
Gender n %
Male 1651 | 74.2%
Female 574 25.8%
Site
Albion Battle Creek Columbus Detroit Montcalm
Gender
n % n % n % n % n %
Male 276 100% 514 67.0% 401 74.0% 138 28.0% 106 71.
Female 253 33.0% 141 26.0% 354 72.0% ap 28.4
State
Ml OH
Gender
n % n %
Male 1034 | 56.7% 401 74%
Female 649 43.3% 141 26%
Program Type
Residential Community-based
Gender
n % n %
Male 565 93.10% 1086 67.1
Female 42 6.90% 532 32.9
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Race
Race, Total
Race n %
African American| 1101| 49.5%
Caucasian 897 | 40.3%
Multi-ethnic 129 5.8%
Hispanic/Latino 55 2.5%
Other 29 1.3%
Asian 10 0.4%
Native American 4 0.2%
Race, Site

Albion Battle Creek Columbus Detroit Montcalm
Race n % n % n % % n %
African American| 147 | 53.39 196 25.6% 303 55.9%  44790.9% 8 5.4%
Caucasian 114 41.3% 447 58.3% 190 35.1% 7 515% 1180.4%
Multi-ethnic 5 1.8% 76 9.9% 34 6.39 7 1.4% 7 4.7%
Hispanic/Latino 10 3.6% 25 3.3% 10 1.8%0 6 1.2% 4  T%R.
Other * * 13 1.7% 5 0.9% 4 0.89 7 4.7%
Asian * * 6 0.8% * * 0.2% 3 2.0%
Native American * * 4 0.5% * * * * * *
Race, State

Ml @)
Race
n % n %

African American 798 47.4% 303 55.9%
Caucasian 707 42.0% 190 35.1%
Multi-ethnic 95 5.6% 34 6.3%
Hispanic/Latino 45 2.7% 10 1.8%
Other 24 1.4% 5 0.9%
Asian 10 0.6% * *
Native American 4 0.2% * *
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Race, Program Type
Residential Community-based
Race
n % n %
African American 260 42.8% 841 52.0%
Caucasian 296 48.8% 601 37.1%
Multi-ethnic 20 3.3% 109 6.7%
Hispanic/Latino 16 2.6% 39 2.4%
Other 12 2.0% 17 1.1%
Asian 3 0.5% 7 0.4%
Native American * * 4 0.2%
FY2012 Student Demographics
Family Status
Family Status, Total
Family Status
n %
39| 17.9
BOTH BIOLOGICAL PARENTS PRESENT | 8 %
98 | 44.3
SINGLE BIOLOGICAL PARENT PRESENT| 6 %
BLENDED FAMILY (STEP PARENT OR 18
LTP) 3 | 8.2%
21
EXTENDED FAMILY 1| 95%
NON-FAMILIAL CUSTODIAL 11
ARRANGEMENT 2 | 5.0%
10
SELF 2 | 4.6%
16
ADOPTIVE FAMILY 9 | 7.6%
BIOLOGICAL PARENT +ADOPTIVE/STEP
PARENT 64| 2.9%
Family Status, Site
Albion Battle Columbus | Detroit Montcal
Family Status Creek i
n % n % n % n % n %
10.5 24.8 10.5 152 4| 31.8
BOTH BIOLOGICAL PARENTS PRESENT 29 % 190 % 57| % 75| % 7 %
10 | 39.5 41126 | 494 26 | 54.7] 2 | 16.9
SINGLE BIOLOGICAL PARENT PRESENT| 9 % 315| % 8 % 9 % 5 %
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BLENDED FAMILY (STEP PARENT OR 17.4
LTP) 18 | % 66 | 8.6%| 35 6.5% 34 6.9% *
10.9 12.2
EXTENDED FAMILY 24 | 8.7%| 65| 859 59 % 60| % 2.0%
NON-FAMILIAL CUSTODIAL 111
ARRANGEMENT 2| 0.7%| 33| 43% 60 % 15| 3.0% 1.49
12.0
SELF 33| % 32 | 4.2%| 27| 5.09 9 1.8% 0.7
35.8
ADOPTIVE FAMILY 25 |1 9.1%| 39| 519 29 46% 2f 55L3 | %
BIOLOGICAL PARENT +ADOPTIVE/STEP 11.5
PARENT 6 | 22%| 27| 35% 11 20% 3 0.6WW7 | %
Family Status, State
Ml OH
Family Status N % = %

BOTH BIOLOGICAL PARENTS PRESENT 341 20.3% 57 10.5%
SINGLE BIOLOGICAL PARENT PRESENT 718  42.7% 268 184
BLENDED FAMILY (STEP PARENT OR LTP) 148 8.8% 35 C243)
EXTENDED FAMILY 152 | 9.0% 59 10.9%
NON-FAMILIAL CUSTODIAL ARRANGEMENT 52 | 3.1% 60 11.1%
SELF 75 | 4.5% 27 5.0%
ADOPTIVE FAMILY 144 | 8.6% 25 4.6%
BIOLOGICAL PARENT +ADOPTIVE/STEP PARENT| 53  3.1% 11 2.0%
Family Status, Program Type

Residential Community-based

Family Status

n i n %
BOTH BIOLOGICAL PARENTS PRESENT 100 16.5% 298 18.4%
SINGLE BIOLOGICAL PARENT PRESENT 213 35.2% 773 .7
BLENDED FAMILY (STEP PARENT OR LTP) 59 9.8% 124 V6
EXTENDED FAMILY 52 | 8.6% 159 9.8%
NON-FAMILIAL CUSTODIAL ARRANGEMENT 29 | 4.8% 83 5.1%
SELF 35 | 5.8% 67 4.1%
ADOPTIVE FAMILY 90 | 14.9% 78 4.8%
BIOLOGICAL PARENT +ADOPTIVE/STEP PARENT| 27| 4.59 36 2.3%




51

FY2012 Student Demographics - Other Variables

Cateqgories
Age
School/Grade Level
Legal Status
Living Arrangement Prior to SC
Presenting Problems
DSM | or DSM Il diagnosis (category only)
Family History
Committing Offenses

Details are available if you are interested indheve variables.
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APPENDIX B: QUESTIONNAIRE

The Circle of Courage

PLEASE DO NOT WRITE YOUR NAME ON THE QUESTIONNAIRE Your answers may
help to improve how our understanding about howtlyalevelop. Answer the questions below
to the best of your ability. | just want to knovhat you think. You don’t have to answer any of
the questions and no one will be mad at you if geaide to stop answering questions. Please
place and X in the circle that best describes wiat think. Remember this is not a test and
there is no right or wrong answers. You may thatlout any adult caregiver or guardian that
you consider important when answering questionsitaparents, even if these caregivers are not
your biological parents.

Part 1: About You

Are you a
[0 Male
[0 Female
How would you describe yourself
[J  White
[1 Black/ African American
[J Hispanic or Latino
[J Asian
[J Mixed
[1 Other

How old are you?

How many brothers and sisters do you have?

b o0

0 1-3

0 35

[1 Morethan5

What city or town do you live in when you are atrfe?
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What is the last grade in school that you finished?

Do you live with your:

0 Mom

Dad

Mom and Dad
Grandparent(s)
Other Relative
Foster Parent
[1 None of these

I B o R

What program are you in (check all that apply)?

[l Residential

Community Based

Foster Care

Supervised Independent Living
Other

(I I O B

Part Il: You and Your Family

I get along well with my parents/caregiver.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’t Know

can talk to my parents/caregiver about them.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don't Know

y family trusts each other.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’'t Know

Oooooo ZOoooooo0 —-Oobooooo
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Our family sticks together during bad times.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’'t Know

e 5 A B

feel calm when | am with my family
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’'t Know

gl 5 I B o

can trust my family
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’t Know

e 1 R

feel close to some adult in my family.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’'t Know

y parents/caregivers try to understand my pointieiw.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’'t Know

y parent often shows he or she loves me.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’t Know

T Y~ T Y Y -~ Y Y Y Y Y B
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My parents/caregivers want to know where | am.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’'t Know

gl 5 I B o

can talk to my parents/caregivers about my fegslin
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’'t Know

y family expects me to be responsible.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’t Know

voooooobo ZzOooooo

eople in my family listen to one another.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’'t Know

sloooooo

In my family, people show that they care about aztbler.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’'t Know

(0 I B o O A O

PART Ill: You, Your, School and Other Kids

I have trouble keeping friends.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’t Know

Y O




| can make friends

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’'t Know

e 5 A B

find it easy to talk with other kids.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’'t Know

e 5 A B

feel calm with my friends.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’t Know

— OO o0ooOogd

can trust my teachers.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’'t Know

gl 5 A B

can trust my friends.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’'t Know

he kids I live with do a lot of things together.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’t Know

I I O B
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Kids in my class always pick on me.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’'t Know

5 A B o

like my teachers a lot.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’'t Know

y teachers don't pay much attention to me.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’t Know

Ao DODoOoOoo Zzoooooo

ids always make fun of me.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’'t Know

zZloooooo

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’'t Know

y teachers don't like me as much as other kids.

get along with my teachers.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’t Know

I I Y
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I have a lot of friends at school.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’'t Know

zZloooooo

ost kids like me a lot.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’'t Know

ids at school are always making fun of me.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’t Know

I > I Y O

My teachers are really interested in me.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’'t Know

e 5 A B o

feel close to people at school.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’t Know

g 1 I o R

feel safe in my school.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’t Know

N Y O
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| have a hard time making friends.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’'t Know

[ ) e A O A B A O

ome kids make fun of me.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’'t Know

o 5 A B o

am afraid of some kids.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’t Know

o 1 R

worry about how well other kids like me.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’'t Know

oul 1 A B

worry about getting beat up at school.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’'t Know

y teachers really care about me.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’t Know

Ooooooo ZzOooooon-o
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The principal in my school really cares about me.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’'t Know

know kids who are afraid of each other at school.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’'t Know

I e Y Y O

Students keep their problems secret from one anothe
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’t Know

[ 1 A O R

tudents keep their problems secret from adults.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’'t Know

EDDDDDD

hen school staff have a problem with a studeetly #ire respectful.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’'t Know

chool is a place I fit in and belong.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’t Know

I Y ¢ Y O
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| have at least one adult in school I can talk to.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’'t Know

zZloooooo

ost of my friends stay out of trouble.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’'t Know

eachers treat students fairly.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’t Know

—H O OOOooo 0 000@b-d

eachers push me to do my best.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’'t Know

usually can finish assignments on time.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’'t Know

can get myself to do schoolwork.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’t Know

I I Yt Y I Y
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I have a hard time finishing my homework.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’'t Know

zZloooooo

y teacher tells me if | do a good job.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’'t Know

eachers believe | will be do well.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’t Know

like school because it gives me a chance to Iearrthings.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’'t Know

like school because | am getting better at sgiyaroblems.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’'t Know

e e e Y O |

try to go to school every day.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’t Know

N Y O
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School staff believe all students can be do well.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’'t Know

gl 5 A B o

often think of dropping out of school.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’'t Know

zZloooooo

y friends want me to do well in school.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’t Know

expect | will do well at school.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’t Know

I et Y I A

My goal in class is to get better grades than athetents.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’'t Know

hen | worry about getting bad grades | work harder
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’t Know

DDDDDDEDDDDDD
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My goal is to learn as much as | can in school.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’t Know

like to do well in school so | can impress others
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’'t Know

e 5 eI I B O

find it hard to stay motivated in school.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’t Know

have trouble making myself to pay attention iassl.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don't Know

can stay focused on my schoolwork even whenduis
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’'t Know

am happy with how well | do in school.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’t Know

e et e I O O
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| want to do well in school.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’'t Know

oul 1 A B

want to learn in school.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’'t Know

e 5 A B

try to do some homework every school day.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’t Know

[ 1 A O R

ome people are born smart and some are not.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’'t Know

can get teachers to help me when | get stuckchoawork.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’'t Know

can get another student to help me when | geksta schoolwork.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’'t Know

N s Yt Y O
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Students help decide what goes on at school.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’'t Know

am easily misled by other kids.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’'t Know

I I I O

Part IV: Who | Am

I work well in a group.

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’'t Know

let others see my feelings.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’t Know

= L e B O

If I get upset, there is someone to talk to.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’'t Know

don't trust people very much.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’t Know

I e Y O
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It is hard for me to trust someone because thdypwabably let me down.
[l Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’'t Know

participate in sports, youth groups, or othengats.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’'t Know

=3 1 I I O B

I make mistakes, | can laugh it off.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’t Know

g 1 R

am proud of things of | done.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’'t Know

zZloooooo

y goal in class is to get better grades than athedents.
Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’'t Know

hen | don't do well, | try harder the next time.
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Don’t Know

DDDDDDEDDDDDD
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ABSTRACT

THE CIRCLE OF COURAGE: CHILDHOOD SOCIALIZATION IN  THE 21°7
CENTURY

by
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Degree: Doctor of Philosophy
The aim of this investigation was to examine tegchometric properties of the Circle of
Courage Scale. Data was collected from 51 youtts d@e17 enrolled in program at Starr
Commonwealth a non-profit human services orgaronatieadquartered in Michigan. Data was
collected over a period of 9 months and used asggnegate data base. Principal components
factor analysis with varimax rotation resulted infaur-factor solution as determined by
eigenvalues greater than one, simple structureezgence, item loadings and conceptual clarity.
The four components of the Circle of Courage wabeled as Adult/Peer Influence, Belonging,
Mastery and Peer Culture. Psychometric propenmigieate continuing research is warranted to

achieve instrument for program and clinical use.
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