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Similarly, the low reliabilities on a number of the measures are a limitation and 

could be another reason there were not very many significant findings. Many of the 

measures were not true separate scales but rather specified items from other relevant 

validated scales. In this study, the initial aim of using SEM and the creation of latent 

variables would have allowed for additional CFAs on those constructs to determine their 

best fit to the data and for minimizing error in the subsequent modeling. This could be a 

future consideration to help mitigate some of these challenges. The different sources of 

data could also potentially attenuate the effects. For example, the acculturation items 

were completed by primary caregivers and the neighborhood-level questionnaires were 

completed by adult residents, both around Time 1, and these data are being used to 

predict the self-efficacy scores completed by the youth at Time 3. Furthermore, the items 

were only from the demographic questionnaire, not a separate acculturation scale. They 

were more unidimensional, constrained to looking at the level of acculturation to 

“Anglo”/Western culture, rather than also considering enculturation (the level of 

attachment to one’s ethnic culture) or other factors (Alegria, 2009). The difference in 

years between waves of data is a limitation and could have attenuated the effects between 

the variables. Additionally, the historical age of the dataset could be viewed as a 

limitation. 

The limited generalizability of these results is a concern as well.  This study only 

examined Latino youth from primarily urban communities.  These youth likely 

experience multiple stressors concurrently at differing levels. For example, a youth from 

the study could be having conflicts with peers and/or family members, could be facing 
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discrimination, and would experience these problems in the context of poverty-related 

stress, community violence, and institutional discrimination. In addition, the youth from 

this study could have the unique issues of immigrant families such as speaking a different 

language and acculturative stress. While youth from more affluent communities 

experience stressors such as interpersonal conflict and discrimination, the effects of these 

stressors are not exacerbated by the context of urban poverty. Thus, the results of the 

current study can only be generalized to other Latino youth from urban, underresourced 

communities. 

Strengths 

While this study has certain limitations, there are also several strengths. The focus 

on Latino youth is compelling. The Hispanic population in the United States now 

represents the largest minority group in the country (US Census Bureau, 2013). Thus, it is 

imperative to investigate the consequences of stressors, like exposure to community 

violence, and the development of personal characteristics, like self-efficacy, in this 

burgeoning segment of the population.  It is typically understood that community 

violence rose in the 1980s and peaked in the early 1990s (Cole, 1999; Buka et al., 2001).  

The first time wave for the dataset was collected in Chicago between 1994-1995, which 

corresponds to this peak of violence. Community violence remains a huge concern, 

especially in Chicago. Thus far, Chicago has had the highest homicide rate for the first 

quarter of 2016 that suggests over 500 homicides by the end of the year, which has not 

occurred since 2008 (Gormer, 2016). 
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While much of the data were collected using self-report measures from the youth, 

this study also included the advantages of multiple informants by having self-reports 

from the caregivers as well as including coded video data. It also capitalizes on a 

longitudinal design in examining how self-efficacy may develop in Latino youth.  

Another strength of this study is that it examined the positive outcome of self-efficacy. 

Instead of only focusing on negative outcomes as a result of exposure to community 

violence, the current study investigated self-efficacy as an outcome related to positive 

youth development. In addition, this study was able to expand on previous work by 

Ozdemir (2009) in using CFA to show that the “Things I Can Do If I Try” questionnaire 

effectively captures self-efficacy for Latino youth as well.  In addition, this study 

incorporates both objective and subjective measure of neighborhood with the video data 

and neighborhood-level questionnaires as per recommendations by Nicotera (2007) and 

Roosa et al (2003).  

Conclusions and Future Directions 

With the U.S. Latino population comprising more than half of the country’s 

population growth based on census data from the decade between 2000 and 2010 (Passel, 

Cohn and Lopez, 2011), it is crucial to bring empirical attention to Latino youth. The 

current study expands the literature on violence exposure and positive youth 

development, such as self-efficacy, involving Latino youth since this has not been studied 

as much even though they often experience high levels of chronic stress, such as 

violence, poverty, and discrimination (Aisenberg & Herrenkohl, 2008; Reingle et al., 

2013). The current study could be enhanced by future research in several ways. While 
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gender did not have an unambiguous effect in the present project, studying any current 

changes or updates to ethnic gender beliefs or more targeted effects will be helpful. This 

project reiterates the importance of a positive family environment to influence positive 

outcomes over time. This becomes particularly salient for Latino youth and immigrant 

families with a value system based on familismo and duty. Thus, exploring the different 

Latino communities and the nuances across this heterogeneous population will enrich the 

available knowledge. For example, studying enculturation and attachment to one’s 

culture instead of just a focus on closeness/distance from acculturation to a majority 

culture will benefit the literature. Likewise, this positive family quality is a strength or 

asset for Latino families that could provide an ecological context that would promote 

positive youth development. Using or creating interventions to capitalize on family and 

these values would be important to support favorable outcomes. These interventions or 

programs could be disseminated through school-, community-, or faith-based groups. 

However, being an immigrant family also corresponds to other multiple stressors, 

such as families being split and caregivers remaining behind in the home country while 

youth emigrate to the new country. In addition, there are the stressors of undocumented 

status and the potential fear of deportation; immigrating to low-SES neighborhoods; 

language barriers; and discrimination. While this project would like to highlight 

developmental assets and positive youth development, it is also important to consider 

different stressors, such as in the framework of adverse childhood experiences (ACEs) 

(Felitti et al., 1998; Foege, 1998). But now instead of retrospective approaches to ACEs, 

more attempts at prospective approaches should be conducted. Thus, one should attempt 
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to capture both cumulative developmental assets as well as cumulative stressors in the 

contexts of Latino youth and immigrant families to better understand what accounts for 

psychosocial outcomes.   

Such overall research can help tailor school policies for families to help 

encourage school achievement for Latino youth who face high drop-out rates; to find 

ways on accessing neighborhood services/programs; to helping these youth find the 

optimal balance of more individual-based self-efficacy and family-based responsibility.
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Table 1. Study Variables by Wave and Reporter 

 

Variables from Longitudinal Cohort Studies (LCS) 

COHORTS 9 & 12   

   

CONSTRUCTS  MEASURE REPORTER 

WAVE 1   

Exposure to community 

violence 

Witnessing subscales from 

“Exposure to Violence” 

Child 

Positive family quality  Family conflict subscale from 

“Family Environment Scale” 

and Family support subscale 

from “Provision of Social 

Relations” 

Caregiver; 

Child 

(respectively) 

Acculturation Demographic questionnaire Caregiver 

WAVE 2   

School connectedness School interview Child 

Self-efficacy 4 subscales from “Things I 

Can Do If I Try” 

Child 

WAVE 3   

Self-efficacy 4 subscales from “Things I 

Can Do If I Try” 

Child 

   

Variables from Community Survey (CS) 

   

Subjective neighborhood 

quality 

Questionnaire items on 

perceived neighborhood 

activities/services and 

collective neighborhood 

efficacy 

Adult resident 

   

Variables from Systematic Social Observation (SSO) 

   

Objective neighborhood 

quality 

Checklist for physical & 

social disorder 

Coded video 
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Table 2a. Correlations 

 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1.age  --        

2.gender .013 --       

3.SES -.058 -.059 --      

4.AccultT1a -.063 .049 .532** --     

5.VidPreT1b -.029 .056 -.235** -.116** --    

6.QrePreT1c .010 -.057 .041 .061 -.244** --   

7.WitnT1d .167** -.104** .013 .088* .051 -.013 --  

8.PosFamT1e -.049 .027 .090* .013 -.029 .057 .021 -- 

9.ScConT2f -.030 .116** -.057 -.069 .022 -.047 -.093* .077 

10.NEffT2g .146** .023 .207** .180** -.149** .030 -.027 .038 

11.FEffT2h .009 .050 .085* .069 -.004 -.096* -.110** .089* 

12.HEffT2i -.143** .016 .051 .068 -.034 -.019 -.108* .066 

13.SEffT2j -.028 .064 .141** .059 -.079 -.071 -.044 .105* 

14.NEffT3k .029 .003 .201** .000 -.127** .038 -.036 .146** 

15.FEffT3l -.005 .098* .073 .031 -.048 -.043 -.011 .090 

16.HEffT3m -.114* -.042 -.005 -.028 .072 .004 -.073 .137** 

17.SEffT3n -.064 .012 .061 -.014 -.032 -.051 -.059 .113* 
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Table 2b. Correlations continued 

 
 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

1.age           

2.gender          

3.SES          

4.AccultT1a          

5.VidPreT1b          

6.QrePreT1c          

7.WitnT1d          

8.PosFamT1e          

9.ScConT2f --         

10.NEffT2g .075 --        

11.FEffT2h .157** .359** --       

12.HEffT2i .221** .336** .416** --      

13.SEffT2j .251** .401** .515** .494** --     

14.NEffT3k .072 .365** .197** .215** .217** --    

15.FEffT3l .132** .202** .284** .240** .249** .444** --   

16.HEffT3m .069 .052 .130** .337** 164** .353** .436** --  

17.SEffT3n .156** .147** .233** .248** .267** .452** .646** .527** -- 

 

 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level 

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level 
a AccultT1 – acculturation measure recorded at T1; bVidPreT1 – neighborhood video data 

recorded before T1; cQrePreT1- subjective questionnaire recorded before T1; dWitnT1 – 

exposure to violence-witnessing at Time 1; ePosFam – positive family quality at Time 1; 
fScConT2 – school connectedness at Time 2; gNEffT2 – neighborhood efficacy subscale 

at Time 2; hFEffT2 – future efficacy subscale at Time 2; iHEffT2 – home efficacy 

subscale at Time 2; jSEffT2 – school efficacy subscale at Time 2; kNEffT3–neighborhood 

efficacy subscale at Time 3; lFEffT3 – future efficacy subscale at Time 3; mHEffT3 – 

home efficacy subscale at Time 3; nSEffT3 – school efficacy subscale at Time 3 
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Table 3. Means, standard deviations, and reliabilities for study constructs 

 

Measure Mean Standard 

Deviation 

Cronbach’s 

alpha 

# of 

items 

Age 10.60 1.54 - - 

Gender -- -- - - 

SES -.699 1.19 - - 

Acculturation T1 7.09 3.63 .85 5 

Video data 1.12 .292 - - 

Neighborhood qrre 

data 

1.13 .376 - - 

Witnessing T1 1.84 1.47 .55 8 

Positive Family 

Quality T1 

17.68 2.84 .61 10 

School 

Connectedness T2 

22.42 3.47 .58 14 

Nbhd Efficacy T2 3.03 .551 .43 5 

Future Efficacy T2 3.45 .475 .52 5 

Home Efficacy T2 3.27 .573 .68 6 

School Efficacy T2 3.40 .501 .67 7 

Nbhd Efficacy T3 3.11 .587 .57 5 

Future Efficacy T3 3.52 .463 .67 5 

Home Efficacy T3 3.19 .624 .79 6 

School Efficacy T3 3.39 .503 .75 7 
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Table 4. Measurement model on a split half of Time 2 self-efficacy data 

 

Model Χ2 df RMSEA CFI TLI WRMR 

One factor 

self-efficacy 

model 

405.59 230 .052 .905 .896 1.086 

4 uncorrelated 

factors model 

1478.77 230 .138 .327 .260 2.772 

4 correlated 

factors model 

337.23 224 .042 .939 .931 .959 

Hierarchical 

model of 4 

correlated 

factors 

contributing to 

a second-order 

self-efficacy 

latent factor  

337.42 226 .042 .940 .933 .962 

   (The Four Factors are: Home Efficacy; School Efficacy; Neighborhood  

   Efficacy; and Future Efficacy) 

 

 

Table 5. Chi-Square difference testing on different CFA measurement models 

 

Model 

tested 

∆ Χ2 ∆ df p 

1 factor vs. 

4 correlated 

factors 

63.25 6 <.0001 

4 correlated 

factors vs. 4 

uncorrelated 

factors 

394.89 6 <.0001 

4 correlated 

factors vs. 

2nd order 

1.084 2 .5815 
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Table 6. Standardized factor loadings for CFA 

 

Subscales Test Sample 

(N=221) 

Validation 

Sample 

(N=230) 

Neighborhood T2   

TA7: Cannot avoid gangs in neighborhood .747 .649 

TA2R: Can do things safely with friends in 

neighborhood 

.326 .376 

TA11: cannot avoid being scared on the way 

to school 

.417 .558 

TA15R: feel safe when alone in 

neighborhood because know how to take 

care of themselves 

.228 .345 

TA21: have trouble avoiding fights in 

neighborhood even if they try 

.475 .490 

   

Future Efficacy T2   

TA8A: there is no reason to try because will 

not be able to make lives better 

.622 .552 

TA5R: feel like have control over what can 

happen in the future 

.371 .334 

TA12R: Can be successful person if work at 

it 

.706 .728 

TA20R: feel like they will go far in this 

world if they try 

.669 .576 

TA23: no matter what they do, they will not 

be able to make themselves happy in the 

future 

.558 .626 

   

Home Efficacy T2   

TA22R: can make things better at home 

with parents if they try 

.802 .699 

TA3: no matter what they do, cannot get 

parents to listen to them 

.476 .544 

TA8R: Can get parents to do things they like 

to do 

.599 .619 

TA13R: Can get help from parents if they 

want it 

.734 .708 

TA16R: Can talk with parents when they 

want about things that make them feel bad 

.617 .693 

TA19R: Can be themselves with parents 

when they want to 

.462 .451 
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School Efficacy T2   

TA10: Cannot do well in school even if try .790 .629 

TA1R: Can understand math if work at it .431 .445 

TA4: Cannot figure out answers in school 

even when they try 

.600 .639 

TA6: no matter how hard they try, cannot do 

the work expected in school 

.591 .667 

TA9R: can understand what they read if 

work at it 

.501 .559 

TA14R: can usually finish assignments and 

homework if they try 

.548 .656 

TA17R: can make things better in school if 

they try 

.663 .694 

   

 

 

Table 7. Invariance testing of CFA measurement models between randomized groups at 

Time 2 

  
       Model contrasted 

with previous model: 

Model Χ2 df RMSEA CFI TLI WRMR ∆ Χ2 ∆ df p 

1.Baseline model 726.75 490 .046 .924 .922 1.410 -- -- -- 

2.Neighborhood 

efficacy factor 

held invariant 

719.26 494 .045 .928 .926 1.421 3.681 4 .451 

3.Future efficacy 

factor also held 

invariant 

709.69 498 .043 .932 .931 1.425 1.976 4 .740 

4.Home efficacy 

factor also held 

invariant  

701.391 503 .042 .937 .936 1.429 2.027 5 .845 

5.School efficacy 

factor also held 

invariant 

701.04 509 .041 .939 .939 1.452 8.036 6 .235 
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Table 8. Invariance testing of CFA measurement models between Time 2 and Time 3 

  
       Model contrasted with 

previous model: 

Model Χ2 df RMSEA CFI TLI WRMR ∆ Χ2 ∆ df p 

1.Baseline 

model 

1312.36 961 .026 .957 .954 1.060 -- -- -- 

2.Future 

efficacy factor 

held invariant 

1315.72 965 .025 .957 .954 1.072 7.431 4 .115 

3.Home 

efficacy factor 

also held 

invariant 

1314.09 970 .025 .958 .955 1.078 5.321 5 .378 

4.School 

efficacy factor 

also held 

invariant  

1299.33 976 .024 .961 .958 1.079 1.043 6 .984 

5.Neighborhood 

efficacy 

attempted to be 

held invariant 

1313.01 980 .025 .959 .957 1.100 11.742 4 .019 

 

 

 

Table 9. ECV Witnessing predicting self-efficacy subscales 

 

Model Χ2 df Scaling 

factor 

RMSEA CFI TLI SRMR 

Test of 

model fit 

31.092 12 1.0901 .061 .965 .888 .049 

 

Future Efficacy T3 β SE p 

Gender .101 .048 .036 

SES .039 .049 .424 

AccultT1 .007 .054 .896 

Future Efficacy T2  .197 .042 <.001 

Witnessing T1   .019 .048 .700 

 

Neighborhood Efficacy T3 β SE p 

Gender .000 .047 .996 
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SES .149 .050 .003 

AccultT1 -.070 .049 .151 

Neighbd EfficacyT2 .330 .045 <.001 

Witnessing T1   -.058 .047 .219 

 

Home Efficacy T3 β SE p 

Gender -.058 .047 .223 

SES -.046 .055 .408 

AccultT1 .000 .054 .996 

Home Efficacy T2  .272 .049 <.001 

Witnessing T1 -.055 .046 .241 

 

School Efficacy T3 β SE p 

Gender -.018 .049 .717 

SES .038 .054 .484 

AccultT1 -.025 .052 .630 

School Efficacy T2  .196 .044 <.001 

Witnessing T1  -.080 .047 .091 

 

 

Table 10. School Connectedness predicting self-efficacy subscales 

 

Model Χ2 df Scaling 

factor 

RMSEA CFI TLI SRMR 

Test of 

model fit 

27.211 12 1.0954 .055 .972 .910 .043 

 

Future Efficacy T3 β SE p 

Gender .085 .048 .074 

SES .065 .053 .218 

AccultT1 -.018 .057 .755 

Future Efficacy T2  .174 .042 <.001 

SchConnectedness T2  .110 .050 .027 

 

Neighborhood Efficacy T3 β SE p 

Gender .004 .047 .929 

SES .213 .053 <.001 

AccultT1 -.165 .055 .003 

Neighbd EfficacyT2 .328 .044 <.001 

SchConnectedness T2  .058 .043 .179 
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Home Efficacy T3 β SE p 

Gender -.055 .048 .254 

SES -.023 .054 .673 

AccultT1 -.031 .053 .561 

Home Efficacy T2  .277 .049 <.001 

SchConnectedness T2  .026 .050 .605 

 

School Efficacy T3 β SE p 

Gender -.020 .048 .671 

SES .065 .053 .218 

AccultT1 -.047 .055 .388 

School Efficacy T2  .183 .046 <.001 

SchConnectedness T2  .134 .046 .004 

 

 

Table 11. Positive family quality moderating the relation between Witnessing & Self-

efficacy subscales 

 

Model Χ2 df RMSEA CFI TLI SRMR 

Test of model 

fit 

84.721 36 .051 .916 .893 .058 

 

Future Efficacy T3 β SE p 

Gender .107 .048 .025 

SES .058 .051 .253 

AccultT1 -.022 .056 .700 

Future Efficacy T2 .186 .041 <.001 

Centered Witnessing T1  -.082 .048 .087 

Centered Positive Family 

Quality T1 

.112 .045 .052 

Witn_PosFamQual .068 .046 .137 

 

Neighborhood Efficacy T3 β SE p 

Gender -.001 .047 .975 

SES .204 .052 <.001 

AccultT1 -.165 .054 .002 

Neighbd EfficacyT2 .324 .044 <.001 

Centered Witnessing T1 -.048 .046 .294 
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Centered Positive Family 

Quality T1 

.134 .055 .014 

Witn_PosFamQual .008 .055 .889 

 

Home Efficacy T3 β SE p 

Gender -.059 .046 .204 

SES -.025 .052 .629 

AccultT1 -.032 .053 .544 

Home Efficacy T2  .250    .047 <.001 

Centered Witnessing T1 -.053     .046 .242 

Centered Positive Family 

Quality T1 

.164    .047 <.001 

Witn_PosFamQual .093 .042 .027 

 

School Efficacy T3 β SE p 

Gender -.013 .048 .796 

SES .053 .053 .323 

AccultT1 -.055 .055 .317 

School Efficacy T2  .191 .043 <.001 

Centered Witnessing T1 -.082 .048 .087 

Centered Positive Family 

Quality T1 

.112 .045 .012 

Witn_PosFamQual .052 .041 .207 

 

 

Table 12. ECV Witnessing x Positive Family Quality Interaction: Simple slopes: Low 

 

Model Χ2 df Scaling 

factor 

RMSEA CFI TLI SRMR 

Test of 

model fit 

84.720 36 1.0369 .051 .916 .893 .059 

 

 

Home Efficacy T3 β SE p 

Gender -.059 .046 .204 

SES -.025 .052 .629 

AccultT1 -.032 .053 .544 

Home Efficacy T2 .250 .047 <.001 

Centered Witnessing T1 -.127 .051 .012 

Low Centered Positive 

Family Quality T1 

.164 .047 <.001 

Witn_LowPosFamQual .112 .050 .024 
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Table 13. ECV Witnessing x Positive Family Quality Interaction: Simple slopes: High 

 

Model Χ2 df Scaling 

factor 

RMSEA CFI TLI SRMR 

Test of 

model fit 

84.721 36 1.0369 .051 .916 .893 .058 

 

 

Home Efficacy T3 β SE p 

Gender -.059 .046 .204 

SES -.025 .052 .629 

AccultT1 -.032 .053 .544 

Home EfficacyT2 .250 .047 <.001 

Centered Witnessing T1 .021 .061 .735 

High centered Positive 

Family Quality T1 

.164 .047 <.001 

Witn_HighPosFamQual .126 .057 .026 

 

 

Table 14. School connectedness moderating the relation between ECV Witnessing & 

Self-efficacy subscales 

 

Model Χ2 df Scaling 

factor 

RMSEA CFI TLI SRMR 

Test of 

model fit 

110.875 36 1.0818 .063 .864 .827 .066 

 

 

Future Efficacy T3 β SE p 

Gender .090 .048 .059 

SES .064 .052 .219 

AccultT1 -.031 .058 .597 

Future Efficacy T2 .178 .041 <.001 

Centered Witnessing T1 .032 .048 .499 

Centered School 

Connectedness T2 

.109 .052 .035 

Witn_SchConn .049 .052 .347 
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Neighborhood Efficacy T3 β SE p 

Gender .004 .048 .942 

SES .208 .053 <.001 

AccultT1 -.156 .056 .005 

Neighbd Efficacy T2 .326 .044 <.001 

Centered Witnessing T1 -.055 .047 .244 

Centered School 

Connectedness T2 

.046 .044 .291 

Witn_SchConn -.059 .047 .202 

 

Home Efficacy T3 β SE p 

Gender -.054 .048 .264 

SES -.022 .053 .672 

AccultT1 -.033 .054 .547 

Home Efficacy T2  .267 .049 <.001 

Centered Witnessing T1 -.059 .047 .215 

Centered School 

Connectedness T2 

.005 .052 .921 

Witn_SchConn -.020 .051 .688 

 

School Efficacy T3 β SE p 

Gender -.024 .048 .618 

SES .059 .054 .273 

AccultT1 -.057 .055 .302 

School Efficacy T2  .178 .045 <.001 

Centered Witnessing T1 -.071 .047 .132 

Centered School 

Connectedness T2 

.120 .049 .015 

Witn_SchConn .019 .049 .695 

 

 

 

 

Table 15. Acculturation moderating the relation between ECV Witnessing & Self-

efficacy subscales 

 

Model Χ2 df Scaling 

factor 

RMSEA CFI TLI SRMR 

Test of 

model fit 

84.646 32 1.0373 .056 .905 .875 .059 
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Future Efficacy T3 β SE p 

Gender .111 .048 .020 

SES .064 .051 .213 

Future Efficacy T2 .187 .041 <.001 

Centered Witnessing T1 .020 .047 .670 

Centered Acculturation -.021 .057 .714 

Witn_ Acculturation .032 .047 .489 

 

Neighborhood Efficacy T3 β SE p 

Gender .010 .047 .838 

SES .208 .052 <.001 

Neighbd Efficacy T2 .325 .044 <.001 

Centered Witnessing T1 -.047 .047 .319 

Centered Acculturation T1 -.167 .055 .002 

Witn_ Acculturation -.004 .047 .929 

 

Home Efficacy T3 β SE p 

Gender -.050 .047 .295 

SES -.018 .053 .736 

Home Efficacy T2  .256 .047 <.001 

Centered Witnessing T1 -.054 .048 .256 

Centered Acculturation T1 -.033 .052 .533 

Witn_ Acculturation .033 .053 .537 

 

School Efficacy T3 β SE p 

Gender -.006 .049 .906 

SES .059 .053 .267 

School Efficacy T2  .192 .043 <.001 

Centered Witnessing T1 -.078 .047 .096 

Centered Acculturation T1 -.052 .055 .346 

Witn_Acculturation .048 .051 .347 

 

 

 

Table 16a. Video data moderating the relation between ECV Witnessing & Future 

efficacy 

 

                  Final estimation of fixed effects: 

Fixed Effect  Coefficient   t-ratio   p-value 

For INTRCPT1, β0  

    INTRCPT2, γ00  3.376315  21.339  <0.001 

    VID_MEAN, γ01  0.106797  0.846  0.401 
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For GENDER slope, β1  

    INTRCPT2, γ10  0.111209  2.524  0.012 

For SES slope, β2  

    INTRCPT2, γ20  0.022858  1.011  0.313 

For ACC slope, β3  

    INTRCPT2, γ30  -0.001346  -0.188  0.851 

For WITNESS slope, β4  

    INTRCPT2, γ40  0.112006  1.515  0.136 

    VID_MEAN, γ41  -0.103520  -1.625  0.110 

 

       Final estimation of variance components 

Random Effect 
Standard 

 Deviation 

Variance 

 Component 
  d.f. χ2 p-value 

INTRCPT1, u0 0.03244 0.00105 42 29.93755 >0.500 

WITNESS slope, u4 0.04630 0.00214 42 46.14980 0.304 

level-1, r 0.44398 0.19712       

 

 

 

Table 16b. Video data moderating the relation between ECV Witnessing & 

Neighborhood efficacy  

 

                  Final estimation of fixed effects: 

Fixed Effect  Coefficient   t-ratio   p-value 

For INTRCPT1, β0  

    INTRCPT2, γ00  3.392078  17.329  <0.001 

    VID_MEAN, γ01  -0.026206  -0.168  0.868 

For GENDER slope, β1  

    INTRCPT2, γ10  0.037512  0.691  0.490 

For SES slope, β2  

    INTRCPT2, γ20  0.108245  3.879  <0.001 

For ACC slope, β3  

    INTRCPT2, γ30  -0.020777  -2.356  0.019 

For WITNESS slope, β4  

    INTRCPT2, γ40  0.078244  0.803  0.426 

    VID_MEAN, γ41  -0.094722  -1.128  0.264 

 

     Final estimation of variance components 

Random Effect 
Standard 

 Deviation 

Variance 

 Component 
  d.f. χ2 p-value 

INTRCPT1, u0 0.05608 0.00314 42 36.39940 >0.500 

WITNESS slope, u4 0.07977 0.00636 42 57.11718 0.060 

level-1, r 0.54376 0.29568       
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Table 16c. Video data moderating the relation between ECV Witnessing & School 

efficacy 

 

                 Final estimation of fixed effects: 

Fixed Effect  Coefficient   t-ratio   p-value 

For INTRCPT1, β0  

    INTRCPT2, γ00  3.577807  20.087  <0.001 

    VID_MEAN, γ01  -0.053400  -0.372  0.711 

For GENDER slope, β1  

    INTRCPT2, γ10  0.021515  0.449  0.653 

For SES slope, β2  

    INTRCPT2, γ20  0.024849  1.010  0.313 

For ACC slope, β3  

    INTRCPT2, γ30  -0.008170  -1.051  0.294 

For WITNESS slope, β4  

    INTRCPT2, γ40  0.005012  0.057  0.955 

    VID_MEAN, γ41  -0.035097  -0.458  0.649 

 

     Final estimation of variance components 

Random Effect 
Standard 

 Deviation 

Variance 

 Component 
  d.f. χ2 p-value 

INTRCPT1, u0 0.09191 0.00845 42 48.20283 0.236 

WITNESS slope, u4 0.08113 0.00658 42 75.84980 0.001 

level-1, r 0.47948 0.22990       

 

 

 

 

Table 16d. Video data moderating the relation between ECV Witnessing & Home 

efficacy 

 

     Final estimation of fixed effects: 

Fixed Effect  Coefficient 
 Standard 

error 
 t-ratio 

 Approx. 

d.f. 
 p-value 

For INTRCPT1, β0  

    INTRCPT2, γ00  3.383218 0.224457 15.073 52 <0.001 

    VID_MEAN, γ01  -0.042104 0.180229 -0.234 52 0.816 

For GENDER slope, β1  

    INTRCPT2, γ10  -0.061652 0.060529 -1.019 318 0.309 

For SES slope, β2  

    INTRCPT2, γ20  0.006917 0.031073 0.223 318 0.824 

For ACC slope, β3  
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    INTRCPT2, γ30  -0.005422 0.009846 -0.551 318 0.582 

For WITNESS slope, β4  

    INTRCPT2, γ40  -0.148676 0.102502 -1.450 52 0.153 

    VID_MEAN, γ41  0.097855 0.088547 1.105 52 0.274 

 

     Final estimation of variance components 

Random Effect 
Standard 

 Deviation 

Variance 

 Component 
  d.f. χ2 p-value 

INTRCPT1, u0 0.10376 0.01077 42 48.00671 0.242 

WITNESS slope, u4 0.07080 0.00501 42 48.98188 0.213 

level-1, r 0.61073 0.37300       

 

 

 

Table 17a. Neighborhood Questionnaire data moderating relation between ECV 

Witnessing & Future efficacy 

 

                  Final estimation of fixed effects: 

Fixed Effect  Coefficient   t-ratio   p-value 

For INTRCPT1, β0  

    INTRCPT2, γ00  3.713370  28.476  <0.001 

    QRE_MEAN, γ01  -0.191156  -1.936  0.058 

For GENDER slope, β1  

    INTRCPT2, γ10  0.104809  2.373  0.018 

For SES slope, β2  

    INTRCPT2, γ20  0.027008  1.224  0.222 

For ACC slope, β3  

    INTRCPT2, γ30  -0.001046  -0.146  0.884 

For WITNESS slope, β4  

    INTRCPT2, γ40  -0.094397  -1.727  0.090 

    QRE_MEAN, γ41  0.080009  1.727  0.090 

 

     Final estimation of variance components 

Random Effect 
Standard 

 Deviation 

Variance 

 Component 
  d.f. χ2 p-value 

INTRCPT1, u0 0.03134 0.00098 42 28.22213 >0.500 

WITNESS slope, u4 0.04967 0.00247 42 45.72971 0.320 

level-1, r 0.44242 0.19574       
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Table 17b. Neighborhood Questionnaire data moderating relation between ECV 

Witnessing & Neighborhood efficacy 

 

                  Final estimation of fixed effects: 

Fixed Effect  Coefficient   t-ratio   p-value 

For INTRCPT1, β0  

    INTRCPT2, γ00  3.375091  20.761  <0.001 

    QRE_MEAN, γ01  0.003202  0.026  0.979 

For GENDER slope, β1  

    INTRCPT2, γ10  0.039799  0.728  0.467 

For SES slope, β2  

    INTRCPT2, γ20  0.119638  4.367  <0.001 

For ACC slope, β3  

    INTRCPT2, γ30  -0.021992  -2.481  0.014 

For WITNESS slope, β4  

    INTRCPT2, γ40  -0.072106  -0.982  0.331 

    QRE_MEAN, γ41  0.037568  0.608  0.546 

 

     Final estimation of variance components 

Random Effect 
Standard 

 Deviation 

Variance 

 Component 
  d.f. χ2 p-value 

INTRCPT1, u0 0.05251 0.00276 42 36.06587 >0.500 

WITNESS slope, u4 0.08137 0.00662 42 57.65435 0.054 

level-1, r 0.54469 0.29668       

 

 

Table 17c. Neighborhood Questionnaire data moderating relation between ECV 

Witnessing & School efficacy 

 

                  Final estimation of fixed effects: 

Fixed Effect  Coefficient   t-ratio   p-value 

For INTRCPT1, β0  

    INTRCPT2, γ00  3.715574  25.240  <0.001 

    QRE_MEAN, γ01  -0.172428  -1.546  0.128 

For GENDER slope, β1  

    INTRCPT2, γ10  0.014691  0.306  0.760 

For SES slope, β2  

    INTRCPT2, γ20  0.031254  1.301  0.194 

For ACC slope, β3  

    INTRCPT2, γ30  -0.007719  -0.991  0.323 

For WITNESS slope, β4  

    INTRCPT2, γ40  -0.105187  -1.595  0.117 

    QRE_MEAN, γ41  0.062252  1.126  0.265 
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     Final estimation of variance components 

Random Effect 
Standard 

 Deviation 

Variance 

 Component 
  d.f. χ2 p-value 

INTRCPT1, u0 0.08116 0.00659 42 46.32631 0.298 

WITNESS slope, u4 0.07638 0.00583 42 73.69317 0.002 

level-1, r 0.47982 0.23022       

 

 

Table 17d. Neighborhood Questionnaire data moderating relation between ECV 

Witnessing & Home efficacy 

 

                  Final estimation of fixed effects: 

Fixed Effect  Coefficient   t-ratio   p-value 

For INTRCPT1, β0  

    INTRCPT2, γ00  3.377161  18.103  <0.001 

    QRE_MEAN, γ01  -0.046261  -0.327  0.745 

For GENDER slope, β1  

    INTRCPT2, γ10  -0.060728  -0.997  0.319 

For SES slope, β2  

    INTRCPT2, γ20  -0.000946  -0.031  0.975 

For ACC slope, β3  

    INTRCPT2, γ30  -0.004815  -0.487  0.626 

For WITNESS slope, β4  

    INTRCPT2, γ40  -0.067353  -0.869  0.389 

    QRE_MEAN, γ41  0.026832  0.410  0.684 

 

     Final estimation of variance components 

Random Effect 
Standard 

 Deviation 

Variance 

 Component 
  d.f. χ2 p-value 

INTRCPT1, u0 0.10404 0.01082 42 47.87504 0.246 

WITNESS slope, u4 0.07779 0.00605 42 50.24750 0.179 

level-1, r 0.61056 0.37279       

 

 

Table 18. Baseline model for testing ECV Witnessing x Positive Family Quality 

interaction predicting Home Efficacy across gender 

 

Model Χ2 df Scaling 

factor 

p-value RMSEA CFI TLI SRMR 

Test of 

model 

fit 

115.850 64 1.0355 <.001 .055 .911 .883 .068 
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                      FEMALES: 

Home Efficacy T3 β SE p 

SES -.072 .072 .315 

AccultT1 -.045 .069 .517 

Home Efficacy T2  .287 .066 <.001 

Centered Witnessing T1 -.152 .065 .020 

Centered Positive Family 

Quality T1 

.074 .058 .202 

Witn_PosFamQual .085 .052 .101 

 

 

                      MALES:  

Home Efficacy T3 β SE p 

SES .022 .075 .771 

AccultT1 -.002 .080 .979 

Home Efficacy T2  .184 .068 .007 

Centered Witnessing T1 .046 .064 .474 

Centered Positive Family 

Quality T1 

.272 .072 <.001 

Witn_PosFamQual .131 .064 .042 

 

Table 19. Invariance testing of ECV Witnessing x Positive family quality interaction 

predicting Home Efficacy between males and females 

 

Model Χ2 df Scaling 

factor 

p-

value 

RMSEA CFI TLI SRMR 

Test of 

model fit 

116.643 65 1.0293 <.001 .055 .911 .885 .068 

 

Table 20. Chi-square difference testing for invariance of ECV x Positive Family Quality 

interaction 

 

Model tested ∆ Χ2 ∆ df p 

Baseline model 

vs. holding 

interaction term 

invariant across 

genders 

.6325 1 .426 
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Figure 1. Final CFA measurement model with parameter estimates 
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Figure 2. School connectedness predicting self-efficacy subscales (only significant loadings 

depicted) 
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Figure 3. Positive family quality moderating the relation between Witnessing & Self-efficacy 

subscales (only significant loadings depicted)  
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Figure 4. ECV Witnessing Predicting Home Efficacy T3 based on Positive Family 

Quality  
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