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CAc sir ¢o bao luc dang gia tang ¢ 3 tinh bién gidi phia nam cia Théi
Lan (Patani, Yala, va Narathiwat). Méi quan hé gizza viéc tiép xUc véi bao luc
céng dong, niém tin mang tinh quy pham vé hanh vi hung hang va hiéu chién
da duwroc diéu tra trén 178 thanh thiéu nién. Két quda cho thdy, thanh thiéu nién
thirong xuy@n gay bao luc trong céng dong co lién quan dén viéc tiép nhdn
niémtin vé tinh hung han (b = 0.481**) va hanh vi hung hang (b = 0.253**).
Tuwong tw nhue Vdy, tac déng gian tiép giira phoi nhiém cao hon doi véi bao luc
cong dong va mizc dé hung han cao c6 thé dwoc gidi thich rang thanh thiéu
nién dang coi sy hung han nher quy pham méi cia niém tién. Nhing két qud
nay la canh bao quan trong cho nhizng anh huwong lau dai va nhieng buoc
dém nham giam thiéu lién két c6 tinh nguy hgi nay.

Abstract

There has been increasing of violent incidents in 3 southern border
province of Thailand (Patani, Yala, and Narathiwat). A sample of 178
adolescents was examined about the relationship between exposure to
community violence, normative beliefs about aggression and aggressive
behaviours. It found that adolescent frequently encounter the violence in
community significantly positive related with accepting of aggressive beliefs
(b = 0.481**) and aggressive behaviour. (b = 0.253**). Likewise, the
indirect effect between higher exposure to community violence and high level
of aggression could be explained by normative beliefs about aggression which
adolescents adopted. These results highlight the important of examining the
long-ter m effect and buffer variable that could mitigate this pernicious link.
Keywords. Adolescent violent community, aggressive behaviour, normative
beliefs about aggression, three southern border province of Thailand.

I ntroduction

In many parts of the world, community violence is widespread (Margolin &
Gordis, 2000; Winton & Unlu, 2008; Scarpa & Haden, 2006). A high level of
violence exposure is commonly found in form of victims, witnesses, & abusers
(Guerra, Huesmann, and Spindler, 2003; Henningham, et a., 2009; Wilkinson &
Carr, 2008). For Thailand, the results of survey indicated that children and
adolescents be slapped and hit by grownups in community around 30.4% including



getting involve in group fight about 22.4 %( Pradubmook-Sherer, 2010). Similarly,
other research showed consistently results about violence that has enshrined in the
daily life of children and youth asit is usual thing appearing in all dimension of their
lives (Pradubmook-Shere et al., 2010).

Likewise, another crisis issue should take a closer ook in high alarming area
of Thailand. Of course, the three southern border provinces of Thailand (Patani,
Yaa, and Narathiwat), the local people have continually encountered the incidents
of unrest from January 2004 to present. As consequences, the loss of lives and a
number of injuries were reflected from database of deep south watch, there were a
9,446 incidents resulted in approximately 4,100 deaths and 6,509 injuries within 6
years (Jitpiromsri, 2010). Remarkably, people not only perceived the conflicts and
violence, but also affected by economic downturn in local communities (Jitpiromsir,
2009). Specifically, the mgor problems were aroused ranging from unemployment
to insurgency, although there has been a recent trend of reduction in violence, but in
Pattani province, this should be most considered as it rise to be the highest number
of incidentsin 2010.

These consequences have obvious and stressful ramification, the past
research indicated the effect of exposure to community violence in various ways.
The link between exposure to community violence and a series of mental health and
behaviour problems were reported (Vermeiren et al., 2002; Boxer et al., 2008;
Kliewer et a., 2006). To explain these phenomenon, the repeated exposure to
community violence, these individuals emotional responses to violence become
blunted as they come to viewed violence as morally acceptable, and to develop
indifferent attitude toward others, it was called “pathological adaptation” (Ng-Mak
et al., 2002). Huesmann & Guerra (1997) defined the cognitive standards about the
acceptability of an aggressive behaviour as normative beliefs about aggression,
according to this explanation, repeated exposure engendered a normative beliefs,
that not only may play an important role in filtering out inappropriate behaviours
(such as aggression), but also may affect emotional reactions to other behaviours.

Based on the reasons above, the need to study the effect of exposure to
community violence in three southern border province of Thailand cannot be

overlooked, if we consider the extant literature in this topic. Therefore, the aim of



this study is to find the relationship between the exposure to community violence
and aggressive behaviour. As victims and witnesses violent events in community are
more likely to develop the belief system that supports problematic social behaviour
and thus this normative belief may mediate the relationship between violent
exposure and aggression. Figure 1 presents the hypothetical model of current study.
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Figure 1. The relationship between exposure to community violence among
adolescents and aggressive behaviour using normative beliefs about aggression as
mediator.

Material and Method

Participants

The random cross-sectional design consisted of 178 adolescents (85.4%
males, 12.4% females) voluntarily responded to the questionnaire (100% of consent)
from Pattani province, ranging in age from 15 to 24 years (M = 19.32, SD =19.87),
they earned 61.18 baht in average per day, parents’ income averaged 8,378. 26 bath
per month. A majority of adolescents were Muslim (84.9%), and studied in
vocational school (64.5%). Mostly, respondents are Thai (96.3%). Sample statistics
was summarized in Table 1. For missing data (6.7%), it was treated in aformal way,
EM algorithm were used in imputation with incomplete data (Schafer, 1997).

Procedure



Participants were recruited voluntarily at school and completed a set of
guestionnaires in class room. Participants were told it wasn't necessary to write the
name-surname, or number, the researchers and research assistants interested in
obtaining anonymous information on the frequency of violent exposure in
community occurring in the last month and described themsel ves with psychological
inventories (aggressive questionnaire & normative beliefs about aggressive scale).
Before starting the questionnaire, participants were asked to sign the consent form.

I nstruments

Aggressive behaviour - it was assessed by the Aggressive Questionnaire (AQ;
Buss & Perry, 1992). The validity and reliability of this scale has been widely
documented and accepted. This scale contained 29 items, consisted of 4 factors
(Anger, Hostility, Physical Aggression & Verbal Aggression). Each item of this
scale has a Likert format (a 5-point scale). Cronbach’s a for overall of this scale was
0.893 (subscale; ayebal aggression = 0.461, @anger = 0.664, Ancsiliy = 0.677, and apnysical
aggression = 0.740). For testing the validity of this scale, Exploratory Factor Analysis
(EFA) and Confirmatory Factory Analysis (CFA) were conducted. It found that
principal-component analysis with a varimax rotation; four factors were extracted as
the original study (Buss & Perry, 1992), with a variance accounted for 51.07%
(KMO =0.771, Bartlett’s test of sphericity = 2567.681, p<.01). For CFA, it was
employed to examine the hypothesis that aggressive construct is a second-order
factor structure composed of 4 factors in the first-order, a CFA model was tested for
confirming the congruent of hypothesized model and empirical data using the
maximum-likelihood (ML) method in LISREL program (Joreskog & Sorbom,
2005), both chi-sguare result and goodness of fit indices also suggested a reasonable
fit (Kline, 2005).

Table 1. Sample statistics (N=178)*

Categorical variable n %
Gender
Male 152 85.4
Female 22 124
(missing) 4 2.2
Religious
Buddhism 26 14.6
Muslim 146 82.0




(missing) 6 34
School
Secondary 54 30.3
Vocational 98 55.1
(missing) 26 14.6
Race
Thai 154 86.5
Other 6 33
(missing) 18 10.2

Note. Mincome = 61.18, Dincome = 25.12 , Mparents income = 8378.26, D parents’ income =
7989.61

Exposure to community violence — The Screen for Adolescent Violent
Exposure (SAVE; Hastings & Kelley, 1997) was used to assess a frequency of
violence exposure in various forms (victims & witnesses). For this study, the 2 items
were added from origina version in order to reflect the unique of community
context in 3 southern border provinces of Thailand. Finally, it yields 34 items,
representing the experience of adolescents in violent community. Severity of violent
exposure was assessed by asking the respondents about the frequency of violent
exposure during past month, using a 5-point scale (never, very less, sometimes,
often, always). Conbrach’s Alpha of overall scale was 0.963 (subscale; ranging from
Qindirect violence = 0.944; @physicaliverbal abuse = 0.92; 10 Agraumatic violence = 0.903). To test the
construct validity; 34 items were extracted using EFA technique, it also found 3
factors (Indirect Violence (1V), Traumatic Violence (TV) and Physical/Verbal Abuse
(PVA)) which accounted for 62.86% (KMO = 0.870, Bartlett’s test of sphericity =
5995.601, p<.01). CFA dso yield a reasonable fit and affirm the multidimensional
construct of this variable.

Normative beliefs about aggresson - The Normative Beliefs about
Aggression Scale (NOBAG; Huesmann & Guerra, 1997) was employed. The 3
subscales composed of (1) Approval of retaiation - Weak Provocation (AWP), 2)
approval of retaliation — Strong Provocation (ASP) and 3) General Approval of
Aggression (GAA)). On all scales, participants expressed the attitude toward the
provoked situations on a five point scale (very inappropriate to very appropriate).
Alpha for a 20-items yield 0.911 (subscales; ranging from; aasp = 0.808; acgaa =
0.834; to aawp = 0.887). EFA technique yield consistent results with original study.
It found 3 factors extracted from 20 items which accounted for 57.25% (KMO =




0.780, Bartlett's test of sphericity = 2168.621, p<.01). CFA aso yield a reasonable
fit and affirm the multidimensional construct of this variable.

Results

Bivariate relation among variables

In Table 2., intercorrelation, mean, standard deviation, kurtosis and
skewness were presented. All variables in the model were statistically significant
except the correlation between IV and ASP (r =.144). The overal pattern of
correlation between predictor and outcome variables, hostility and traumatic
violence were highly correlated (r =.464), followed by correlation between hostility
and indirect violence (r = .404), physical aggression and traumatic violence (r
=.390), respectively. While the distribution of normative beliefs about aggression
score was positively skewed, but log-transforming these 2 variables (TV and PVA)
did not affect the multivariate results, thus the reports were based on original.

From the suggestion of Kline (2005), multiple indexes were used to evaluate
the goodness of fit of the model. These included the comparative fit index (CFlI;
Bentler, 1990), goodness of fit index (GFI; Joreskog & Sorbom, 1996), Adjusted
GFI (AGFIl), Standardized root-mean-square residual (SRMR), Root-mean-sgquare
error of approximation (RMSEA), Normed fit index (NFI) (Schumacker & Lomax,
2004). Each of these indexes were assessed a dlightly different aspect of model fit
and together covered the main facets recommended by Kline (2005). A more formal
definition of each fit index was provided in the Figure 2 note. Acceptable fit in the
current study was defined as CFl, GFI, AGFI, and NFI values of .90 or greater
(Kline, 2005) and an SRMR and RM SEA of .05 or less (Byrne, 2001).

Table 2. Intercorrelation, mean, standard deviation, kurtosis, and skewness (N=178)

Variabl | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
€S

1. 1

AGG1

2. q23% |1

AGG2 | *

3. (35F | 746 | 1
AGG3 | * *

4 703* | .733* | .645F | 1

AGG4 |~ * *

5. IV 259* | .404* | .286* | .237* | 1




* * * *
6. TV | .355% | .464* | .391* | .205* | .767* | 1
* * * * *
7.PVA | .250* | .390* | .308* | .267* | 541* | .776* | 1
* * * * * *
8.GAA |.321* | .299* | .344* | 327% | 292 | .408* | .392* | 1
* * * * * * *
9.ASP | .413* | .329* | .345* | .376* | .144 |.193¢ |.193* | .582* |1
* * * * * * *
10. 332¢ | 458 | .421* | .421% | 314* | .324* | 282" | 538* | .454% |1
AWP * * * * * * * * *
M 17.69 | 18.87 | 21.57 | 12.58 | 37.27 [ 19.00 | 8.98 | 19.92 [ 10.16 | 20.0
1
D 460 |485 |590 |2.89 [14.68|851 |447 |650 |3.63 |6.03
Range |832 |9-33 [10- |7-23 |18 |11- |6-30 |840 |4-20 |832
38 85 |55
Kurtosis|.17 |31 |51 |39 [114 (173 [261 | .26 |.17 |-23
Skewne | .20 |-08 |.27 |.99 |.94 [367 |807 |.12 [-56 |-80
SS

Note. AGG1 = Anger, AGG2= Hostility, AGG3 = Physical aggression, AGG4 =
Verbal aggression, IV=Indirect violence, TV = Traumatic violence, PAV =
Physical/Verbal abuse, GAA = General approval of aggression, ASP = Approval
retaliation of strong provocation, AWP = Approval of retaliation of weak
provocation; 5 — 7 = predictor variables, 8 — 10 = mediator variables, and 1 — 4 =
outcome variables.

**p< 01

This study used structural equation model (SEM) approach to examine the
relationship between predictor, mediator and outcome variable. This model included
a latent exogenous variable (exposure to community violence) and three indicators
(IV, TV and PVA). In addition, this model aso included two latent endogenous
variables (normative beliefs about aggression and aggressive behaviour), normative
beliefs about aggression consisted of three indicators (GAA, ASP and AWP),
aggressive behaviour consisted of four indicators (AGG1 to AGG4).

Overadl, this pattern consistent with hypotheses; the goodness of fit indices
indicated adequate fit and (c? = 31.221, p <.05, CFl = 0.994, GFI = 0.966, AGFI =
0.919, NFI = 0.980, SRMR = 0.044, and RMSEA = 0.0449) structural Rs suggested
that the model explained mediocre level of variance proportion (RF = 0.232, p<.01




for normative beliefs about aggresson & R® = 0.406, p<.01 for aggressive
behaviour). There were significantly direct paths linking between experienced
violence in community and adolescents normative beliefs about aggression (b =
0.481**) and aggression (b = 0.253**). It could be explained that adolescents who
more likely experience as victims and witnesses in indirect violence, traumatic
violence, and physical/verbal abuse incidents reported higher approva of
problematic behaviour and higher aggressive behaviours. Finaly, regarding the
normalisation path way, the influence of violence exposure on aggressive behaviour
could be explained by normative beliefs; adolescents frequently observed and
victimized the context of community violence, they were more likely increase the
level of approval of aggression and retaliation (b = 0.475**), relating the higher

level of aggression.
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Figure 3. Structural eguation model of association between violence exposure, normative
beliefs about aggression, and aggressive behaviour among adolescents in 3 southern border
province of Thailand (N=178). Standardized path coefficients and factor loadings in boldface
are significant at p<.01. ¢? = 31.221, p <.05, CFl = 0.994, GFI = 0.966, AGFI = 0.919, NFI =
0.980, SRMR = 0.044, and RM SEA = 0.0449.

»

Discussion

Although, several prediction from this line of thinking could not be implied
the causation between violent exposure and increased over time in aggression

because of lack of control the confounding variables, but this results were consistent



with enormous literature (survey, longitudinal, quasi-experiment design) in Western
(Farrell & Bruce, 1997; Gorman-Smith & Tolan, 1998; Miller, Wasserman,
Neugebauer, Gorman-Smith, & Kamboukos, 1999)

In current study, it found the direct and indirect effect between violent
exposure and aggressive behavior; the indirect effect frequently encounters affect
violent behaviour via the mechanism of normalising inappropriateness of social
behaviour. This finding suggested the direct influence of community violence on
the aggressive behaviour but its influence was more likely explained by individual’s
own cognition about acceptability of aggressive behaviours or cognitive
normalization (Ng-Mak et al., 2004). An important for evaluating the effect of
community violence and aggression should be considered. Accordingly, the process
of normalising aggressive behaviours, it found that there was virtually no stability in
child and adolescent’s beliefs (Huesmann & Guerra, 1997). Thus adolescents will be
more solid cognitive scheme, it urged a maor concern about a series of mental
health problems that will be emerged in the future.

In late 2007, there was a new increase in the number of military, up to
approximately 60,000 personnel. Although it decreased a number of incidents to
some extent, but in long-term, military force and special legal measures should be
more paid attention including the media and communication. Whether mitigated or
exacerbated the problems, the role of family that should be act as the primary source
in cultivating adaptive cognitive function and ameliorating the adverse adolescent
experiences (Proctor, 2006), thus buffer effect should also be investigated in this
sample.

Limitation

This research was preliminary study that it's the first part in finding the
relationship between the community violence and problem behaviour. Accordingly,
the second part of the first phase was conducting in non-violent affected samples in
order to compare the difference between violent affected and non-violent affected
samples. However, this study was restricted by smal sample size (N=178).
Furthermore, the male sample (85.4%) outnumbered the female, thus research
interpretation should be cautious.

Acknowledgement



This research was conducted with the support of research scholarship of
Thonburi University. | am indebted to Dr. Urairat Yamchuti and Mrs. Dhitiporn
Krivixian for comments and helping.

REFERENCES

Bentler, P. M. (1990). Comparative fit indices in structural models.
Psychological Bulletin, 107, 238-246.

Boxer, P., Morris, A. S., Terranova, A. M., Kithakye, M., Savoy, S. C,,
& McFaul, A. F. (2008). Coping with exposure to violence: Relations to
Emotional symptoms and aggression in three urban samples. Journal of Child
Family Studies, 17, 881 — 893.

Buss, A. H. & Perry, M. (1992). The aggressive questionnaire.
Personality Process and Individual Differences, 63, 452 — 459.

Byrne, B. M. (2001). Structural equation modeling with AMOS: Basic
concepts, applications, and programming. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Farrell, A. D., & Bruce, S. E. (1997). Impact of exposure to community
violence on violent behavior and emotional distress among urban adolescents.
Journal of Clinical Child Psychology, 26, 2-14.

Gorman-Smith, D., & Tolan, P. (1998). The role of exposure to
community violence and developmental problems among inner-city youth.
Development and Psychopathology, 10, 101 - 116.

Guerra, N. G., Huesmann, L. R.,, & Spindler, A. (2003).
Community violence exposure, social cognition, and aggression among urban
elementary school children. Child Development, 74, 1561 — 1576.

Henningham, H. B., Gardner, J. M., Susan Chang, SusanWalker.
(2009). Experiences of violence and deficits in academic achievement among
urban primary school children in Jamaica. Child Abuse & Neglect, 33, 296 -
306.

Joreskog, K. G. & Sorbom, D. (2005). LISREL 8.75 for Windows
[Computer software]. Lincolnwood, IL: Scientific Software International.

Joreskog, K. G., & Sorbom, D. (1996). LISREL 8: User’'s reference
guide. Chicago: Scientific Software International.

Kliewer, W., Parrish, K. A., Taylor, K. W., Jackson, K., Walker, J. M.,
& Shivy, V. A. (2006). Socialization of coping with community violence:
Influences of caregiver coaching, modeling, and family context. Child
Development, 77, 605 — 623.

Kline, R. B. (2005). Principle and practice of structural equation
modeling. (Second edition). The Guilford Press. London.

Margolin, B. & Gordis, E. B. (2000). The effects of family and
community violence on children. Anuual Review of Psychology, 51, 445 —
479.

Miller, L. S., Wasserman, G. A., Neugebauer, R., Gorman-Smith, D., &
Kamboukos, D. (1999). Witnessed community violence and antisocial



behavior in high-risk, urban boys. Journal of Clinical Child Psychology, 28, 2
-11.

Ng-mak, D. S, Salzinger, S., Feldman, R. S., & Stueve, C. A. (2004).
Pathologic adaptation to community violence among inner-city youth.
American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 74, 196 — 208.

Proctor, L. J. (2006). Children growing up in a violent community: The
role of the family. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 11, 558-576.

Scarpa, A. & Haden, S. C. (2006). Community violence victimization
and aggressive behavior: The moderating effects of coping and social support.
Aggressive Behavior, 32, 502 — 515.

Schafer, J. L. (1997). Analysis of incomplete multivariate data.
Chapman & Hall/CRC: Florida.

Schumacker, R. E. & Lomax, R. G. (2004). A beginner's guide to
structural equation modeling. (second edition). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates:
NJ.

Vermeiren, R., Ruchkin, V., Leckman, P. E., Deboutte, D., & Schwab-
Stone, M. (2002). Exposure to violence and suicide risk in adolescents. A
community study. Journal of Abnormal child Psychology, 30, 529 — 537.

Wilkinson, D. L. & Carr, P. J. (2008). Violent youths' responsesto high
levels of exposure to community violence: What violent events reveal about
youth violence. Journal of Community Psychology, 36, 1026—1051.

Winton, M. A. & Unlu, A. (2008). Micro—macro dimensions of the Bosnian
genaocides: The circumplex model and violentization theory. Aggression and
Violent Behavior, 13,45 — 59.



