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Introduction
Boys and men of color in the United States are more vulnerable to involvement in violence than other US racial and ethnic groups (Hamby, Finkelhor, & Turner 2013; Truman 2011). Although race is a purely social construct with no biological basis, race nonetheless touches every aspect of
violence and victimization. Discrimination against people of color over many generations, including macro- and micro-aggressions (overt attacks
and unintentional slights based on implicit biases, respectively), contributes to the inequitable burden of victimization (Hamby 2015). Disparities
are also caused by differential exposure to risk factors, worse health consequences, and sometimes unequal treatment by criminal justice, health,
and social systems (Binswanger et al. 2012; Davis & Sorensen 2013; Donnelly et al. 1999; Hamby 2008, 2014; Roberts et al. 2011; Truman 2011;
Walker et al. 2011).
Given the high burden of violence on boys and men of color, it should be a priority to understand the factors contributing to violence exposure and
involvement, and evaluate programs that might reduce this burden. As described in more detail below, strengths-based approaches hold particular
promise for alleviating the burden of violence. It is the purpose of this paper to review existing knowledge on strengths-based approaches for boys
and men of color. The broader goal is to contribute to the development of a research, program, and policy agenda based on the current state of
scientific knowledge regarding the causes and appropriate interventions for violence and the most effective ways to promote resilience.
One of the most significant trends in recent years has been a shift to strengths-based approaches, which focus on individual, family, or community
resources and assets, for violence and victimization (Sabina & Banyard 2015). The deficits-based approach, which focuses on risk and negative
aspects of a person’s life, has not been very successful, with most reviews indicating modest or null results, especially for behaviors (versus knowledge and attitudes) and especially for replications or usual practices (e.g., Babcock, Green, & Robie 2004; Finkelhor et al. 2014; Park-Higgerson
et al. 2008; Wilson & Lipsey 2007). Some programs have even resulted in backlash, meaning participants experienced worse outcomes after the
program than before it (for examples, see excellent review and discussion by T. D. Wilson 2011). Although the process contributing to negative
outcomes is not well understood, some participants may feel provoked or overstimulated by the hypothetical abuse scenarios, rape myths, and
other content depicting violence that is common in many deficit-based programs. Or, they may assume such attitudes are more prevalent than
they realized, if entire programs have been created to combat them. Thus, these programs could inadvertently suggest the very peer norms they
are trying to defeat. At the very least, there is clearly room for improved effectiveness in violence prevention and intervention programming, and
much that we need to learn about the protective factors that contribute to safety and well-being.
Strengths-based programs have several advantages, including better stakeholder buy-in and the potential for less backlash. Strengths-based
programs also reflect the shift to an understanding of the “ordinary magic” of resilience (Masten 2001). Most people, by the time they survive
to adulthood, will experience some form of violence or adversity, but most are also resilient in the face of life’s stresses. This means that they
achieve well-being despite their burden of adversity. Better understanding the process of resilience can inform new approaches to prevention and
intervention. Existing evidence suggests programs that focus on skills and strengths are often more effective than “scared straight” approaches
and other risk-focused programs (Hamby & Grych 2013). To date, however, most strengths-based programs for violence have been aimed at the
majority culture or delivered to a largely female audience, such as Berg et al., 2009; Jewell & Elliff, 2013; Jones et al., 2010; Mbilinyi et al., 2010;
and Timmons-Mitchell et al., 2006 (these articles did not meet our inclusion criteria in our methodology, discussed below). We need to better
understand what kinds of programs are effective for boys and men of color.
This review focuses on the broad population of boys and men of color, yet we recognize that this is a heterogeneous category that includes
people with other characteristics or histories that may place them at greater risk for violence and victimization, including people with disabilities, immigrants (whether documented or undocumented), low-income males, and gay, bisexual, and transgender males. Further, these layers
of vulnerability may best be studied in contexts of multi-layered approaches to resilience, particularly for individuals who are part of minority or
indigenous groups (Elm et al. 2016).

RISE FOR BOYS AND MEN OF COLOR

6

Breaking Free from the Web of Violence: Asset-Based Approaches for Boys & Men of Color

Although this is an emerging literature, there is sufficient evidence to take stock of current knowledge. The purpose of this paper is to conduct
a comprehensive review of that knowledge, make best practice recommendations based on existing knowledge, and craft an agenda for future
research and practice. We opted to conduct a systematic narrative review to include as wide a range of scholarship as possible, including qualitative research and feasibility studies. We made a special effort to identify and review so-called gray literature (non-peer-reviewed literature), such
as agency reports and dissertations, because we recognize that some work with boys and men of color happens outside academia. Our efforts
included recruiting an expert advisory panel to help us identify relevant work, and assessing the impact of our own identities on this work (see
Appendices 1 and 2). The goal is to identify strengths and weaknesses of the scientific base and provide a detailed description of the current state
of violence programming for boys and men of color.

Method
We conducted a systematic review of the literature using two scientific databases, PubMed and PsycInfo, and one search engine, Google Scholar.
In addition, we enlisted the assistance of a panel of experts (see Appendix 1) to provide us with relevant articles they believed should be included
in our initial scan of the literature. Through the use of Google Scholar and the panel of experts, we made a particular effort to identify gray literature. The primary goal was to identify strengths-based approaches to understanding and reducing the burden of violence and victimization for
boys and men of color. Detailed inclusion and exclusion criteria and other specifics of our method are presented below.

L I T E R ATURE SCAN
Using Boolean operators, PubMed and PsycInfo were systematically searched using the following terms: (boys OR men OR male) AND (violence
OR aggression OR delinquency OR criminal justice OR gangs) AND Group A term AND Group B term.
Group A terms were specific ethnic groups based on the 20 most common ethnic groups or countries of origin (not including Europe) and 10
largest tribes in the United States according to the American Community Survey of the US Census. Group B terms were related to different types
of programs (e.g., prevention, intervention, program, therapy). Please see Table 1 for a full list of Group A and B terms.

P R ELIMINARY S EARCH, TITLE, AND A BS TR A CT R EV IEW
Using the above terms, we canvassed each source and conducted a preliminary review by title and abstract to create a group of articles that would
receive more careful full-text review.

Inclusion criteria. Given our focus on boys and men of color, we limited our review to studies with samples that were at least 50 percent male
and at least 50 percent people of color. Many studies include boys and men of color in numbers that are too small to consider as a separate group.
Even studies with greater numbers of boys and men of color almost never conduct moderator analyses by race and gender. Findings based on an
entire sample may not apply to the boys and men of color in that sample. If boys and men of color comprise a majority of the sample, then there
is more confidence that the findings apply to them as well as other participants, and that gender and race were considered in program content
and delivery. We also limited our articles to US samples as we deemed the experiences of US minority groups to be different than boys and men
of color living in majority African, Latin, or Asian countries (for example, Chinese boys and men living in China). Articles were also excluded if
they solely referenced risk factors or deficits or did not include violence or victimization as an outcome measure. We did not restrict our search by
publication date, and our review included literature published by July 2016.
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PubMed and PsycInfo. The search was conducted on both databases using the Boolean terms above. This produced 3,123 initial results in
PubMed and 76 in PsycInfo. Group B terms were searched individually for PubMed and PsycInfo (e.g., therapy and psychotherapy were searched
into separate searches). Articles that met the criteria of the search were saved for further review by title. Articles were retained for full-text review
if titles referenced boys or men of color within the context of resilience, protective factors, strengths, prevention, or intervention programming.
The title review resulted in a count of 356 articles from PubMed and 20 articles from PsycInfo. The abstracts of these 356 titles were then reviewed,
with the same inclusion and exclusion criteria as that of the title review. The abstract review resulted in a count of 110 articles from PubMed and 6
articles from PsycInfo. A closer inspection of some excluded articles suggested many only mentioned prevention or intervention in the discussion
(see Table 2).

Expert Panel. Twenty-nine additional articles were submitted by our advisory panel of experts and reviewed by a similar process, leaving 23
panel articles after the abstract review. This helped us improve our coverage of the gray literature.

Google Scholar. Google Scholar is often omitted from systematic reviews because of the extremely large number of results it can produce. For
example, for our Boolean search using the gender and violence terms, the Group A term of “African American,” and Group B term of “prevention,” Google Scholar returned over 490,000 results. However, we wanted to include Google Scholar in some form due to the comprehensiveness
of the contents, its better coverage of gray literature, and the increasing reliance on it in the field. We took advantage of the ranking of articles
by relevance to create a Google Scholar search strategy. The Boolean search terms were entered (some Group B terms were combined—e.g.,
psychotherapy OR therapy—in lieu of two separate searches for psychotherapy and therapy). We also conducted the title review simultaneously
with the initial search of Google Scholar, using the same inclusion and exclusion criteria as for PubMed and PsycInfo. For each combination of
terms, we reviewed each “page” of 20 search results. The number of publications screened in for each “page” was recorded. When two consecutive pages yielded one or zero relevant articles, the search was stopped for that combination of Group A and B terms. Otherwise, the search
continued up to 50 search return pages (1,000 publications). This led to the review of 1,790 pages of results and 35,800 publications, of which 3,782
were screened in for additional review. After excluding duplicates, the abstracts of the remaining 2,002 publications were further screened using
inclusion and exclusion criteria as described above, leading to 312 publications retained for full-text review (see Table 2).

F U L L PAP E R RE V IEW
The full-text of articles that met our inclusion criteria during the title and abstract reviews were then reviewed. Many titles and abstracts only alluded in general terms to ethnicity, race, or gender. Therefore, many articles were excluded in the full paper review due to more than 50 percent
of their sample being female, more than 50 percent of their sample being European American, or using a sample residing outside of the United
States. The full paper review resulted in a final count of 38 articles from the PubMed and PsycInfo databases, 33 articles from the Google Scholar
search engine, and 8 articles from our expert panel, producing a total of 79 articles to be coded.

Identification of Gray Literature. As noted above, using Google Scholar and our expert panel, we made extensive efforts to include gray
literature. This was a successful effort. Out of 451 full-text articles from all sources that were reviewed, 109 (24 percent) were from non-peer-reviewed sources. Gray literature sources included unpublished manuscripts, agency reports, government documents, theses and dissertations,
newsletters and bulletins for practitioners, book chapters, and books. However, the gray literature was more likely to get screened out for not
meeting our inclusion criteria of providing specific data on programs, protective factors, or outcomes in samples that were more than 50 percent
boys and men and more than 50 percent people of color (keeping in mind that qualitative data were retained in our inclusion criteria). The final
pool of 79 articles included 7 from non-peer-reviewed sources (9 percent) and the remainder from peer-reviewed outlets.

Coding. The final 79 articles were coded according to gender, race/ethnicity, setting, study type, research design, curriculum content, and
program impact, each of which is defined in more detail below. Two people coded each article together and consulted a third member of the
research team to resolve any questions.
Gender: Articles were categorized as either All-male or Coed. As noted in the inclusion criteria, at least 50 percent of participants needed
to be male to be included in our review. The inclusion of any percentage of female participants resulted in the article being coded as Coed.
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Race/Ethnicity: Race and ethnicity were coded into several categories. The first group consisted of the main race and ethnicity categories
used by the 2010 US Census: African American, Alaska Native, American Indian, Latino American, Asian, Pacific Islander, and multiracial. We
also intended to code for the inclusion of people with Middle Eastern identity, but no studies in our final pool included mention of people of
Middle Eastern descent. A few papers only specified that their participants were People of Color. There were also several papers that reported
a race/ethnicity category only described as “other,” usually representing a relatively small percentage of participants, which could include
participants of any race/ethnicity that was uncommon in their sampling frame, including European Americans. There were also a few papers
that gave incomplete reporting on participants (for example, saying the sample was 90 percent African American without specifying the race
or ethnicity of the other 10 percent of participants); these articles were also coded as Other. If race/ethnicity was not provided, we attempted
to locate that information in other publications or by contacting the author of that publication; articles with missing information were few in
number and we were successful in obtaining demographic information in the majority of these cases.
Study Type: Articles were categorized as either Prevention or Intervention programs, or studies of Protective Factors, defined as follows:
Prevention: The article must focus on the primary or secondary prevention of violence, providing programming for individuals before they
become involved in violence.
Intervention: The article must focus on intervening in situations in which violence has already occurred. The goal of the program is to deter
future violence or alleviate trauma.
Protective Factors: These articles examine characteristics that help insulate people from violence exposure or help them cope with violent
experiences (and reduce the risk of future violence or victimization). Protective factors are key in developing strength-based approaches to
preventing and intervening in violent situations.
Research Design: Each article was further coded by its method. Articles coded as Prevention and Intervention were coded as Randomized
Control Trial (RCT), Pre/Post-Test, Feasibility/Acceptability, or Descriptive/Overview. Articles coded as Protective Factors were categorized as
Protective Factors (PF) Qualitative, PF Quantitative, or PF Mixed.
RCT: Studies categorized as RCT incorporated random assignment and control groups into their study design.
Pre/Post-Test: These studies did not use random assignment and control groups in tandem, and instead compared results of assessments
conducted before and after the program. This category included quasi-experimental designs.
Feasibility/Acceptability: These articles typically only included post-test data gathered after the completion of a program.
Description/Overview: These articles presented descriptions of existing programs without providing data. We included this type of article
if they focused on boys and men of color in order to include as many relevant programs as possible.
Protective Factors (PF) Qualitative: These articles described protective factors and based conclusions on qualitative data (interviews,
personal narratives, focus groups, etc.).
PF Quantitative: These articles used structured surveys on protective factors. (Archival records could meet criteria for this category, but we
did not identify any such studies.)
PF Mixed: These articles based conclusions on both quantitative and qualitative data.
Setting. The setting of the delivery of prevention and intervention programs was categorized as either Clinical (therapy or health clinics,
hospitals), Offender (any offender group, including jails, prisons, juvenile detention centers, or batterers intervention programs), Schools
(including after-school programs), Community, or Mixed.
Curriculum Content: We also categorized prevention and intervention studies based upon the content of the program’s curriculum. One
program could be coded as having multiple types of content. Exemplars of each content area are provided below.
Cultural Connectedness: These programs facilitate a reconnection with a community’s traditional culture as a mechanism for improving
quality of life; e.g., El Joven Noble (Kelly et al. 2010).
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Redefining Masculinity: These programs modeled new definitions or altering conceptualizations of masculinity and male gender norms;
e.g., Coaching Boys Into Men (Miller et al. 2012).
Interpersonal: These programs attempt to promote positive change by improving relationships with families, peers, teachers, and coaches,
or the broader community; e.g., Kids Alive and Loved (Thomas et al. 1998).
Strengths: These programs attempted to bolster specific protective factors to improve resilience. A large number of programs met this criterion, therefore Strengths subcategories were created. It was possible for some programs to focus on more than one Strengths subcategory.
An example of an article/program coded as Strengths is Aban Aya Youth Project (Segawa et al. 2005).
Regulatory: These programs focused on improving impulse control and emotional regulation.
Meaning Making: These programs attempted to enact positive change by fostering connections to concepts larger than the participants
themselves. Meaning Making can include religion or spirituality as frameworks for this process.
Social Support: These programs attempted to foster more supportive environments.
Social Skills: These programs attempted to assist in developing problem-solving skills, conflict resolution tactics, and socially appropriate
behaviors.
Self-Efficacy: These programs promoted positive beliefs about self, building self-esteem.
Career Development: These programs’ goals related to personal growth and skills development in the workplace and in the classroom.
Overall Well-Being: These programs have an emphasis on improving outcomes more generally versus focusing on a more specific set of
strengths. Because of the broad nature of this category and the number of programs that met these criteria, four Overall Well-Being subcategories were created. An example of a program/article coded as Overall Well-Being is Adolescent Community Reinforcement Approach
(A-CRA) (Hunter et al., 2014).
Cognitive Behavioral: These programs focused on identifying and altering common thought biases that might affect many situations.
Mindfulness: These programs utilized goal-oriented, awareness techniques designed to encourage focus and stress reduction.
Narrative: These programs used expressive writing as a method to cope with, reflect upon, and understand painful experiences.
Substance Abuse: These programs stated their main focus was to reduce alcohol and drug use in order to have a positive influence on
violence or victimization.
Program Impact: Each quantitative article that was coded as an RCT or Pre/Post study was coded for the results. Program Impact categories
reflected how well the program accomplished its goals, based upon the results of outcome measures. Each article could be coded as having
a purely Positive impact, signifying statistically significant effects on outcome variables in the hypothesized direction; a purely Negative impact, signifying statistically significant effects counter to hypotheses that indicate some form of backlash or other adverse outcome; or a Null
impact, signifying no statistically significant effects on outcome variables). Many articles reported more than one type of result. We coded
these programs as one of four Mixed categories: Mixed: Positive, Null; Mixed: Positive, Negative; Mixed: Negative, Null; or Mixed: Positive,
Negative, and Null (other combinations did not occur).
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Results
We used our coding scheme to characterize the existing state of knowledge about strengths, prevention, and intervention related to violence for
boys and men of color. We first present descriptive characteristics below for the entire pool of 79 articles.

D ES CRIP T ION OF THE EVIDENCE BAS E
Publication Date. One of the most striking findings was the sheer lack of programming and published articles that met our inclusion criteria.
We did not restrict our search by publication date and used databases that cover more than 100 years of science. Nonetheless, we did not find
a single study that met our inclusion criteria with a publishing date before 1991, with the first paper meeting our criteria authored by Rodney
Hammond and Betty Yung (1991). Even with the research on violence in recent years approaching 5,000 articles a year (Hamby 2012), still fewer
than 10 papers a year are being published on strengths-based approaches to violence reduction among boys and men of color (see Figure 1).

Gender of Samples. Mixed-gender (majority male) programs accounted for 48.1 percent (n = 38) of our data, while 51.9 percent were all-male,
single-gender programs (n = 41; see Figure 2).

Race/Ethnicity of Participants. Most studies included multiple ethnicities (59.5 percent, n = 47). This was due in part because many were
conducted in settings, such as schools or community centers, where it would typically be difficult to exclude some racial or ethnic groups from
participation. The most frequently included racial/ethnic groups were African American (84.8 percent of articles, n = 67) and Latino American (46.8
percent, n = 37), noting that many studies included members of more than one racial and ethnic group and so percentages can sum to more than
100 percent. Asian American participants were included in 15.2 percent (n = 12) of studies, and American Indian participants were also included
in 15.2 percent (n = 12). Individuals identifying as multiracial were included in 8.9 percent (n = 7) of studies, and Pacific Islander participants also
were included in 8.9 percent (n = 7) of studies. No studies included Middle Eastern participants (see Figure 3).
There were 32 papers (40.5 percent) reporting samples comprised solely of one racial or ethnic group. Studies with African American (71.9 percent, n = 23) and Latino American (21.9 percent, n = 7) participants were most common, while two programs focused on American Indian/Alaska
Native participants (6.2 percent). No programs focused solely on Asian American, Pacific Islander, Middle Eastern, or multiracial participants (see
Figure 4).

Study Type. The most frequent type of studies were evaluations of Interventions (69.6 percent, n = 55), followed by Prevention program evaluation (17.5 percent, n = 14). Protective Factor studies accounted for 12.7 percent (n = 10) of all studies (see Figure 5).

Research Design. Reflecting the presence of more Intervention and Prevention program evaluations than Protective Factor studies, the most
common research designs were the RCT (32.9 percent, n = 26) and Pre/Post-tests (31.7 percent, n = 25). Feasibility studies for programs were the
only other type with more than 10 studies (see Figure 6 for percentages of all research designs).

Setting. The 69 Prevention and Intervention programs were coded for delivery setting. Schools (including after-school programs) were the most
frequent setting, representing almost two in five programs (39.1 percent, n = 27). Three other categories were about equally represented: Offender (21.7 percent, n = 15), Clinical (18.8 percent, n = 13), and Community (15.9 percent, n = 11). Three programs (4.3 percent) took place in multiple
settings and were coded as Mixed (see Figure 7).

Curriculum Content. Prevention and Intervention programs were further coded for content (see Figure 8; note: programs could be coded
as including more than one type of content and, as a result, totals sum to more than 100 percent). The most common curriculum categories were
Strengths (73.9 percent, n = 51), followed by Overall Well-Being (42.00 percent, n = 29). The content of ten programs (14.5 percent) included a
focus on Cultural Connectedness, and 7.2 percent (n = 5) focused on Redefining Masculinity.
As stated in the Method, because the Strengths and Overall Well-Being categories were relatively large, subcategories for each were developed
to provide a better sense of what was included in these groups. The frequency of Strengths subcategories and Overall Well-Being subcategories
can be found in Figure 9 and Figure 10, respectively. Within Strengths, the most commonly targeted strengths were Social Skills and Regulatory
Strengths. Within Overall Well-Being, the most common content focused on general Cognitive-Behavioral approaches.
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Program Impact. Fifty-one programs met criteria to be coded for Program Impact (Prevention or Intervention programs with quantitative
results; see Figure 11). Positive findings (either all positive, or mixed findings of positive and null results) were reported by 78.4 percent (n = 40).
No studies reported only Negative results; however, more than one in six studies (17.6 percent, n = 9) reported Mixed results, which included adverse effects (that is, statistically significant effects in the undesired direction). An even smaller percentage (3.9 percent, n = 2) reported only Null
findings (with no positive or adverse effects). The preponderance of Positive results suggests there may be some “file drawer effect” (difficulty or
reluctance to publish negative or null effects; Rosenthal 1979).

PAT TE RN S AMONG PROTECTIVE FACTO R S TU DIES
As mentioned above, ten articles on the basic science of understanding protective factors among boys and men of color were identified. Ideally, the content of strengths-based prevention and intervention programs for violence would rest on a solid foundation of scientific evidence
regarding strengths among boys and men of color. Even more particularly, it would be useful to know which are the most important strengths for
reducing involvement and exposure to violence, and ameliorating the impact when exposure does occur. For example, is it more useful to target
emotional regulation, social support, or problem solving skills? Those are the kinds of questions that good basic research on protective factors
could answer. Unfortunately, the database provides slim guidance for these essential questions. The reasons for this are probably varied, including
general inattention to research on protective factors and strengths (Sabina & Banyard 2015), and sampling approaches that lead to low enrollment
of boys and men of color. Below we summarize what is known.

Protective Factor Research with African American Participants. Six Protective Factors articles, all of which were Quantitative, had
substantial numbers of African American participants. Social support is the protective factor that has been most studied among African American
males, and has generally been found to be protective. Social or family support was associated with reductions in abusive behavior among batterers (Jones 2002), and ameliorated depression among African American youth exposed to violence (Hammack et al. 2004). In contrast, Thomas
and Hope (2015) did not find a preventive effect for social support, suggesting that the benefit of social support may be principally in coping with
violence that has occurred. The findings were mixed across these studies, indicating the need for replication and further consideration of the
sources of variation. In terms of family relationships and functioning, good family management predicted less violent behavior among youth with
a history of aggression, and this finding was larger for African American than European American children (Herrenkohl et al. 2003). Also, at the
social and community level, neighborhoods with fewer problems have less violence exposure among African American adolescents and young
adults (Thomas & Hope 2015), and academic success and connection to one’s school was found to predict less likelihood of violent behavior
(Herrenkohl et al. 2003).

Several individual characteristics have also been associated with either reduced exposure or better coping. These include
higher self-esteem among batterers (Jones 2002), lower political cynicism among adolescents and young adults (Thomas & Hope 2015), higher
ethnic identity among younger adolescents (Williams et al. 2014), and better school attendance and above-average academic achievement
among youth with an arrest (Blomberg et al. 2012).

Protective Factors Research with Latino American Participants. We only found one study that primarily focused on Latino American
boys and men, although the Williams et al. (2014) study cited above on the benefits of higher ethnic identity was based on a sample that included
30 percent Latino American participants, and may be relevant to Latino American communities. A study of domestic violence among Mexican
immigrant men (Celaya-Alston 2011) found in focus groups that men wanted better communication skills, more opportunities to discuss relationships and health issues among other men, more health information, and better access to information.

Protective Factors Research with Asian American Participants. One article focused on boys who identified as Asian American. Le
and Stockdale (2005), in their study of youths of Cambodian, Vietnamese, Chinese, and Laotian/Mien descent, found that higher collectivist values
(a concept related to having a sense of belonging within a group) was associated with less self-reported delinquency, while greater individualism
was associated with more delinquency. More prosocial peer groups were also associated with lower delinquency (Le & Stockdale 2005). The
Herrenkohl et al. (2003) study also included about one in five Asian American participants, and while they did not examine that group specifically,
some of the general findings may also apply to them.
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Protective Factors Research with American Indian and Alaska Native Participants. We found two articles that focused on protective factors for violence among American Indian and Alaska Native participants. Three protective factors were investigated by Pu et al. (2013):
parental monitoring, self-efficacy, and interest in tribal culture. Higher levels of all three factors were associated with less violent behavior (Pu et.
al. 2013). In contrast to Blomberg and colleagues’ (2012) finding in their sample of African American youth, academic grades were not significantly
associated with aggression in the Pu et al. (2013) study. One article focused on Alaska Native participants residing in Yup’ik villages. The results of
this qualitative study identified several factors beneficial for violence exposure reduction, including structures within the community that encourage activities related to traditional culture and promote social ties, such as hunting (Rasmus et al. 2014).

S U MMARY OF F INDINGS REGARDING PR O TEC TIV E FA CTO R S
Several studies provided some support for the premise that connecting with one’s cultural traditions and ethnic identity can be protective for violence involvement among boys and men of color (Le & Stockdale 2005; Pu et al. 2013; Rasmus et al. 2014; Williams et al. 2014). This was probably
the strongest thread across ethnic groups. Social support of various kinds and higher school engagement were also found to be protective in
multiple studies. Several other protective factors were identified in individual studies, but few other clear patterns emerged. The lack of a common theoretical framework has hampered progress, with many studies including variables on a rather piecemeal basis. Although many of these
protective factors are also well established in majority European American and female samples, as this review indicates, there are few studies, and
several focus on offender samples. This is certainly relevant for research on violence, but it also suggests a possibility of a lens that focuses on
boys and men of color as perpetrators. In general, our review has found that there is a real dearth of information that identified the key strengths
that can most help boys and men of color reduce their exposure to violence and their involvement in delinquency and aggression.

PAT TE RN S AMONG PREVENTION AN D IN TERV EN TIO N S TUDIES
We next looked for relationships among the studies on Prevention and Intervention programs. A few caveats are in order. Perhaps most importantly, we did not find a single program with more than one scientific evaluation. The small pool of studies produced small cell sizes for many subgroups, and the results should be interpreted with caution. The patterns identified here need to be explored more directly in future research—for
example, it would be useful to experimentally compare all-male to mixed-gender groups and not just compare across studies. We also saw some
evidence of the well-known “file drawer effect,” with few publications presenting null or adverse results. However, there is no reason to think that
the file drawer effect is stronger across program types or racial or ethnic groups, so we believe comparisons can be made.

P R O GRAM IMPACT BY CURRICULUM CO N TEN T, S ETTIN G , AN D O THER S TU DY F E AT U R E S
Program impact could be determined for the 51 studies reporting quantitative outcome results (omitting the feasibility and descriptive studies).
We first considered whether any study features were associated with program impact.
Program Impact by Curriculum Content. Three curriculum content categories had positive results (positive only or positive with some null) more
than 80 percent of the time: Redefining Masculinity (100 percent positive), Overall Well-Being (85.7 percent), and Strengths (81.1 percent; see
Figure 12). Interpersonal and Cultural Connectedness programs both had relatively high rates of studies with at least some significant adverse
effects (41.2 percent and 50 percent, respectively).
Within the Overall Well-Being categories, 84.6 percent of Cognitive-Behavioral programs (13 programs) reported positive results, and only 7.7
percent reported any adverse findings. For Substance Abuse prevention content (10 programs), 90 percent reported positive results. Mindfulness
only included two programs, but both (100 percent) reported positive results. Narrative also only included two programs, and one of these (50
percent) reported some adverse findings. In our other work, we have found that the topic of the narrative matters, with ones focused more on
personal values, meaning, and post-traumatic growth to be preferred over ones that focus more exclusively on recounting past trauma or general
virtuous principles (Hamby et al. 2016).
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Within the category of Strengths programs, programs that focused on Social Skills such as conflict resolution (19 programs) reported 84.2 percent positive results and 10.5 percent with some adverse results (and the rest null). Regulatory skills were also common (19 programs), but had
somewhat worse results, with 73.7 percent reporting positive findings and more than 1 in 5 (21.1 percent) reporting some adverse results. Social
Support programs (10 programs) reported 80 percent positive and 20 percent adverse results. Career Development content (9 programs) was
associated with the best results, with 88.9 percent positive and 11.1 percent with some adverse. Only one quantitative evaluation of Meaning
Making programming could be found, and it reported positive results. Only one quantitative evaluation of Self-Efficacy could be found, and it
reported null results.

Program Impact by Other Study Characteristics. Most other study characteristics showed weaker, if any, associations with program impact. The percentage of studies with Positive (and no adverse) results was nearly identical for Prevention and Intervention programs (77.8 percent
and 78.6 percent, respectively). The results for studies with full-randomized control groups versus Pre/Post-test only designs were relatively similar.
(Note that Descriptive and Feasibility studies were not coded for program impact; see Figure 13). We likewise observed relatively few differences
in outcomes by the venue of the program. The Mixed setting programs, although few in number, posted the best outcomes, with 100 percent reporting positive results with no adverse effects. School-based programs were next best (81 percent), and Community-based ones had the lowest
percentage of studies with Positive results (71.4 percent; see Figure 14).

G E N DE R, P ROGRAM CHARACTERIST ICS , A N D PR O G R A M IM PA CT
Gender and Program Impact. All-male programs reported better results than Mixed-gender, majority male programs. Of the 26 programs
with all-male participants, almost 9 in 10 (92.3 percent) programs reported positive or positive/null results, whereas fewer than 1 in 3 (64.0 percent)
of the 25 coed programs reported results that were positive, with no adverse effects (see Figure 15). This difference is perhaps even more notable
because the mixed gender groups are still majority male, based on our inclusion criteria. It might be less surprising that boys fare less well if they
are only 20 percent or 30 percent of a group of program participants, but these results suggest they do not gain as much even when they are in
the majority in a mixed-gender program.

Gender and Other Program Characteristics. Some program characteristics were also associated with gender. Offender programs were
more likely to be all male, and Clinical programs were more likely to be mixed gender, while studies in other settings were more equally divided
between all male and mixed gender samples (see Figure 16). Similarly, Prevention studies were more likely to be mixed gender, and Offender
studies were more likely to be all male (see Figure 17). Protective Factors studies were about evenly split between all male and mixed gender.
Research design did not appear to be associated with gender. RCT and Pre/Post-tests were the most common designs for both types of samples.

RA C E / E T H NICITY, PROGRAM CHARA CTER IS TICS , A N D PR O G R A M IM PAC T
Most studies included participants from multiple racial and ethnic backgrounds and did not make subgroup comparisons, making it somewhat
challenging to draw conclusions across studies. We focused in these analyses on the four racial and ethnic groups for which we could find at least
10 studies: African American, Latino American, Asian American, and American Indian/Alaska Native (AI/AN). We observed several noteworthy
patterns.

Race/ethnicity and Program Impact. Unlike the findings for all-male versus mixed-gender/majority-male groups, there were not clear differences in program impact across the four racial and ethnic groups. The rates of positive results ranged from 77.8 percent to 87.5 percent. The
highest percentage of positive results were for studies that included Asian Americans (see Figure 18).

Race/ethnicity and Program Characteristics. Several program characteristics, on the other hand, were associated with race and ethnicity. We saw some evidence of trends in program delivery, some of which seemed possibly related to stereotypes about race and ethnicity. Regarding curriculum content, Cultural Connectedness programs appeared to be more likely to be offered to American Indian/Alaska Native boys
and men (30 percent) than to other boys and men of color (9 percent to 18 percent; see Figure 19). African American participants were somewhat
more likely to be offered programming in Strengths (77 percent) than other groups (55–61 percent), with programming in Self-Regulation being
the most common of Strengths programming offered to African Americans. Although content on Redefining Masculinity was generally uncommon, it was still three to four times more likely to be offered to samples including Latino Americans, Asian Americans, and AI/AN than to African
American boys and men.
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Asian American and AI/AN boys and men were more than twice as likely to be included in Prevention studies than Latino American and African
American boys and men (41.7 percent and 50 percent versus 16.2 percent and 20.9 percent). This suggests a more “downstream” approach to
reducing the burden of violence among African American and Latino American boys and men than with Asian American and AI/AN boys and men
(see Figure 20). Similarly, more Asian American and AI/AN youth were offered programming in schools compared to other groups (see Figure 21).

Discussion
This report provides a systematic review of strengths-based approaches to understanding and reducing violence for boys and men of color. We
would be remiss in not pointing out the dearth of research in this area, which is all the more troubling given the vulnerability of boys and men of
color to violence exposure and involvement of all types (Hamby, Finkelhor, & Turner 2013; Truman 2011). We cast our search net wider than we
originally planned, and included all studies that were more than 50 percent male and more than 50 percent people of color. Nonetheless, we
located only 79 studies, less than 0.2 percent of our initial search results.
The research base should be reflective of the United State’s increasingly diverse population. Most of the programs we located focused on African
American and Latino American participants; the research base is even slimmer for American Indian, Alaska Native, Asian, Pacific Islander, Middle
Eastern, and multiracial boys and men. Every individual should have access to high-quality and culturally appropriate violence prevention and
intervention programs. Nonetheless, despite the need for more research, some conclusions can be drawn from the existing literature. We understand that treatment and programming decisions are being made every day, in schools, in community centers, in prisons, in hospitals, in child
welfare systems, and a host of other settings. We believe it is crucial that these decisions be informed by the best available knowledge. Our key
findings are summarized in Table 3 and elaborated in more detail below.

T H E STAT E O F SCIENCE ON S TRENG THS AM O N G BO Y S A N D M EN O F C O L O R
Ideally, prevention and intervention programs would rest on a firm foundation of basic science regarding the key protective factors for reducing violence and victimization among boys and men of color. Unfortunately, we identified only 10 studies that specifically focused on protective factors
for reducing violence among boys and men of color. The protective factors research that exists generally supports the importance of key domains
that have been previously identified for other groups (European American people and women of color): social support, positive connections with
family and community, various self-regulatory abilities, and interest in traditional culture or other sources of meaning. There is an urgent need for
more research on strengths among boys and men of color. This may be the single biggest research priority because, as described in more detail
in the discussion below, this lack of a firm scientific foundation leaves providers “flying blind.” One effect suggested by our results is that racial
stereotypes, rather than science, are influencing the content of programming offered to boys and men of color.

P R EVE N TIO N A ND INTERVENTION FOR BO Y S AN D M EN O F CO L O R
Our review suggests that boys and men of color may benefit more from single-gender programs, even in comparison to programs with a majority-male participant pool. We were somewhat surprised by these findings because by the very nature of our review, we eliminated all groups where
boys and men would be in the minority. These results support claims that boys (and girls) may benefit from gender-specific programming due
to developmental differences and differing experiences of adversity and vulnerability across the life span (Turner, Norman, & Zunz 1995). These
findings also suggest that more studies should consider direct comparisons of single-gender and mixed-gender groups.
Other factors were not as closely associated with program impact. Prevention and intervention were similarly effective, as coded in our review.
Program impact was also similar across settings and research designs.
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C O M P LE X IT IE S IN OFFERING CULTUR A L LY A PPR O PR IATE S ERV ICES TO BO Y S A N D M E N
O F C O LO R
A nontrivial number of programs reported some adverse findings, which we defined as significant results in the direction opposite from program
intent (such as increased victimization). The presence of multiple types of content in many studies should be considered when interpreting these
results. Nonetheless, content related to strengthening interpersonal relationships and cultural connectedness programs showed relatively high
percentages of studies with adverse effects (41.2 percent and 50 percent, respectively), given the availability of what might be labeled “safer”
alternatives, such as programs on redefining masculinity, developing strengths, or promoting overall well-being.
We believe that cultural connectedness programs have many merits, and upon our review of the protective factors literature, we found some
positive associations with related constructs, such as interest in traditional culture. However, we are also aware that calling for a reconnection to
a particular culture is more complex than it may initially seem. For example, some cultural traditions are closely tied to religious practices, and
people with different religious affiliations may be uncomfortable with some traditional practices. We have seen this on some American Indian
reservations that have been influenced by Christian missionaries. In our personal experience, we have also seen people blend traditions, and it is
probably challenging to find a balance that will be comfortable for everyone.
Anecdotally, we have witnessed some peer pressure, especially directed toward people who now belong to conservative churches, to not participate in some cultural traditions. Similarly, the complexities of using interpersonal relationships as methods of encouraging positive change may
vary depending on the dynamics of the relationships. Some family members and friends may be too caught up in their own problems to be helpful
to others. Some people of authority can be victim blaming, and in our work, we always caution that people should know the key providers and
agencies in an area before encouraging seeking help from other places. These complexities need further study.
Further regarding cultural connectedness, we note that these programs were offered most often to groups including American Indian/Alaska
Native boys and men and less often to other boys and men of color. Patterns of residence may partly account for this—American Indian reservations make relatively culturally homogeneous settings to offer such a program, for example. However, there are many US communities with a
high percentage of African American and Asian residents. We speculate whether racial stereotypes, even “positive” stereotypes that romanticize
American Indian culture (Mihesuah 2012), are driving some of the patterns in the types of programs that are being offered to specific groups.
We saw some suggestion that African American boys and men were more likely to be offered self-regulation training than other boys and men
of color. The finding that AI/AN and Asian American boys and men were more likely to be offered prevention than African American and Latino
American boys and men also suggests possible influences of positive (for example, “model minority”; Lee 1994) and negative stereotypes. These
patterns may suggest the existence of implicit biases held by researchers and providers.

L I MI TAT ION S
Our results reflect the state of the literature as of July 2016. Although we believe that our use of a search strategy for Google Scholar goes beyond
most similar literature reviews, with over 35,000 Google Scholar results reviewed, we were unable to review hundreds of thousands of “hits.” We
feel confident this is the most comprehensive review of this literature ever conducted. Given the relatively small number of studies that met our
inclusion criteria (n = 79), more research is needed to confirm and extend these findings.

RE S E ARCH IMP LICATIONS
Beyond just “more”—more of virtually any kind of study would be helpful—there is an urgent need for more basic science on protective factors
to guide practice and policy. More program evaluations should compare the effects of two or more programs. In order to begin making claims as
to which programs are better than others, researchers should make direct comparisons of programs. There is also a great need for replications,
especially by researchers other than the original curriculum developers.
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We did not identify a single program with more than one formal evaluation. More research should also explore moderator effects of gender, race,
and ethnicity, and test more explicitly whether some groups respond to content differently than others. We need more research on specific groups
and not just broad ethnic categories. For example, Mexican American, Puerto Rican, and Cuban American boys and men may have different
needs. There are many groups that are even more neglected than other boys and men of color, including people who identify as multiracial (a
growing percentage of the US population) and people of Middle Eastern descent. Even for Asian Americans, one of the largest ethnic groups in
the United States, we did not find a single study that focused specifically on strengths among Asian American boys and men.

P R EVE N TIO N A ND INTERVENTION IM PL ICATIO N S
One goal of this project was to make recommendations that could be tailored to specific racial and ethnic groups. Many of our findings apply to
all boys and men of color. These are summarized in Table 4. Below, we have summarized the implications for each racial and ethnic group. Also
see Appendix 3 for a list and brief description of exemplary programs.
If you work with African American boys and men:
If you primarily work with African Americans, these are the most important implications. There have been more studies of protective factors with
African American boys and men, especially regarding the benefits of social support and social networks, but the findings are still too limited and
piecemeal to guide programming, which focuses on a wide range of factors despite the lack of an evidence base.
Be aware that prejudice can seep into the choices of programs for African American boys and men of color. African American boys and men were
somewhat less likely to receive programs in school settings during their youth and more likely to receive them in “downstream” settings such as
hospitals and offender treatment. They were also less likely to receive violence prevention instead of intervention, in comparison to Asian American and AI/AN boys and men. Programs were more likely to emphasize basic strengths such as self-regulation and less likely to emphasize cultural connectedness or redefining masculinity, leading us to wonder about the influence of negative stereotypes about African American culture.
However, we note that the cultural connectedness programs also were the most likely to produce adverse effects, so it might equally be argued
that positive stereotypes about other races and cultures are having problematic effects.
On the positive side, many exemplary programs have been evaluated with African American boys and men, such as Coaching Boys Into Men
(Miller et al. 2012). If you are trying to design or implement a program, consider that single-gender programs generally worked better than coed
ones, even when boys and men were a majority of mixed gender groups. Although small in number, the redefining masculinity programs had
good outcomes, and these programs in particular may benefit from a single-gender setting. The field needs to invest more in prevention for
African American boys and men, and they should be more systematically included in school-based programs. Programs that promoted overall
well-being, through generalized cognitive restructuring, mindfulness, career development, or other approaches, were among the most effective,
and these might be applied more broadly.
If you work with Latino Americans boys and men:
Some of the patterns observed for African American boys and men were also found for Latino American boys and men. Existing evidence on
protective factors is far too scarce to provide any real guidance about what should be targeted in nonviolence programming for Latino American
boys and men. The school setting for program delivery was least common for Latino American boys and men, with relatively high rates of programs being offered downstream to offender and clinical samples. Correspondingly, Latino American boys and men were much more likely to be
offered intervention (73 percent of studies involving Latino American boys and men) rather than prevention (only 16.2 percent of studies involving
Latino American boys and men focused on prevention). This is more than a four-fold difference.
On the positive side, Latino American boys and men had the highest rate of being included in programs that included redefining masculinity,
which, although few in number, seem promising. They were second highest in cultural connectedness, which, as we noted earlier, had the highest
percentage of adverse consequences. We still believe such programs have potential, but if you plan to offer cultural connectedness content to
Latino American boys and men, we recommend that you ensure that you are not imposing a singular view of Latino American culture on a group
that might vary in their country-of-origin or degree of acculturation to US culture.
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If you work with Asian American boys and men:
Asian American boys and men were one of the most underserved groups in our review, with few studies including any Asian American boys and
men at all and none focusing primarily on this group. Of the more than 35,000 studies we reviewed, we found only one article that focused on
protective factors among Asian American boys and men. We could not find any programs that focused primarily on Asian American boys and
men. Again, this lack leaves providers with very little guidance, and in the absence of data, stereotypes seem to seep in.
Programs for Asian American boys and men may be influenced by the “model minority” stereotype (Lee 1994). They were more likely to be
offered programming in schools and more likely to be offered prevention programming than African American and Latino American boys and
men. Asian American boys and men were least likely to be offered cultural connectedness programming and somewhat more likely to be offered
programs focusing on overall well-being and interpersonal skills. Lacking data on specific approaches for Asian American boys and men, we recommend that providers who work with this group stick with some of the safer choices among the programs (redefining masculinity, developing
strengths, promoting overall well-being) and choose programs that have at least been evaluated with more diverse groups of boys and men.
If you work with American Indian/Alaska Native boys and men:
As with other boys and men of color, the literature on protective factors is shockingly small and piecemeal and provides little guidance in crafting
violence prevention and intervention. There were two studies with AI/AN boys and men suggesting that, contrary to the high percentages of
cultural connectedness programs with adverse results, interest in traditional culture is associated with less involvement in violence. Again, seeming to reflect common cultural stereotypes, programming in cultural connectedness was far more common in programs offered to AI/AN boys
and men than to other boys and men of color, with nearly one in three programs including this content. As with other groups, if you plan to offer
cultural connectedness programming to AI/AN boys and men, be sure to do so inclusively. As mentioned, AI/AN boys and men were also most
likely to be offered programs in general well-being. Again, we recommend the safer programs in this review, in terms of lower rates of adverse
effects: redefining masculinity, developing strengths, and promoting overall well-being.

Conclusion
This report represents an ongoing effort to identify strengths and weaknesses in the evidence base for understanding and reducing violence
among boys and men of color in the United States. We have highlighted key findings and made recommendations based on the current state
of science. Although there are several promising approaches in the literature, there is an urgent need for more research and more replication of
existing work. As more programs are evaluated and more relevant studies are published, we hope further analysis will produce further guidance.
We remain optimistic that there is much that can be done to reduce the burden of violence and victimization on boys and men of color.

RISE FOR BOYS AND MEN OF COLOR

18

Breaking Free from the Web of Violence: Asset-Based Approaches for Boys & Men of Color

References

*These articles met our inclusion criteria and were used in our data analyses.

*Aber, J. L., S. M. Jones, J. L. Brown, N. Chaudry, & F. Samples. 1998. “Resolving
Conflict Creatively: Evaluating the Developmental Effects of a School-Based
Violence Prevention Program in Neighborhood and Classroom Context.” Development and Psychopathology 10(2): 187–213.

*Dakof, G. A., C. E. Henderson, C. L. Rowe, M. Boustani, P. E. Greenbaum, W.
Wang, S. Hawes, C. Linares, H. A. Liddle. 2015. “A Randomized Clinical Trial of
Family Therapy in Juvenile Drug Court.” Journal of Family Psychology 29(2):
232–41. doi: 10.1037/fam0000053.

Babcock, J. C., C. E. Green, & C. Robie. 2004. “Does Batterers’ Treatment Work?
A Meta-Analytic Review of Domestic Violence Treatment.” Clinical Psychology
Review 23(8): 1023–53.

Davis, J., & J. R. Sorensen. 2013. “Disproportionate Minority Confinement of
Juveniles: A National Examination of Black–White Disparity in Placements,
1997–2006.” Crime & Delinquency 59(1): 115–39. doi: 10.1177/0011128709359653.

*Babcock, J. C., & R. Steiner. 1999. “The Relationship Between Treatment,
Incarceration, and Recidivism of Battering: A Program Evaluation of Seattle’s
Coordinated Community Response to Domestic Violence.” Journal of Family
Psychology 13(1): 46–59. doi: 10.1037/0893-3200.13.1.46.

*DeCarlo, A., & E. Hockman. 2004. “RAP Therapy: A Group Work Intervention
Method for Urban Adolescents.” Social Work with Groups 26(3): 45–59. doi:
10.1300/J009v26n03_06.

*Barnes, V. A., L. B. Bauza, & F. A. Treiber. 2003. “Impact of Stress Reduction on
Negative School Behavior in Adolescents.” Health and Quality of Life Outcomes
1(10). doi: 10.1186/1477-7525-1-10.
*Becker, M. G., J. S. Hall, C. M. Ursic, S. Jain, & D. Calhoun. 2004. “Caught in
the Crossfire: The Effects of a Peer-Based Intervention Program for Violently Injured Youth.” Journal of Adolescent Health 34(3): 177–83. doi: 10.1016/j.
jadohealth.2003.04.001.
*Bennett, L. W., C. Stoops, C. Call, & H. Flett. 2007. “Program Completion and
Re-Arrest in a Batterer Intervention System.” Research on Social Work 17(1):
42–54. doi: 10.1177/1049731506293729.
Berg, M., Coman, E., & Schensul, J. J. (2009). Youth Action Research for Prevention: A multi-level intervention designed to increase efficacy and empowerment among urban youth. American Journal of Community Psychology, 43,
345-359. doi: 10.1007/s10464-009-9231-2

Donnelly, D. A., K. J. Cook, & L. A. Wilson. 1999. “Provision and Exclusion: The
Dual Face of Services to Battered Women in Three Deep South States.” Violence
Against Women 5(7): 710–41.
*Dunford, F. W. 2000. “The San Diego Navy Experiment: An Assessment of
Interventions for Men Who Assault their Wives.” Journal of Consulting and
Clinical Psychology 68(3): 468–78. doi: 10.1037/0022-006X.68.3.468.
Elm, J. H. L., J. P. Lewis, K. L. Walters, & J. M. Self. 2016. “‘I’m in this World for
a Reason’: Resilience and Recovery Among American Indian and Alaska
Native Two-Spirit Women.” Journal of Lesbian Studies 20(3–4): 352–71. doi:
10.1080/10894160.2016.1152813.
*Farrell, A. D., K. R. Mehari, A. M. Kramer-Kuhn, S. A. Mays, & T. N. Sullivan.
2015. “A Qualitative Analysis of Factors Influencing Middle School Students’
Use of Skills Taught by a Violence Prevention Curriculum.” Journal of School
Psychology 53(3): 179–94. doi: 10.1016/j.jsp.2015.03.001.

Binswanger, I. A., N. Redmond, J. F. Steiner, & L. S. Hicks. 2012. “Health Disparities and the Criminal Justice System: An Agenda for Further Research and
Action.” Journal of Urban Health 89(1): 98–107. doi: 10.1007/s11524-011-9614-1.

*Farrell, A. D., A. L. Meyer, & K. S. White. 2001. “Evaluation of Responding in
Peaceful and Positive Ways (RIPP): A School-Based Prevention Program for
Reducing Violence Among Urban Adolescents.” Journal of Clinical Child & Adolescent Psychology 30(4): 451–63. doi: 10.1207/S15374424JCCP3004_02.

*Blomberg, T. G., W. D. Bales, & A. R. Piquero. 2012. “Is Educational Achievement
a Turning Point for Incarcerated Delinquents Across Race and Sex?” Journal of
Youth and Adolescence 41(2): 202–16. doi:10.1007/s10964-011-9680-4.

Finkelhor, D., J. Vanderminden, H. Turner, A. Shattuck, & S. Hamby. 2014. “Youth
Exposure to Violence Prevention Programs in a National Sample.” Child Abuse &
Neglect 38(4): 677–86. doi: 10.1016/j.chiabu.2014.01.010.

*Buttell, F. P., & M. Carney. 2006. “A Large Sample Evaluation of a Court-Mandated Batterer Intervention Program: Investigating Differential Program
Effect for African American and Caucasian Men.” Research on Social Work
Practice 16(2): 121–31. doi: 10.1177/1049731505277306.

*Gabriel, R. M., T. Hopson, M. Haskins, & K. E. Powell. 1996. “Building Relationships and Resilience in the Prevention of Youth Violence.” American Journal of
Preventive Medicine 12(5 Suppl): 48–55.

*Buttell, F. P., & C. K. Pike. 2003. “Investigating the Differential Effectiveness of
a Batterer Treatment Program on Outcomes for African American and Caucasian Batterers. Research on Social Work Practice. doi:10.1177/1049731503254055.
*Caldwell, C. H., J. Rafferty, T. M. Reischl, E. H. De Loney, & C. L. Brooks. 2010.
“Enhancing Parenting Skills Among Nonresident African American Fathers as
a Strategy for Preventing Youth Risky Behaviors.” American Journal of Community Psychology 45(1–2):17–35. doi: 10.1007/s10464-009-9290-4.
*Ceballo, R., C. Ramirez, & K. Maltese. 2006. “A Bilingual ‘Neighborhood Club’:
Intervening with Children Exposed to Urban Violence.” American Journal of
Community Psychology 37(3/4): 167–74. doi: 10.1007/s10464-006-9016-9.
*Celaya-Alston, R. 2010. “Hombres en Accion (Men in Action): A Community
Defined Domestic Violence Intervention with Mexican, Immigrant, Men.”
Dissertations and Theses. Paper 52. Available at http://pdxscholar.library.pdx.
edu/open_access_etds/52/.
*Clemons, D. E., R. Wetta-Hall, L. T. Jacobson, A. Chesser, A. Moss. 2011. “Does
One Size Fit All: Culturally Appropriate Teen Curriculum for Risk Behaviors.”
American Journal of Health Studies 26(1): 45–6. Available at http://flon.org/
assets/002-flon-pydarticlepublishedinajhs12pages_002.pdf.
*Cooper, C., D. M. Eslinger, & P. D. Stolley. 2006. “Hospital-Based Violence Intervention Programs Work.” Journal of Trauma Injury, Infection, and Critical Care
61(3): 543–40. doi: 10.1097/01.ta.0000236576.81860.8c.

RISE FOR BOYS AND MEN OF COLOR

*Gallagher, K. E., & D. J. Parrott. 2016. “A Self-Awareness Intervention Manipulation for Heavy-Drinking Men’s Alcohol-Related Aggression toward Women.
Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology 84(9): 813–23. doi: 10.1037/
ccp0000118.
*Gondolf, E. W. 2005. Culturally-Focused Batterer Counseling for African-American Men. Report Submitted to the National Institute of Justice. Revised June 10,
2005. Accessed <date>. https://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/nij/grants/210828.pdf.
*––––––. 2007. “Culturally-Focused Batterer Counseling for African-American Men.” Criminology & Public Policy 6(2): 341–66. doi: 10.1111/j.17459133.2007.00441.x.
*Gottfredson, D. C., A. Cross, D. Wilson, M. Rorie, & N. Connell. 2010. “An Experimental Evaluation of the All Stars Prevention Curriculum in a Community
After School Setting.” Prevention Science 11(2): 142–54. doi: 10.1007/s11121-0090156-7.
*Griffin, J. P. 2005. “The Building Resiliency and Vocational Excellence
(BRAVE) Program: A Violence-Prevention and Role Model Program for Young,
African American Males.” Journal of Health Care for the Poor and Underserved
16(4 Suppl B): 78–88. doi: 10.1353/hpu.2005.0113.
Hamby, S. 2008. “The Path of Helpseeking: Perceptions of Law Enforcement Among American Indian Victims of Sexual Assault.” Journal
of Prevention and Intervention in the Community 36(1–2): 89–104. doi:
10.1080/10852350802022340.

19

Breaking Free from the Web of Violence: Asset-Based Approaches for Boys & Men of Color

––––––. 2012. “Introducing an Invited Panel to Identify the Best Violence Research of 2011.” Psychology of Violence 2(3): 227–28. doi: 10.1037/a0028806.
––––––. 2014. Battered Women’s Protective Strategies: Stronger Than You Know.
London: Oxford University Press.
––––––. 2015. “On the Use of Race and Ethnicity as Variables in Violence Research.” Psychology of Violence 5(1): 1–7.
Hamby, S., D. Finkelhor, & H. Turner. 2013. “Perpetrator and Victim Gender Patterns for 21 Forms of Youth Victimization in the National Survey of Children’s
Exposure to Violence.” Violence and Victims 28(6): 915–39.
Hamby, S., & J. Grych. 2013. The Web of Violence: Exploring Connections Among
Different Forms of Interpersonal Violence and Abuse. New York: Springer.
Hamby, S., E. Taylor, J. Grych, & V. Banyard. 2016. “A Naturalistic Study of Narrative: Exploring the Choice and Impact of Adversity Versus Other Narrative
Topics.” Psychological Trauma 8(4): 477–86.
*Hammack, P. L., M. H. Richards, Z. Luo, E. S. Edlynn, & K. Roy. 2004. “Social
Support Factors as Moderators of Community Violence Exposure Among
Inner-City African American Young Adolescents.” Journal of Clinical Child &
Adolescent Psychology 33(3): 450–62. doi: 10.1207/s15374424jccp3303_3.
*Hammond, W. R., & B. R. Yung. 1991. “Preventing Violence in At-Risk African-American Youth.” Journal of Health Care for the Poor and Underserve 2(3):
359–73. 10.1353/hpu.2010.0341.
*Hancock, T., & K. Siu. 2009. “A Culturally Sensitive Intervention with Domestically Violent Latino Immigrant Men.” Journal of Family Violence 24(2): 123–32.
doi: 10.1007/s10896-008-9217-0.
*Hansen, H. 2012. “The ‘New Masculinity’: Addiction Treatment as a Reconstruction of Gender in Puerto Rican Evangelist Street Ministries.” Social
Science and Medicine 74(11): 1721–28. doi: 10.1016/j.socscimed.2011.06.048.
*Harvey, A. R., & R. B. Hill. 2004. “Africentric Youth and Family Rites of Passage
Program: Promoting Resilience Among At-Risk African American Youths.”
Social Work 49(1): 65–74.
*Heart, M. Y. H. B., J. Elkins, G. Tafoya, D. Bird, & M. Salvador. 2012. “Wicasa
Was’aka : Restoring the Traditional Strength of American Indian Boys and
Men.” American Journal of Public Health 102(Suppl 2): S177–S183. doi: 10.2105/
AJPH.2011.300511.
*Henggeler, S. W., G. B. Melton, & L. A. Smith. 1992. “Family Preservation Using
Multisystemic Therapy: An Effective Alternative to Incarcerating Serious Juvenile Offenders.” Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology 6(60): 953–61.
doi: 10.1037/0022-006X.60.6.953.
*Henggeler, S. W., G. B. Melton, M. J. Brondino, D. G. Scherer, J. H. Hanley. 1997.
“Multisystemic Therapy with Violent and Chronic Juvenile Offenders and
Their Families: The Role of Treatment Fidelity in Successful Dissemination.”
Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology 65(5): 821–33. Available at http://
psycnet.apa.org/journals/ccp/65/5/821/.
*Herrenkohl, T., K. G. Hill, I. Chung, J. Guo, R. D. Abbott, & J. D. Hawkins. 2003.
“Protective Factors Against Serious Violent Behavior in Adolescence: A Prospective Study of Aggressive Children.” Social Work 27(3): 179–91. doi: 10.1093/
swr/27.3.179.
*Hogue, A., S. Dauber, C. E. Henderson, M. Bobek, C. Johnson, E. Lichvar, & J.
Morgenstern. 2015. “Randomized Trial of Family Therapy Versus Nonfamily
Treatment for Adolescent Behavior Problems in Usual Care.” Journal of Clinical
Child & Adolescent Psychology 44(6): 954–69. doi: 10.1080/15374416.2014.963857.
*Howard Caldwell, C., C. L. Antonakos, S. Assari, D. Kruger, E. H. De Loney, & R.
Njai. 2014. “Pathways to Prevention: Improving Nonresident African American
Fathers’ Parenting Skills and Behaviors to Reduce Sons’ Aggression.” Child
Development 85(1): 308–25. doi: 10.1111/cdev.12127.
*Hudley, C., & S. Graham. 1993. “An Attributional Intervention to Reduce
Peer-Directed Aggression Among African-American Boys.” Child Development
64(1): 124–38. doi: 10.2307/1131441.

RISE FOR BOYS AND MEN OF COLOR

*Hunter, B. D., S. H. Godley, M. S. Hesson-McInnis, & H. G. Roozen. 2014.
“Longitudinal Change Mechanisms for Substance Use and Illegal Activity for
Adolescents in Treatment.” Psychology of Addictive Behaviors 28(2): 507–15. doi:
10.1037/a0034199.
Jewell, J. D., and Elliff, S. J. (2013). An investigation of the effectiveness of the
Relaxation Skills Violence Prevention (RSVP) Program with juvenile detainees.
Criminal Justice and Behavior, 40(2), 203-213. doi: 10.1177/0093854812464221
*Jones, N. G. 2002. “A Study of the Influence of Protective Factors as a Resource
to African American Males in Traditional Batterers’ Interventions.” Journal of
Health & Social Policy 16(1–2): 169–83. http://doi.org/10.1300/J045v16n01_14.
Jones, S. M., J. L. Brown, W. L. G. Hoglund, & J. L. Aber. 2010. “A School-Randomized Clinical Trial of an Integrated Social-Emotional Learning and Literacy
Intervention: Impacts After 1 School Year.” Journal of Consulting and Clinical
Psychology 78(6): 829–42. doi: 10.1037/a0021383.
*Joyce, M., V. Westerberg, & M. Matthews. 2015. “An Outcome-Based Evaluation
of a Short-Term Residential Treatment Program for American Indian Youth
with Substance Abuse Problems.” Journal of Juvenile Justice 4(2): 1–12.
*Kelly, P. J., J. Lesser, A. Cheng, M. Oscós-Sánchez, E. Martinez, D. Pineda, & J.
Mancha. 2010. “A Prospective Randomized Controlled Trial of an Interpersonal Violence Prevention Program with a Mexican American Community.” Family
& Community Health 33(3): 207–15. doi: 10.1097/FCH.0b013e3181e4bc34.
*Kisiel, C., M. Blaustein, J. Spinazzola, C. S. Schmidt, M. Zucker, & B. van der
Kolk. 2006. “Evaluation of a Theater-Based Youth Violence Prevention Program
for Elementary School Children.” Journal of School Violence 5(2): 19–36. doi:
10.1300/J202v05n02_03.
*Kliewer, W., S. J. Lepore, A. D. Farrell, K. W. Allison, A. L. Meyer, T. N. Sullivan, & A. Y. Greene. 2011. “A School-Based Expressive Writing Intervention
For At-Risk Urban Adolescents’ Aggressive Behavior And Emotional Lability.” Journal of Clinical Child & Adolescent Psychology 40(5): 693–705. doi:
10.1080/15374416.2011.597092.
*Labriola, M., M. Rempel, & R. C. Davis. 2008. “Do Batterer Programs Reduce
Recidivism? Results from a Randomized Trial in the Bronx.” Justice Quarterly
25(2): 252–82. doi: 10.1080/07418820802024945
*Le, T. N., & G. D. Stockdale. 2005. “Individualism, Collectivism, and Delinquency in Asian American Adolescents.” Journal of Clinical Child & Adolescent
Psychology 34(4): 681–91. http://doi.org/10.1207/s15374424jccp3404_10.
Lee, S. J. 1994. “Behind the Model-Minority Stereotype: Voices of High-and
Low-Achieving Asian American Students.” Anthropology & Education Quarterly 25(4): 413–29.
*Letourneau, E. J., S. W. Henggeler, M. R. McCart, C. M. Borduin, P. A. Schewe,
& K. S. Armstrong. 2013. “Two-Year Follow-Up of a Randomized Effectiveness
Trial Evaluating MST for Juveniles Who Sexually Offend.” Journal of Family
Psychology 27(6): 978–85. doi: 10.1037/a0034710.
*Lochman, J. E., J. D. Coie, M. K. Underwood, & R. Terry. 1993. “Effectiveness of
a Social Relations Intervention Program for Aggressive and Nonaggressive, Rejected Children.” Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology 61(6): 1053–58.
doi: 10.1037/0022-006X.61.6.1053.
*Lochman, J., & K. Wells. 2004. “The Coping Power Program for Preadolescent
Aggressive Boys and Their Parents: Outcome Effects at the 1-Year Follow-Up.”
Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology. doi: 10.1037/0022-006X.72.4.571.
*Loeffler, C. H., A. J. Prelog, N. P. Unnithan, & M. R. Pogrebin. 2010. “Evaluating
Shame Transformation in Group Treatment of Domestic Violence Offenders.”
International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology 54(4):
517–36. doi: 10.1177/0306624X09337592.
Masten, A. S. 2001. “Ordinary Magic: Resilience Processes in Development.”
American Psychologist 56(3): 227.
Mbilinyi, L. F., Neighbors, C., Walker, D. D., Roffman, R. A., Zegree, J., Edleson, J.,
& O’Rourke, A. (2010). A telephone intervention for substance-using Adult male
perpetrators of intimate partner violence. Research on Social Work Practice,
000(00), 1-14. doi: 10.1177/1049731509359008

20

Breaking Free from the Web of Violence: Asset-Based Approaches for Boys & Men of Color

*Middleton, M. B., & G. Cartledge. 1995. “The Effects of Social Skills Instruction
and Parental Involvement on the Aggressive Behaviors of African American
Males. Behavior Modification 19(2): 192–210. doi: 10.1177/01454455950192003.
Mihesuah, D. A. 2012. American Indians: Stereotypes & Realities. Atlanta, GA:
Clarity Press.
*Miller, E., D. J. Tancredi, H. L. McCauley, & M. R. Decker. 2012. “‘Coaching
Boys into Men’: A Cluster-Randomized Controlled Trial of a Dating Violence
Prevention Program.” Journal of Adolescent Health 51(5): 431–38. doi: 10.1016/j.
jadohealth.2012.01.018.
*Musser, P. H., J. N. Semiatin, C. T. Taft, & C. M. Murphy. 2008. “Motivational Interviewing as a Pregroup Intervention for Partner-Violent Men.” Violence and
Victims 23(5): 539–57. doi: 10.1891/0886-6708.23.5.539.
*Nelson, A., R. Lewy, F. Ricardo, T. Dovydaitis, & A. Hunter. 2010. “Eliciting Behavior Change in a US Sexual Violence and Intimate Partner Violence Prevention Program Through Utilization of Freire and Discussion Facilitation.” Health
Promotion International 25(3): 299–308. doi: 10.1093/heapro/daq024.
*Ngwe, J. E., L. C. Liu, B. R. Flay, E. Segawa, & A. Aban. 2004. “Violence Prevention Among African American Adolescent Males.” American Journal of Health
Behavior 28(Suppl 1): S24–S37.
*Nikitopoulos, C. E., J. S. Waters, E. Collins, & C. L. Watts. 2009. “Understanding
Violence: A School Initiative for Violence Prevention.” Journal of Prevention &
Intervention in the Community 37(4): 275–88. doi: 10.1080/10852350903196282.
*Oscós-Sánchez, M. Á., J. Lesser, & L. D. Oscós-Flores. 2013. “High School Students in a Health Career Promotion Program Report Fewer Acts of Aggression and Violence.” Journal of Adolescent Health 52(1): 96–101. doi: 10.1016/j.
jadohealth.2012.04.006.
Park-Higgerson, H. K., S. E. Perumean-Chaney, A. A. Bartolucci, D. M. Grimley, & K. P. Singh. 2008. “The Evaluation of School-Based Violence Prevention Programs: A Meta-Analysis.” Journal of School Health 78(9): 465–79. doi:
10.1111/j.1746-1561.2008.00332.x.
*Parra-Cardona, J. R., A. R. Escobar-Chew, K. Holtrop, & G. Carpenter. 2013.
“‘En el Grupo Tomas Conciencia (In Group You Become Aware)’: Latino Immigrants’ Satisfaction with a Culturally Informed Intervention for Men Who
Batter.” Violence Against Women 19(1): 107–32. doi: 10.1177/1077801212475338.
*Pu, J., B. Chewning, I. D. St. Clair, P. K. Kokotailo, J. Lacourt, & D. Wilson.
2013. “Protective Factors in American Indian Communities and Adolescent
Violence.” Maternal and Child Health Journal 17(7): 1199–1207. doi: 10.1007/
s10995-012-1111-y.
*Rasmus, S. M., J. Allen, & T. Ford. 2014. “‘Where I Have to Learn the Ways How
to Live’: Youth Resilience in a Yup’ik Village in Alaska.” Transcultural Psychiatry 51(5): 713–34. doi: 10.1177/1363461514532512.
Roberts, A. L., S. E. Gilman, J. Breslau, N. Breslau, & K. C. Koenen. 2011. “Race/
Ethnic Differences in Exposure to Traumatic Events, Development of
Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder, and Treatment-Seeking for Post-Traumatic
Stress Disorder in the United States.” Psychological medicine 41(1): 71–83. doi:
10.1017/S0033291710000401.
*Rodney, L., D. Johnson, & R. Srivastava. 2005. “The Impact of Culturally
Relevant Violence Prevention Models on School-Age Youth.” Journal of Primary
Prevention 26(5): 439–54. doi: 10.1007/s10935-005-0003-y.
*Rodney, L. W., R. P. Srivastava, & D. L. Johnson. 2008. “A Series of Culturally
Relevant Models to Prevent School-Age Youth Violence: A 4-Year (2001–2005)
Family and Community Violence Prevention Study.” In School Violence and
Primary Prevention, edited by T. W. Miller. New York: Springer, 407–29.
Rosenthal, R. 1979. “The File Drawer Problem and Tolerance for Null Results.”
Psychological Bulletin 86(3): 638–41. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.86.3.638.
*Ryan, J. P., M. F. Testa, & F. Zhai. 2008. “African American Males in Foster Care
and the Risk of Delinquency: The Value of Social Bonds and Permanence.”
Child Welfare 87(1): 115–40.

*Salazar, L. F., & S. Cook. 2006. “Preliminary Findings from an Outcome Evaluation of an Intimate Partner Violence Prevention Program for Offender, African
American, Adolescent Males.” Youth Violence and Juvenile Justice 4(4): 368–85.
doi: 10.1177/1541204006292818.
*Saltzman, W., R. Pynoos, & C. Layne. 2001. “Trauma-and Grief-Focused
Intervention for Adolescents Exposed to Community Violence: Results of a
School-Based Screening and Group Treatment Protocol.” Group Dynamics 5(4):
291–303. doi: 10.1037/1089-2699.5.4.291.
*Scherer, D., M. Brondino, & S. Henggeler. 1994. “Multisystemic Family Preservation Therapy Preliminary Findings from a Study of Rural and Minority
Serious Adolescent Offenders.” Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders
2(4):198–206. doi: 10.1177/106342669400200402.
*Scott, K. K., A. I. Canto, S. M. Smith, & J. J. Tepas. 2014. “Turning Point-Rethinking Violence: A Youth Violence Reduction Intervention.” Journal of Emergency
Medicine Trauma and Surgical Care 2(1).
*Segawa, E., J. E. Ngwe, Y. Li, B. R. Flay, & Aban Aya Coinvestigators. 2005.
“Evaluation of the Effects of the Aban Aya Youth Project in Reducing Violence Among African American Adolescent Males Using Latent Class
Growth Mixture Modeling Techniques.” Evaluation Review 29(2): 128–48. doi:
10.1177/0193841X04271095.
*Shelton, D., K. Kesten, W. Zhang, & R. Trestman. 2011. “Impact of a Dialectic Behavior Therapy—Corrections Modified (DBT-CM) upon Behaviorally
Challenged Incarcerated Male Adolescents.” Journal of Child and Adolescent
Psychiatric Nursing 24(2): 105–13. doi: 10.1111/j.1744-6171.2011.00275.x.
*Thakore, R. V., J. C. Apfeld, R. K. Johnson, V. Sathiyakumar, A. A. Jahangir, & M.
K. Sethi. 2015. “School-Based Violence Prevention Strategy: A Pilot Evaluation.”
Journal of Injury & Violence Research 7(2) 45–53. doi: 10.5249/jivr.v7i2.565.
*Thomas, A., & E. C. Hope. 2015. “Walking Away Hurt, Walking Around Scared:
A Cluster Analysis of Violence Exposure Among Young Black Males.” Journal of
Black Psychology 42(5): 1–24. doi: 10.1177/0095798415603539.
*Thomas, S. B., B. Leite, & T. Duncan. 1998. “Breaking the Cycle of Violence Among Youth Living in Metropolitan Atlanta: A Case History of
Kids Alive and Loved.” Health Education & Behavior 25(2): 160–74. doi:
10.1177/109019819802500205.
Timmons-Mitchell, J., Bender, M. B., Kishna, M., A., & Mitchell, C. C. (2006). An
independent effectiveness trial of multisystemic therapy with juvenile justice
youth. Journal of Clinical Child and Adolescent Psychology, 35(2), 227-236.
Truman, J. 2011. Criminal Victimization, 2010. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Justice.
Turner, S., E. Norman, & S. Zunz. 1995. “Enhancing Resiliency in Girls and Boys:
A Case for Gender Specific Adolescent Prevention.”Journal of Primary Prevention 16(1): 25–38. doi: 10.1007/BF0240723.1
*Tyson, E. 2002. “Hip Hop Therapy: An Exploratory Study of a Rap Music Intervention with At-Risk and Delinquent Youth.” Journal of Poetry Therapy 15(3):
131–44. doi:10.1023/A:1019795911358.
*Waasdorp, T. E., C. P. Bradshaw, & P. J. Leaf. 2012. “The Impact of Schoolwide
Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports on Bullying and Peer Rejection: A Randomized Controlled Effectiveness Trial.” Archives of Pediatrics &
Adolescent Medicine 166(2): 149–56. doi: 10.1001/archpediatrics.2011.755.
Walker, S., C. Spohn, & M. DeLone. 2011. The Color of Justice: Race, Ethnicity, and
Crime in America. Independence, KY: Cengage Learning.
*Webster, D., J. Whitehill, & J. Vernick. 2013. “Effects of Baltimore’s Safe Streets
Program on Gun Violence: A Replication of Chicago’s CeaseFire Program.”
Journal of Urban Health 90(1): 27–40. doi:10.1007/s11524-012-9731-5.
*Welland, C., & N. Ribner. 2010. “Culturally Specific Treatment for Partner-Abusive Latino Men: A Qualitative Study to Identify and Implement
Program Components.” Violence and Victims 25(6): 799–813. doi: 10.1891/08866708.25.6.799.

Sabina, C., & V. Banyard. 2015. “Moving Toward Well-Being: The Role of Protective Factors in Violence Research.” Psychology of Violence 5(4): 337–42.

RISE FOR BOYS AND MEN OF COLOR

21

Breaking Free from the Web of Violence: Asset-Based Approaches for Boys & Men of Color

*Williams, J. L., S. M. Aiyer, M. I. Durkee, & P. H. Tolan. 2014. “The Protective
Role of Ethnic Identity for Urban Adolescent Males Facing Multiple Stressors.”
Journal of Youth and Adolescence 43(10): 1728–41. doi: 10.1007/s10964-0130071-x.
Wilson, S. J., & M. W. Lipsey. 2007. “School-Based Interventions for Aggressive
and Disruptive Behavior: Update of a Meta-Analysis.” American Journal of
Preventive Medicine 33(2 Suppl): S130–43.
Wilson, T. D. 2011. Redirect: The Surprising New Science of Psychological Change.
Boston: Little, Brown and Company.
*Wooldredge, J., J. Hartman, E. Latessa, & S. Holmes.1994. “Effectiveness of Culturally Speciﬁc Community Treatment for African American Juvenile Felons.”
Crime & Delinquency 40(4): 589–98. Available at http://sites.google.com/site/
professorjenhartman/research/publications/race_treatment.pdf.

RISE FOR BOYS AND MEN OF COLOR

22

Breaking Free from the Web of Violence: Asset-Based Approaches for Boys & Men of Color

TABLES AND FIGURES
TA B L E 1

GROUP A AND GROUP B SEARCH TERMS

GROUP

SEARCH TERMS

GROUP A
All
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Iroquois, Jamaican, Japanese, Korean, Latino OR Hispanic, Mexican, Middle Eastern, Multiracial, Navajo, Pacific
Islander, Filipino, Pueblo, Puerto Rican, Salvadoran, Sioux, Taiwanese, Tlingit-Haida, Vietnamese, West Indian

GROUP B
PsycInfo, PubMed

(1) prevention, (2) intervention, (3) program, (4) therapy, (5) psychotherapy, (6) culturally sensitive, (7) culturally appropriate, (8) culturally specific, (9) culturally grounded, (10) culturally enhanced, (11) community based participatory research, (12) protective factors, (13) asset OR assets, (14) strengths, (15) bullying, (16) narrative

GROUP B
Google Scholar

(1) prevention, (2) intervention, (3) program, (4) therapy OR psychotherapy, (5) culturally sensitive OR culturally appropriate OR culturally specific OR culturally grounded OR culturally enhanced, (6) community based participatory
research, (7) protective factors OR asset OR assets OR strengths, (8) bullying, (9) narrative

TA B L E 2

LITERATURE SEARCH RESULTS
INITIAL SEARCH
PubMed: 3,123

PsycInfo: 76

INCLUSION BY TITLE
PubMed: 356

PsycInfo: 20

INCLUSION BY ABSTRACT
PubMed: 110

PsycInfo: 6
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+ Total from Panel: 8
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LITERATURE SEARCH RESULTS (CONTINUED)
INITIAL SEARCH
Google Scholar: 1,790 result pages and a total of 35,800 hits

INCLUSION BY TITLE
Google Scholar: 3,782
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Google Scholar: 2,001

INCLUSION BY ABSTRACT
Google Scholar: 312
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TA B L E 3

KEY FINDINGS

1) Although approximately 5,000 scholarly articles are published on violence every year, there are fewer than 10 articles a year that take a strengthsbased approach to understanding and reducing violence among boys and men of color (see Figure 1). Although we knew this was an understudied area,
we were still surprised by the small size of the evidence base.
2) Ideally, prevention and intervention programs would rest on a firm foundation of basic science regarding the key protective factors for reducing
violence and victimization among boys and men of color. Unfortunately, we identified only 10 studies that specifically focused on protective factors for
reducing violence among boys and men of color. There is an urgent need for more research on strengths among boys and men of color.
3) The protective factors research that exists generally supports the importance of key domains that have been previously identified for other groups
(European American people and women of color): social support, positive connections with family and community, various self-regulatory abilities, and
interest in traditional culture or other sources of meaning.
4) All-male programs reported fewer adverse effects (significant results in the undesired direction) than majority-male, mixed-gender programs (see
Figure 15).
5) Cultural Connectedness programs had the highest rates of adverse effects—fully half (50 percent) of the programs that included content in this area
reported significant effects in the undesired direction. This was by far the highest rate of adverse effects. Although we remain optimistic about the
potential of cultural connectedness programming, we caution that it might be difficult to present a unifying vision of “culture” to many groups. Some
participants might find traditional values are in opposition to their own beliefs, or they may find that generic African, Latin, Asian, or Native values do not
represent the specifics of their own cultural experience. More research needs to be done to identify the best way to support racial and cultural identity
as protective factors for violence (see Figure 12).
6) Programs focused on promoting interpersonal relationships also had high rates of adverse effects (found in 41 percent of program evaluations
including such content). Such content may also have underappreciated complexities, such as inadvertently promoting relationships with dysfunctional
family members and friends (see Figure 12).
7) In contrast, studies that included content related to redefining masculinity, developing a range of specific strengths (such as self-regulation or career
development), and promoting overall well-being (such as by teaching general cognitive restructuring principles or mindfulness) all had relatively low
rates of adverse effects (ranging from 0 percent to 13.5 percent; see Figure 12).
8) There were differences observed across our four main racial and ethnic groups (African American, Latino American, Asian American, and American
Indian/Alaska Native). Asian American and American Indian/Alaska Native (AI/AN) boys and men were more likely to be included in prevention (versus
intervention). Similarly, Asian American and AI/AN boys and men were more likely to be offered programming in school settings than African American
and Latino American boys and men (see Figures 20 and 21).
9) Almost one in three programs (30 percent) offered to AI/AN boys and men included content related to cultural connectedness, versus lower rates for
other groups (9–18 percent). African American boys and men were most likely to receive training in basic skills and strengths (see Figure 19).
10) The findings in #8 and #9 suggest that racial and ethnic stereotypes are seeping into the programming choices made by providers working with boys
and men of color. Given the lack of a scientific database to guide decision making, it is not surprising that other factors are influencing program design.
These factors could include stereotypes about Asian Americans as “model minorities,” positive images of American Indian traditions and cultures, and
negative stereotypes about African Americans, Latino Americans, and violence.
Notes: See text for more discussion.
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TA B L E 4

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PROGRAM PROVIDERS WORKING WITH BOYS AND MEN OF COLOR

1) Consider all-male programs instead of mixed-gender programs. Our data demonstrate that these programs report more positive results than
mixed-gender programs. Perhaps boys and men feel more comfortable in, and therefore more likely to benefit from, all-male programs.
2) Consider including content on redefining masculinity, overall well-being, and specific strengths. Although fewest in number, the programs focusing
on redefining masculinity had the most consistently positive results. In terms of strengths and well-being, offering training or experiences in mindfulness, narrative, career development, or a range of strengths or general life skills appear to be relatively safe techniques.
3) Consider offering male-specific programming in multiple settings. Although also few in number, programs that operated in multiple settings (such as
school, community, and clinical) had the most consistently positive results. For example, if you work in schools, consider outreach to parents and families
to reinforce the message that children are hearing in the school program. Creating a support system that extends throughout the program participants’
community may help participants benefit further from the program curriculum and apply program lessons to other aspects of their lives.
4) Be cautious about adopting programs that focus on interpersonal relationships and cultural connectedness. Both of these types of content were
associated with higher adverse effects. This may be related to underappreciated complexities. For example, strengthening family relationships could be
problematic if the families in question also have problems with violence, addiction, or related issues. Ask yourself the following questions:
•	Would this content still be helpful to the participant in the most dysfunctional family, school, or community setting? Or are you recommending
strategies that depend on high-functioning social networks?
•	Would this content still be helpful to the participant who is most different from the others in terms of race, ethnicity, country-of-origin, immigration
status, religion, or other cultural characteristic? Or are you inadvertently imposing a majority-based strategy even within communities of color?
5) Be aware that stereotypes can influence even the most well-meaning providers. There is no science to support offering self-regulation training to African American boys and men while offering cultural connectedness to American Indian boys and men. Be cautious about selecting content based on what
is most commonly offered to a group. Spend time identifying or developing respectful, culturally appropriate content for the populations in your setting.
6) For specific recommendations of promising programs that have been evaluated with boys and men of color, see Appendix 3.
Notes: The current state of scientific knowledge, while smaller than ideal, can provide guidance for choosing prevention and intervention programs. All of the findings
in this report need replication and would benefit from more formal evaluations (for example, explicitly comparing all-male to mixed-gender program formats). As the
evidence base grows, it will be important to incorporate new information. The recommendations are based on the state of knowledge in 2016. See the text for more
detailed discussion.
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PROGRAM IMPACT BY RESEARCH DESIGN OF PREVENTION AND INTERVENTION PROGRAMS
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APPENDIX 2
E X EMP LARY P R EVENTION AND INTERV EN TIO N PR O G R AM S
We present here exemplary programs which have been effective at preventing or intervening for violence and victimization involving boys and
men of color. These have been chosen to showcase effective programs which represent many aspects of our coding system. This is not intended to be an exhaustive list of exemplary programs, but example to highlight the wide variety of approaches and varying groups of participants
included in the programs meeting our inclusion criteria. Note that due to the presence of very few programs that focused primarily on Asian
American and American Indian/Alaska Native boys and men of color, we were not able to identify exemplars that focused specifically on each of
our four primary racial and ethnic groups.
“Coaching Boys into Men”: A cluster randomized control trial of a dating violence prevention program (Miller et al., 2012)
Coaching Boys into Men, a program geared towards male, high school athletes, was evaluated by Miller et al. (2012) in a randomized control trial
of 1,798 men. The program focuses on reducing dating violence by encouraging boys to view their coaches as positive role models. Coaches are
trained to lead short discussions with their players about dating violence (Miller et al., 2012). Coaches were chosen as good potential mentors
because they see boys on a regular basis (Miller et al., 2012). After the sports season, boys in the intervention group reported greater intentions
to intervene in the case that they saw dating violence occurring, and significantly greater positive bystander intervention behavior after the completion of the season (Miller et al., 2012). Coaching Boys into Men is an exemplary violence prevention program with content specifically geared
towards boys.
Caught in the Crossfire: The effects of a peer-based intervention program for violently injured youth (Becker et al., 2004).
Caught in the Crossfire, a program that focuses on reducing violence perpetration for groups of youth who have been injured, was evaluated
by Becker et al. (2004) using a group comprised of African American participants (60 percent), Latino American (26 percent) participants, Asian/
Pacific Islander participants (8 percent), and participants described as “other” (6 percent). Caught in the Crossfire trains individuals who become
mentors for the injured youth; these mentors visit the youth in the hospital or at their homes, and are trained in many aspects of mentorship,
including conflict resolution, cultural competency, and basic counseling skills (Becker et al., 2004). In their evaluation of the program, Becker et
al. (2004) found that youth who participated in the program were less likely to be arrested or other law enforcement contact compared to youth
in the control group. Caught in the Crossfire is specifically geared towards youth who are already victims of violence, and is a promising model
for high-risk youth.
The Coping Power Program for pre-adolescent aggressive boys and their parents: Outcome effects at the 1-year follow-up (Lochman & Wells,
2004)
The Coping Power Program evaluation focused on a group of preadolescent boys, a majority of whom identified as African American. Participants
were assigned to one of three groups: the full Coping Power Program with parent and youth participation, an abbreviated version of the Coping
Power Program, and a control condition (Lochman & Wells, 2004). The Coping Power Program uses group sessions to address goal setting, coping strategies, and emotional awareness with children, while parents worked on learning effective parenting techniques, all of which are geared
towards reducing the risk of youth delinquency (Lochman & Wells, 2004). After one year, the boys participating in the Coping Power Program had
lower rates of substance abuse as reported by their parents, better behavior in school, as reported by their teachers, and greater reductions in
delinquent behavior by self-report (Lochman & Wells, 2004). This program is an example of an effective program for middle school youth, a key
developmental transition point.
The impact of culturally relevant prevention models on school-age youth (Rodney et al., 2005)
The Family and Community Violence Prevention Program (FCVPP) was evaluated by Rodney et al. (2005) using a sample of majority-male youth
participants identifying as African American, Latino American, American Indian, and Native Hawaiian who were at risk for violence and abuse. The
FCVPP curriculum focused on personal, academic, and career development, family bonding, and cultural and recreational enrichment (Rodney
et al., 2005). The program was found to reduce risky behaviors and deviant behaviors overall. There were some differences among groups, with
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Latino American youth reporting increases in violent behaviors and African American youth reporting decreases. It was not clear why this difference emerged in this program, but this type of comparison across racial and ethnic groups is a model for examining differential outcomes among
subgroups of boys and men of color.
Eliciting behavior change in a US sexual violence and intimate partner violence prevention program through utilization of Freire and discussion
facilitation (Nelson et al, 2010).
The Hombres Unidos Contra La Violencia Familiar (Men United Against Family Violence) Project used group discussion-focused sessions to help
Latino men recognize the prevalence of sexual and intimate partner violence in their communities as well as in their own lives (Nelson et al., 2010).
Sessions involved various group activities such as games and discussion, and was conducted entirely in Spanish (Nelson et al., 2010). Participants
were given pre- and post-tests before and after the five-week program (one session per week for two hours), and results indicated that understanding of concepts related to intimate partner and sexual violence had increased significantly for two of the three participant groups (Nelson
et al., 2010). The program is notable because it is based upon themes relating to men’s nurturing capacities and encourages men participating in
the program to reflect upon their past and future behavior, as well as the effects they have on their communities at large (Nelson, 2010).
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The principal investigator of this project, SHERRY HAMBY, is of European American ancestry (primarily British Isles). What follows is her statement of reflexivity:
For generations, my family lived in rural Appalachia until my father was able to go to college on the GI bill.
I grew up in the Washington, DC suburbs and learned how to navigate both the professional classes of DC
and the rural, low-income, Appalachian culture of my extended family. This ability to “code switch,” especially
across socioeconomic boundaries, has perhaps meant as much to my scientific work as my university training.
I have spent most of my professional life working with people from disadvantaged and stigmatized groups,
and what I have chiefly learned is that most stereotypes are unfounded and that much social science needlessly reinforces biases, instead of finding pathways for building on the strength, endurance, and resilience
of oppressed peoples.
I currently live in rural Appalachia, in a small college town of about 2,000 people, in the Cumberland Plateau.
Professionally, I am trained as a clinical psychologist, although I have worked as a researcher and teacher since
my children (now teenagers) were born. I first began working in mental health settings when I was 16 years old,
as a nurses’ aide on the psychiatric unit of a nursing home. I was introduced to the scientific study of violence
in graduate school. Massive trauma was in the background of virtually every psychiatric patient I had known,
and, for that matter, was common among my friends and loved ones. The study of violence seemed to get at the root of so many problems,
and I also turned my focus to the study of interpersonal conflict. My and my colleagues’ research on poly-victimization has shown that it is the
“dose”—the total cumulative burden of violence—that most affects outcomes.
My academic background was pretty conventional until I moved to the San Carlos Apache Reservation in the 1990s, after my post-doc. It was
there that I began to appreciate what it really meant to be White and a member of the majority culture, thanks to many people there who
helped open my eyes. At that first nursing home, at two state hospitals, on the reservation, and even at a Harvard teaching hospital that was
largely for the very privileged, I saw again and again that the standard service responses of most mental health was so superficial and oblivious
to real-world constraints that it often caused more harm than good.
The strengths I bring to the project are a commitment to being a strong ally and a willingness to critique the status quo. I have a lot of professional privilege and a track record of using it to support disadvantaged groups and to push back against many scientific conventions, which
are little more than biases dressed up in the language of science. My limitations for this work include that I am not male and not a person of
color, and I know that I view many of the challenges of promoting strength in boys and men of color from an inherently outsider’s perspective.
I draw on my own experiences coming from a stigmatized community (“hillbilly” is one of the last slurs it is still ok to say in public) and my time
spent in many other disadvantaged communities to transcend those differences as best I can. In terms of other potential limitations, I do my
best to fight against the pressures of the “ivory tower” and scientific convention. I know that practitioners often find researchers frustrating,
because we always want “more” data and never want to say we have definitively determined anything. I have enough of the clinician left in
me to understand that comes from a place of distance and privilege and that such positions are not noble, they are damaging. Regardless of
the state of science, a lot of therapists, teachers, and other providers must go out there tomorrow and try to do something for their clients or
students. For this project, I was disappointed at the small size of the evidence base and surprised—maybe more than I should have been—at
the hidden biases and prejudices built into the scientific questions being asked and the types of programs deemed “appropriate” for different
groups. Still, I have done the best I can to push back against the instincts to say “we don’t know yet” and offer the best advice, given the current
state of knowledge.
The students and interns who assisted me with the literature search also reflect the Appalachian community where I live. The research assistant
who worked most intensively on it is ZACH BLOUNT, a post-baccalaureate fellow who is a European American male, also from Appalachia.
ELIZABETH EIDSON, ALLI SMITH, ANNYA SHALUN, and ELIZABETH TAYLOR are European American females from the southern U.S.
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ANNE-STUART BELL is of European American descent and identifies as gender fluid. EXCY GUARDADO is a Honduran female. Their professional situations are largely as undergraduate or recent college graduates, although Excy Guardado also has experience working for Teach
for America and Elizabeth Taylor has her M.S. in psychology.

Drs. Bardi and Rice joined the project as members of the advisory panel, and we invited to co-author status in consideration of their contributions to the panel. C. ALBERT BARDI is of European (Scandinavian & Mediterranean) descent
and Latino/a ethnicity. He describes his mother as 3rd generation Swedish American, and his father was a 1st generation
Argentinian American. He identifies as White Latino, and is fluent in Spanish. Dr. Bardi conducted five years of clinical
work with youth and families as a tribal psychologist for two American Indian tribes. He spent most of his life living in
rural areas of the country, and married into a family with deep Appalachian roots and traditions. Finally, his qualitative
work in developing culturally relevant assessment tools has exposed him to diverse viewpoints along lines of gender,
race, and ethnicity in a formal setting.
DR. JOHNNY RICE II is an assistant professor at Coppin State University, a Historically Black College and University
(HBCU) in Baltimore, Maryland. He is also a subject matter expert in the areas of responsible fatherhood, domestic
violence, and family strengthening. Dr. Rice classifies himself as African-American. He grew up in West Baltimore and
came of age during the crack explosion of the 1980’s. He says that in a limited way, he was shielded from some of the
crime and violence that was constant in many communities during that time. His parents were one of the first African
American couples to integrate Hunting Ridge, a predominantly white middle-class community close to the city-county
line. His dad was a decorated Vietnam Veteran who after his tour of duty became an alcoholic and became very abusive towards my mother emotionally and physically all of which he and his sister witnessed. Witnessing that violence
made me understand that people you love can cause you harm. Dr. Rice says, “As I grew into a man and practitioner, I started to understand
the situational, socio-economic, cultural and structural factors that contribute to crime and violence. My parents divorced during my teenage
years, and it was not until I became a young adult that my father recognized the error in his ways and changed from an abuser and alcoholic to a
non-violent and supportive person. I often reflect on how I was able to navigate violence during those formative years. My personal experience
as a young man who was surrounded by violence is complemented by my past employment experience which covers a significant cross-section
of diverse areas which I believe allow me to bring a unique perspective to this research.”
Our expert panel includes community members from a wide range of racial and ethnic groups, including African American, Anishinaabe, Argentine, Cabo Verdean, Chinese American, Chippewa, Choctaw, Japanese, Oneida, Mexican American, Mohican, Puerto Rican, South Indian,
and European American. The team has extensive experience working with boys and men of color. We are also a highly interdisciplinary group,
including researchers, advocates, psychotherapists, and policymakers. We also represents several career stages and have made an effort to not
only take advantage of existing expertise, but also promote the professional development of the next generation of researchers and advocates
who work with boys and men of color.
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