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The Influence of Neighborhood Disadvantage, Collective Socialization, and
Parenting on African American Children’s Affiliation with Deviant Peers

Gene H. Brody, Xiaojia Ge, Rand Conger, Frederick X. Gibbons,
Velma McBride Murry, Meg Gerrard, and Ronald L. Simons

This study focused on hypotheses about the contributions of neighborhood disadvantage, collective socializa-
tion, and parenting to African American children’s affiliation with deviant peers. A total of 867 families living
in Georgia and Iowa, each with a 10- to 12-year-old child, participated. Unique contributions to deviant peer
affiliation were examined using a hierarchical linear model. Community disadvantage derived from census
data had a significant positive effect on deviant peer affiliations. Nurturant/involved parenting and collective
socialization processes were inversely associated, and harsh/inconsistent parenting was positively associated,
with deviant peer affiliations. The effects of nurturant/involved parenting and collective socialization were
most pronounced for children residing in the most disadvantaged neighborhoods.

INTRODUCTION

Both research and theory suggest that peer affiliations
serve as proximal links to problem behavior and dis-
engagement from conventional activities such as
school attendance and academic achievement (Ary,
Tildesley, Hops, & Andrews, 1993; Elliott, Huizinga,
& Ageton, 1985; Hawkins, Catalano, & Miller, 1992;
Mosbach & Leventhal, 1988; Patterson, DeBaryshe, &
Ramsey, 1989). The social contexts within which these
affiliations are fostered or deterred, however, are less
well understood. In the present investigation, hy-
potheses about the contributions of neighborhood
disadvantage, neighborhood processes, and parent-
ing processes to deviant peer affiliation were tested.
Using multilevel data that focus on individuals, fam-
ilies, and neighborhoods, the hypotheses were exam-
ined using a hierarchical linear model (HLM; Bryk &
Raudenbush, 1992) with a multisite sample of African
American children.

Most studies that assess the development of devi-
ant peer affiliations involve adolescents, either those
in the midst of the teenage years or those who are
making the transition to young adulthood (Wills,
Mariani, & Filer, 1996). From a developmental per-
spective, the tendency to associate with deviant peers
develops over time, and the differential affiliation
processes that contribute to unconventional trajecto-
ries may well begin during middle childhood (Fore-
hand, 1990; Patterson et al., 1989; Zucker, 1994). Few
studies, however, have examined affiliation with de-
viant peers during the elementary school years.
Given the importance of community and family fac-
tors in shaping peer relations in middle childhood
(Jessor & Jessor, 1977; Ketterlinus & Lamb, 1994;
Lerner, 1993), this study focused on African American

10- and 11-year-olds, their families, and the commu-
nities in which they live.

Neighborhood Characteristics and Processes

Beginning with the work of social ecologists in the
first half of the 20th century (Burgess, 1925; Park,
1926; Park & Burgess, 1924; Shaw & McKay, 1942) and
continuing with later studies of social disorganiza-
tion, urban poverty, and social inequity (Bursik,
1988; Furstenberg, 1993; Sampson & Groves, 1989;
Wilson, 1991), children’s tendency to associate with
peers who engage in antisocial or delinquent behav-
ior has been linked to neighborhood disadvantage.
A “neighborhood” typically has been defined using
either administrative boundaries such as census
tracts and zip codes or a statistically generated clus-
tering of problems. Modest yet consistent associa-
tions have emerged from these studies between ado-
lescent delinquency and neighborhood disadvantage
based on indicators such as poverty rates, unemploy-
ment levels, proportions of single-parent and female-
headed households, population turnover, and cul-
tural heterogeneity (Block, 1970; Elliott et al., 1996;
Figueira-McDonough, 1993; Jencks & Mayer, 1990;
Mayer & Jencks, 1989; Peeples & Loeber, 1994; Shaw &
McKay, 1942; Shekadeh & Sleffensmeier, 1994; Simcha-
Fagan & Schwartz, 1986).

It is still unclear how neighborhood disadvantage
becomes linked with children’s antisocial or delin-
quent behavior and affiliation with deviant peers. So-
cial disorganization theorists (Sampson & Groves,
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1989; Wilson, 1987, 1991) have hypothesized that the
particular characteristics of disadvantaged neighbor-
hoods inhibit processes that promote conventional
behavior in both adults and children. Residents of
disadvantaged neighborhoods may be more socially
alienated from one another and communicate less
often. Such erosion of social ties among neighbors
may impede the development of informal social con-
trol networks and consensus regarding norms and
standards for youth behavior. Under these condi-
tions, residents are less likely to monitor the behavior
of the children and youths in their neighborhoods
(Bursik & Grasmick, 1993; Sampson & Groves, 1989;
Sampson, Raudenbush, & Earls, 1997), thus strength-
ening the peer influence systems that may reward un-
conventional norms and behavior. One purpose of
the present research, therefore, was to test the hypoth-
esis that affiliation with deviant peers during child-
hood is associated with residence in a disadvantaged
neighborhood.

Structural indicators commonly used to measure
neighborhood quality provide limited information
relevant to the neighborhood processes that affect
peer affiliations (see Bronfenbrenner & Crouter, 1982;
Burton, Price-Spratlen, & Spencer, 1996). To remedy
this situation, researchers have begun to examine em-
pirically the specific behaviors that adults enact in
their neighborhoods that promote positive child de-
velopment (Furstenberg, 1993; Sampson et al., 1997).
Sampson and Groves (1989) proposed that a set of
neighborhood practices, which they termed collective
socialization processes, would promote child develop-
ment and protect children from dangerous neighbor-
hood contexts. Included in these processes is the will-
ingness of adults in a neighborhood to monitor and
supervise the behavior of children and youths from
both their own and other families. Collective social-
ization represents parental monitoring processes ex-
tended to the neighborhood (Patterson et al., 1989),
and connotes a level of trust and cohesion among
neighbors that facilitates consensus about acceptable
conduct in the community (Bursik & Grasmick, 1993).

Just as parents vary in their willingness and ability
to monitor their children, neighborhood residents
also vary in their ability to organize themselves in
ways that facilitate collective socialization processes.
Aspects of neighborhood disadvantage that induce
stress, a sense of powerlessness, and lower levels of
personal and collective efficacy are associated with
low levels of collective socialization (Allison et al.,
1999; Bursik & Grasmick, 1993; Sampson, 1992; Samp-
son et al., 1997; Shaw & McKay, 1942; Wilson, 1987).
Neighborhoods in which adult residents manage to
engage in collective socialization processes despite

disadvantage experience less violence (Sampson et
al.,, 1997), greater prosocial competence among ado-
lescent residents, and less juvenile problem behavior
(Elliott et al., 1996). Collective socialization processes,
therefore, are pivotal in connecting neighborhood
disadvantage to variations in violence and in adoles-
cent competence and vulnerability. Accordingly, we
predicted that collective socialization processes such
as monitoring children’s behavior and constraining
their deviant actions would be inversely associated
with children’s affiliation with deviant peers. Al-
though we further predicted that fewer collective
socialization processes would operate in disadvan-
taged neighborhoods, a contextual hypothesis was
also tested: The link between collective socialization
processes and children’s affiliation with deviant peers
would be stronger for children living in more disad-
vantaged neighborhoods than for children living in
less disadvantaged surroundings. This hypothesis is
based on Rutter’s (1985) observation that the influence
of protective processes is strongest under conditions
of highest risk. By applying Rutter’s thesis to the
present study, we predicted that (1) among the overall
sample, community disadvantage would be positively
associated with children’s deviant peer affiliations,
(2) collective socialization processes would be nega-
tively associated with children’s deviant peer affilia-
tions, and (3) the effects of collective socialization
would be most apparent for children living in the
most disadvantaged neighborhoods.

A secondary purpose of the neighborhood analy-
ses was to determine whether prediction of children’s
affiliations with deviant peers varies according to the
source of information about neighborhood character-
istics. Data were gathered from three sources: census
data measures of neighborhood disadvantage as-
sessed at the block group level, caregivers’ appraisals
of neighborhood characteristics, and children’s ap-
praisals of the same characteristics. Obtaining data
from several independent sources also permitted ex-
amination of the degree of similarity among the as-
sessments of neighborhood characteristics. Qualita-
tive researchers have demonstrated that although
caregivers and children reside in the same neighbor-
hoods, they often perceive those neighborhoods quite
differently (Burton et al., 1996). These divergent per-
ceptions are related to differences in the areas of the
neighborhood that youths and their caregivers fre-
quent, resulting in different appraisals of the same
geographic space. Based on this research, we pre-
dicted that children’s affiliations with deviant peers
would be associated with census data assessments of
community disadvantage and children’s appraisals
of community characteristics and processes. There



was less certainty, however, regarding the links be-
tween caregiver appraisals of their neighborhoods
and children’s peer affiliations. Burton et al.’s (1996)
data suggest that caregiver appraisals may not cap-
ture the child’s neighborhood experiences; therefore,
they may not be as strongly associated with children’s
peer affiliations.

Parenting Processes and Affiliation
with Deviant Peers

In several theories mechanisms are proposed
through which parenting processes are hypothesized
to affect children’s affiliation with deviant peers. Ac-
cording to Jessor and Jessor’s (1977) problem-behavior
theory, an unsupportive parent—child relationship
contributes to deviance-prone attitudes. Children who
do not receive emotional support from their parents
lack a primary source of socialization in conventional
values, and will be less accepting of those values and
more disposed to affiliate with deviant peers during ad-
olescence. Social learning theory (Patterson et al.,
1989) and sociological accounts of delinquency (EI-
liott et al., 1985) also link an unsupportive parent—
child relationship to more aversive parenting behav-
ior and less monitoring of child behavior. Children
whose experiences with their parents include a great
deal of harsh treatment are doubly handicapped. Not
only have they learned to use aversive tactics to resolve
interpersonal conflicts, but they also have not learned
the prosocial skills required for maintaining supportive
peer relationships (Snyder & Patterson, 1995). These
children are more likely to be rejected by conventional
peers and to affiliate with children similar to them-
selves (Simons, Whitbeck, Conger, & Conger, 1991).

Consistent with these theories, longitudinal analy-
ses have indicated that affiliation with deviant peers
is associated with antecedent harsh parenting (Blanton,
Gibbons, Gerrard, Conger, & Smith, 1997, Conger &
Reuter, 1996), low levels of parental monitoring (Dish-
ion, Patterson, Stoollmiller, & Skinner, 1991), low ma-
ternal nurturance (Brody & Forehand, 1993), lax dis-
cipline (Dishion et al., 1991), and low educational and
occupational levels among parents (Dishion et al.,
1991). Cross-sectional studies (Elliott, Huizinga, &
Menard, 1989; Mason, Cauce, Gonzales, & Hiraga,
1994; Simons, Johnson, Beaman, Conger, & Whitbeck,
1996; Simons, Whitbeck, Beaman, & Conger, 1994;
Wills, Schreibman, Benson, & Vaccaro, 1994) have
yielded similar findings, suggesting that a lack of
identification with parents is an important covariate
of affiliation with deviant peers (Simons et al., 1991;
Whitbeck, Simons, Conger, & Lorenz, 1989).

In addition to focusing on children rather than ad-
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olescents in studying affiliation with deviant peers,
we also sought to extend the literature by determin-
ing whether parenting processes are linked with peer
affiliation net of objective assessments of community
disadvantage, perceptions of deviance within the
community, collective socialization processes, and
parents’ socioeconomic characteristics. Because parent-
ing practices have been linked with community disor-
ganization (Brooks-Gunn, Duncan, & Aber, 1997;
Duncan, Brooks-Gunn, & Klebanov, 1994; Klebanov,
Brooks-Gunn, & Duncan, 1994; Klebanov, Brooks-
Gunn, McCarton, & McCormick, 1998; Sampson &
Laub, 1994; Simons et al., 1996; Steinberg, Lamborn,
Dornbusch, & Darling, 1992) and family SES (Brody &
Flor, 1998; Brody, Stoneman, & Flor, 1995; Elder & Caspi,
1988; Simons, Beaman, Conger, & Chao, 1993), any as-
sociations between parenting processes and affilia-
tion with deviant peers may be confounded with
neighborhood and family socioeconomic characteris-
tics. Ruling out this possibility requires researchers to
demonstrate that parenting processes operate over
and above community and other family characteris-
tics. We predicted that nurturant/involved parenting
practices would be inversely related, and harsh/in-
consistent parenting practices would be positively
linked, to children’s affiliation with deviant peers
after controlling for the effects of neighborhood char-
acteristics, neighborhood processes, and family socio-
economic status (SES). Similar to the aforementioned
contextual hypothesis for collective socialization, it
was also predicted that the contribution of nurturant/
involved parenting to reductions in children’s affiliation
with deviant peers will be most apparent for children
residing in the most disadvantaged neighborhoods.

Testing Multilevel Hypotheses

The hierarchically nested structure of our data (indi-
vidual participants nested within neighborhoods) pre-
sents an important data analytic challenge because
participants living in the same neighborhoods will be
influenced by a common neighborhood environment.
As a result, potential interdependence among observa-
tions exists, which is not controlled in traditional re-
gression models (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992). In this
study, an HLM was used to estimate simultaneously
between-neighborhood and within-neighborhood (in-
dividual) characteristics (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992).
This provided greater assurance that the links be-
tween neighborhood factors were not simply the re-
sult of individual-level characteristics (e.g., income or
parental education) that could also vary across neigh-
borhoods as a result of selection effects (Jencks &
Mayer, 1990; Tienda, 1991).
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METHOD

Description of the Family
and Community Health Study

The Family and Community Health Study (FACHS)
is a multisite study of neighborhood and family ef-
fects on health and development. Data were collected
in Georgia and Iowa using identical research proce-
dures. The participants were African American chil-
dren who were 10 and 11 years old when first con-
tacted, and their families. Most research on the effects
of neighborhood characteristics and other contextual
factors on African American families has focused on
those living in densely populated inner cities. This fo-
cus does not acknowledge the diversity of African
American families and the variety of communities in
which they live. The sites in Iowa and Georgia that
were sampled include rural farm communities, sub-
urban areas, and metropolitan areas. None of these
communities in any way resembled densely popu-
lated inner-city regions. Helge (1990), however, has
suggested that rural, suburban, and metropolitan
communities outside the inner city are becoming
more similar to urban environments as crime rates
and the prevalence of substance use increase rapidly
in these areas. The FACHS was designed to analyze
the particular risks and resources that impede or facil-
itate African American family functioning and child
development in contexts other than inner cities.

Participants

A total of 867 African American families with a
fifth-grade child were recruited for participation in
the study. In Iowa, 462 children (213 boys and 249
girls) and their primary caregivers participated, as
did 405 children (187 boys and 218 girls) and caregiv-
ers in Georgia. The children’s mean age was 10.5
years, with a range of 10 to 12 years. Most of the pri-
mary caregivers (84%) were the children’s biological
mothers, 6% were biological fathers, 6% were grand-
mothers, 3% were foster or adoptive parents, 2% were
other biological relatives, 1% were stepparents, and
less than 1% were nonrelatives. Overall, 93% of the
primary caregivers were female. Their mean age was
37.10 years (SD = 8.18 years) with a range of 23 to 80
years. The primary caregivers’ educational levels
ranged from less than high school (19%) to a graduate
degree (3%); the mode was a high school diploma (41%).

Sampling Strategy

One of the study’s central goals was to investi-
gate the effects of neighborhood characteristics on

child and family functioning. Therefore, families
were recruited from neighborhoods with varying
demographic characteristics, particularly racial com-
position (percentage African American) and eco-
nomic level (percentage of families with children
living below the poverty line). In selecting neighbor-
hoods from which to draw the sample, characteris-
tics of block group areas (BGAs)—clusters of blocks
within a tract defined by the Census Bureau—were
examined. These census tracts typically include four
or five BGAs. When constructing BGAs, the Census
Bureau strives to use naturally occurring neigh-
borhood boundaries such as major thoroughfares or
rivers. During the 1990 census, BGAs averaged 452
housing units with 1,100 residents. Using data from
this census, BGAs were identified in Iowa and Geor-
gia in which African American families made up
10% or more of the population and in which 20% to
100% of families with children lived below the pov-
erty line.

In Georgia, sampling procedures were similar to
those used in earlier investigations of African Ameri-
can families (Brody & Flor, 1997, 1998). Metropolitan
and nonmetropolitan BGAs in northeast Georgia that
excluded inner-city Atlanta and met the criteria for
racial composition and extent of poverty were identi-
fied. They were selected from small towns and a sub-
urban area adjacent to Atlanta. Within each BGA,
community members who agreed to serve as liaisons
between the University of Georgia researchers and
the neighborhood residents were identified. These
community liaisons compiled rosters of children
within each BGA who met the sampling criteria. In
addition to their own direct knowledge, the liaisons
used information from parents, teachers, pastors,
youth groups, and community organizations in com-
piling the rosters. Families were then randomly se-
lected from these rosters and contacted to determine
their interest in participation in the research project.
Families who declined participation were removed
from the rosters and other families were randomly se-
lected until the required number of families from each
BGA had been recruited. Over 60% of the families
who were contacted agreed to participate.

In Iowa, BGAs in Waterloo (population 65,000) and
Des Moines (population 193,000) that met the sam-
pling criteria were identified. Potential participants
were identified through the public schools in these
BGAs. The schools provided names and addresses of
all African American students in the fourth through
sixth grades, typically 10- or 11-year-olds. Again, over
60% of the families who were contacted agreed to par-
ticipate. The total sample included families from 259
BGAs: 144 in Iowa and 115 in Georgia.
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Table1 Descriptive Statistics for Study Variables
Iowa Georgia

Variable N M SD N M SD t
Community disadvantage 21 .35 .87 20 .36 72 —-.03
Child affiliation with deviant peers 425 23.13 4.49 373 22.53 4.39 1.91
Family per capita income (dollars, + 1000) 390 6.67 5.56 336 6.36 7.00 .66
Child age (years) 458 10.57 59 404 10.44 .52 3.45***
Caregiver education (years) 410 12.80 2.24 374 12.13 2.02 4.45%*
Nurturant/involved parenting, child report 424 69.52 10.99 376 71.61 9.86 —2.83**
Nurturant/involved parenting, caregiver report 456 70.29 8.58 390 71.02 9.35 -1.17
Harsh/inconsistent parenting, child report 427 35.79 6.77 378 35.24 7.11 1.14
Harsh/inconsistent parenting, caregiver report 458 28.92 4.81 387 28.67 5.11 71
Collective socialization, child report 452 9.13 222 402 9.40 2.36 -1.72
Collective socialization, caregiver report 426 —-.34 5.59 386 .51 4.96 —2.26*
Community deviance, child report 430 8.41 2.57 389 8.39 2.57 14
Community deviance, caregiver report 456 -.19 2.94 401 .01 3.21 -.93

*p < .05; % p < .01; **p < 001

Procedure

Before data collection began, four focus groups in
Georgia and four in Iowa examined and critiqued the
self-report instruments. Each group was composed of
10 African American women who lived in neighbor-
hoods similar to those from which the study partici-
pants were recruited. Group members suggested
modification of items that they perceived to be cultur-
ally insensitive, intrusive, or unclear. After the focus
groups’ revisions were incorporated into the instru-
ments, the protocol was pilot tested on 16 families, 8
from each state. Researchers took extensive notes on
the pilot test participants’ reactions to the question-
naires and offered suggestions for further changes.

To enhance rapport and cultural understanding,
African American university students and commu-
nity members served as field researchers to collect
data from the families in their homes. Prior to data
collection, the researchers received one month of
training in the administration of the self-report in-
struments. Two home visits, each of which lasted 2
hours, were made to each family within 7 days as the
families’ schedules allowed. During the first visit, in-
formed consent was obtained; primary caregivers
consented to their own and their children’s participa-
tion and the children agreed to participate. At each
home visit the self-report questionnaires were admin-
istered to the caregiver and the child in an interview
format. Each interview was conducted privately be-
tween one participant and one researcher, with no
other family members present. At no time during the
presentation of the questionnaires did a researcher as-
sume that a participant could read. This literacy con-
cern was one of the reasons for presenting the mea-

sures in an interview format. The instruments were
presented on laptop computers. Questions appeared
in sequence on the computer screen, which both the
researcher and participant could see. The researcher
read each question aloud and entered the partici-
pant’s response using the computer keypad.

Measures

Census data assessment of community disadvantage
and formation of neighborhood clusters. Five variables de-
rived by the Census Bureau were used to assess objec-
tively the extent of economic disadvantage in the par-
ticipants’” communities: average per capita income,
proportion of female-headed households, proportion
of residents receiving public assistance, proportion of
households below the poverty line, and proportion of
unemployed residents. Combinations of these vari-
ables have been used to assess community SES in pre-
vious studies (Sampson et al., 1997; Sucoff & Up-
church, 1998). These variables also loaded on a single
factor when the data were analyzed. Table 1 presents
the means, standard deviations, and ranges of all
study variables.

Most of the BGAs from which the sample was
drawn included fewer than five participating fami-
lies; consequently, use of an HLM of community con-
textual effects for separate BGAs was not possible.
Cluster analysis was therefore used to combine BGAs
with similar socioeconomic characteristics into larger
community groups. The cluster analysis was per-
formed using Ward’s minimum-variance method
from the SAS Cluster procedure (SAS/STAT User’s
Guide, 1990). This method produces clusters that in-
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clude approximately equal numbers of observations.
Analyses were performed separately for BGAs in
Iowa and Georgia to identify clusters of BGAs that
were similar in both geographic proximity and socio-
economic characteristics. The analyses produced 41
clusters, 21 in Iowa and 20 in Georgia. The number of
families in a cluster ranged from 7 to 56. Most clusters
(31) included 15 to 30 families. The BGAs in a cluster
were not always contiguous, but they were internally
homogenous on the aforementioned census indica-
tors and shared similar geographic locations within a
town or city.

Individual appraisals of neighborhood conditions. The
caregivers and children were asked to report inde-
pendently their perceptions of conditions in their
neighborhoods. Two scales were used in this assess-
ment. The measure of collective socialization in-
cluded eight true—false questions for caregivers and
three Likert-type questions for children asking how
likely adults in the neighborhood would be to inter-
vene if they saw children engaging in various types of
misbehavior (e.g., skipping school, painting graffiti,
behaving disrespectfully). Each respondent’s an-
swers were summed separately to form caregiver and
child collective socialization constructs: for caregiv-
ers, a = .82; for children, a = .61. Community devi-
ance was assessed by asking primary caregivers to in-
dicate on a 4-point scale how much of a problem they
perceived the following behaviors to be in their
neighborhoods: drinking in public, selling or using
drugs, adolescent loitering, and gang violence, a =
.89. Children reported how often during the past 6
months the following events took place in their
neighborhoods: a fight with weapons, a violent argu-
ment, a gang fight, a sexual assault, a robbery or mug-
ging, and a murder, a = .75.

Nurturant/involved parenting. Separate indicators of
nurturant/involved parenting were constructed for
caregivers and children by summing standardized
scores from the scales that were used to assess care-
givers’ inductive reasoning, communication, and
child monitoring. These scales have been used in pre-
vious studies (Conger et al., 1992; Ge, Conger, Lorenz, &
Simons, 1994), and the combination of the variables
they measure has been found to be related consis-
tently to adolescents’ affiliation with deviant peers
(Blanton et al., 1997; Conger & Reuter, 1996; Simons et
al,, 1996). Caregivers and children used a 4-point
scale to indicate the frequency with which caregivers
engaged in particular childrearing behaviors. The
items assessed the extent to which caregivers rea-
soned with children and encouraged the children to
consider the consequences of their own behavior, the
clarity with which caregivers expressed their own

views (e.g., asked for children’s input when making
decisions, disciplined children by reasoning, talked to
children about things that bother the children, lis-
tened to children’s perspectives during arguments),
and the degree to which caregivers were aware of the
children’s behavior and activities (e.g., knew what
children did after school, knew if children misbe-
haved, knew about children’s school performance):
for caregivers, a = .76; for children, a = .82.

Children also completed a 9-item warmth scale in-
dicating the degree to which their caregivers ex-
pressed interest in and consideration for them (e.g.,
“Your mom talks about good things you have done,”
“Your mom talks with you about what you are doing
in school,” and “When your mom disagrees with you,
you know she still loves you.”), @ = .82. Principal
component factor analysis indicated that this scale
loaded on a common factor with nurturant/involved
parenting, with factor loadings of .82 for warmth and
.77 for nurturant/involved parenting.

Harsh/inconsistent parenting. A construct was formed
by aggregating separately caregivers’ and children’s
responses to questions on a scale used to assess care-
givers’ use of harsh and inconsistent discipline with
their children. The scale included 11 items, which in
prior research had prospectively predicted affiliation
with deviant peers during adolescence (Conger &
Reuter, 1996; Simons et al., 1996), that indexed dis-
crepancy in the caregivers’ disciplinary practices
(e.g., punishing children for particular misbehaviors
at one time but not punishing them for the same mis-
behaviors at other times) and the caregivers’” use of
severe disciplinary techniques (e.g., shouting and
hitting): for caregivers, a = .56; for children, a =
.65. The relatively low a coefficients for the harsh/in-
consistent discipline scale reflect the skewness of the
distribution.

Children also completed an 8-item hostility scale
that assessed the extent to which their caregivers
were angry, critical, and rejecting toward them (e.g.,
criticizing children, their ideas, or the ways in which
they do things; insulting or swearing at children), a =
.73. Principal component factor analyses again were
executed to justify aggregation of the separate scales
into a higher order construct. The factor loadings
were .76 for hostility and .74 for harsh/inconsistent
discipline.

Children’s affiliation with deviant peers. On a 4-point
scale ranging from 1 (“none of them”) to 4 (“all of
them”), children reported the proportion of their
friends who engaged in deviant behaviors such as
skipping school, purposely damaging property, using
tobacco, drinking alcohol, stealing less than $25, and
stealing more than $25. The instrument used was a



modified version of a scale developed by Elliott et al.
(1985); Cronbach’s o was .88.

To establish that the affiliation with deviant peers
construct could be discriminated from the construct
of child-reported community deviance, the items
from the two constructs were modeled in the same
confirmatory factor analytical model. When all the
items from both affiliation with deviant peers and
child-reported community deviance were loaded on a
single factor, x2(275, N = 867) = 2,334.25. In a two-fac-
tor model, with the items loaded separately on the
two constructs of affiliation with deviant peers and
community deviance, x%(274, N = 867) = 1,257.56, in-
dicating a dramatic improvement in model fit over
the single-factor model. This comparison suggests
that affiliation with deviant peers is a distinct construct
that is not confounded with community deviance.

RESULTS
Descriptive Statistics

Table 1 presents descriptive data on the study vari-
ables for the Iowa and Georgia research sites. The re-
sults of t tests comparing the means for the study
variables at the two sites are also presented. The com-
parisons indicate that structural community disad-
vantage, family income, and affiliation with deviant
peers did not differ between sites. Target children in
Iowa were an average of 1.3 months older than those
in Georgia, and caregivers in Iowa had attended
school an average of 6.7 months longer than had
Georgia caregivers. Children in Georgia reported re-
ceiving more nurturant/involved parenting than did
children in Iowa, and caregivers in Georgia reported
higher levels of collective socialization in their neigh-
borhoods than did Iowa caregivers. Other measures
indexing harsh/inconsistent parenting, community
deviance, caregivers’ reports of nurturant/involved
parenting, and children’s reports of collective social-
ization did not differ across sites.

Plan of Analysis

As Bryk and Raudenbush (1992) suggested, an
HLM was used to accommodate the nested structure
of the data. According to Aber (1994), an HLM is a
more appropriate analytical approach than are tradi-
tional regression models for hierarchically struc-
tured data. For the Level 1 model in this study, the
outcome variable, affiliation with deviant peers, was
predicted by a set of explanatory variables, includ-
ing harsh /inconsistent and nurturant/involved parent-
ing, collective socialization, and community deviance.
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Community disadvantage, which varied across neigh-
borhood clusters, was modeled as a Level 2 explana-
tory variable.

A systematic mismatch strategy was also used to
avoid problems associated with multicollinearity,
because variables on which a single informant re-
ports may contain systematic method variance. Four
models were specified. Model 1 estimated the effects
of caregiver-reported parenting practices and chil-
dren’s community appraisals, as well as the main ef-
fect of community disadvantage and its interaction
effects with children’s community appraisals. Model
2 evaluated the effects of children’s reports of parent-
ing practices and caregivers’ community appraisals,
along with the main effect of community disadvan-
tage and its interaction with children’s reports of
parenting practices. Model 3 repeated the estimations
in Model 1, except that Model 3 estimated the interac-
tion effects between community disadvantage and
caregivers’ reports of parenting practices. Similarly,
Model 4 largely repeated the estimations in Model 2,
but evaluated the interaction effects between commu-
nity disadvantage and caregivers’ community apprais-
als. These models allowed us to estimate separately
the interaction effects that community disadvantage
had with child-reported parenting, children’s com-
munity appraisals, caregiver-reported parenting, and
caregivers’ community appraisals.

For all four models, variables such as the target
child’s age and gender were included as controls. As
Duncan and Raudenbush (1999) suggested, the po-
tential confound of selection effects in the estimation
of neighborhood effects must be avoided. Therefore,
primary caregivers’ education level and per capita in-
come were systematically controlled in every equa-
tion when estimating neighborhood effects. This
strategy allowed for a more confident inference re-
garding community effects.

HLM Analyses Linking Parenting and Community
Measures to Affiliation with Deviant Peers

Table 2 presents the results generated from the four
models. In Model 1, it was predicted that affiliation
with deviant peers would be positively associated
with caregiver-reported harsh/inconsistent parent-
ing and child-reported community deviance, and neg-
atively associated with caregiver-reported nurturant/
involved parenting and child-reported collective so-
cialization, even after controlling for child gender and
age. It was further predicted that community dis-
advantage would be significantly linked with chil-
dren’s association with deviant peers after controlling
for caregiver-reported parenting practices, children’s
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Table 2 Hierarchical Linear Model Unstandardized Coefficients for Models Testing Level 1 and 2

Effects
Model1l Model2 Model3 Model 4
Level 1 variables
Intercept 21.83** 21.22**  21.27**  20.77**
Demographic characteristics
Child gender .68* 52 72% 54
Child age .16 22 .20 25
Caregiver education —.06 —.05 —.05 —-.05
Family per capita income -.03 —.04 -.02 —.04
Harsh/inconsistent parenting
Child report 15** 15%*
Caregiver report .08* .09*
Nurturant/involved parenting
Child report —.06** —.06**
Caregiver report -.01 -.01
Community deviance
Child report A49** 49+
Caregiver report -.01 -.01
Collective socialization
Child report —-.19* 21+
Caregiver report -.01 -.01
Level 2 variables
CD —Intercept .68™* .66™* .66™* 64
CD X Collective Socialization, child report —.21*
CD X Collective Socialization, caregiver report —.01
CD X Community Deviance, child report —.00
CD X Community Deviance, caregiver report -.01
CD X Harsh/Inconsistent Parenting, child report .02
CD X Harsh/Inconsistent Parenting, caregiver report —.04
CD X Nurturant/Involved Parenting, child report .04*
CD X Nurturant/Involved parenting, caregiver report -.03
r 14.61 14.95 14.63 14.98

Note: r = variance component; CD = community disadvantage (block group areas Census Bureau data).

*p < .05 *p < .01

community appraisals, and possible selection effects
(e.g., per capita family income and primary caregiv-
ers’ education levels). The HLM unstandardized coef-
ficients are presented in Table 2.

As hypothesized, caregiver-reported harsh/incon-
sistent parenting, B = .08, p < .05, as well as children’s
reports of collective socialization, B = —.19, p < .05,
and community deviance, p = .49, p < .01, were sig-
nificantly linked to affiliation with deviant peers. No
significant association emerged with nurturant/in-
volved parenting, 3 = —.01, p > .05. Multicollinearity
may account for this unexpected result because a sig-
nificant effect did emerge when nurturant/involved
parenting was entered into the equation separately, B =
—.04, p < .05. Child gender significantly predicted af-
filiation with deviant peers, B = .68, p < .05, such that
boys were more likely than girls to report having
friends who engaged in delinquent activities.

Turning to Level 2 effects of Model 1, the intercept

was significantly associated with community disad-
vantage, yip = .68, p < .01, suggesting that living in a
more disadvantaged neighborhood is associated with a
greater likelihood that children will affiliate with de-
viant peers. This HLM Level 2 effect is interpreted in
a manner similar to that of a main effect in traditional
regression analyses, the major difference being that
the main effect for community disadvantage is based
upon the number of community clusters rather than
the number of participants. An HLM also allows the
associations between Level 1 independent and de-
pendent variables (e.g., collective socialization and
deviant peer affiliations) to vary across community
contexts. Variation in Level 1 associations, therefore,
may be examined as a function of Level 2 variables
such as community disadvantage. The effect of com-
munity disadvantage on variations in Level 1 coeffi-
cients can be interpreted as similar to an interaction
effect in traditional regression analysis. In this study



specific hypotheses were advanced that addressed
variation in the associations of deviant peer affilia-
tions with collective socialization and nurturant/
involved parenting as a function of community dis-
advantage. It was hypothesized that significant asso-
ciations would be more likely to emerge when children
lived in more disadvantaged communities. The re-
sults supported this line of reasoning: The effect of the
Level 1 variable of child-reported collective socializa-
tion on affiliation with deviant peers was significantly
affected by Level 2 community disadvantage, vy =
—.21, p < .05, suggesting that the influence of collec-
tive socialization on deviant peer affiliation varies
systematically according to the level of community
disadvantage. Among children living in more disad-
vantaged neighborhoods, those who reported higher
levels of collective socialization were less likely to as-
sociate with deviant peers.

In Model 2, the associations of the Level 1 variables
of child-reported parenting and caregiver community
appraisals with affiliation with deviant peers were
estimated. As with the analyses for Model 1, the effect
of the Level 2 community disadvantage variable on
the Level 1 associations between child-reported parent-
ing and deviant peer affiliations were also examined.
Child-reported harsh/inconsistent, g = .15, p < .01,
and nurturant/involved, B = —.06, p < .01, parenting
were both significantly linked to affiliation with devi-
ant peers. Children whose primary caregivers were
nurturant and involved were less likely to be affili-
ated with deviant peers, whereas those children
whose caregivers used harsh, hostile, and inconsis-
tent parenting behaviors were more likely to associate
with deviant peers. Neither caregiver-reported collec-
tive socialization, = —.01, p > .05, nor community
deviance, B = —.01, p > .05, were significantly linked
with the outcome variable. This finding is addressed
in more detail in the Discussion section. Of particular
interest was a significant effect for the Level 2 commu-
nity disadvantage variable on the association between
the Level 1 variable of child-reported nurturant/
involved parenting and affiliation with deviant peers,
Y72 = —.04, p < .05. This significant effect suggests
that in highly disadvantaged neighborhoods the
presence of nurturant and involved parenting re-
duces the likelihood that children will affiliate with
deviant peers.

Model 3 included the same Level 1 analyses as did
Model 1, but at Level 2 the influence of community
disadvantage on the effects of caregiver-reported
harsh/inconsistent and nurturant/involved parent-
ing were tested. No significant associations emerged
for caregiver-reported parenting. Model 4 repeated
the Level 1 analyses included in Model 2, but at Level
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2 the association of community disadvantage with
caregiver-reported collective socialization and com-
munity deviance was tested. No significant effects
emerged. We intended to perform all of the aforemen-
tioned analyses separately by child gender. This
could not be done, however, because gendered analy-
ses would have reduced significantly the number of
clusters that could be analyzed. Using HLM with a
relatively small number of clusters increases the likeli-
hood of spurious results (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992).

Examining the Links among Sources of Information
about Community Characteristics

Additional analyses were executed to determine
the relationship between community disadvantage as
indicated by census data and appraisals of commu-
nity deviance and collective socialization from chil-
dren and caregivers. The children’s community ap-
praisals were regressed on the caregivers’ appraisals
of the same variables and community disadvantage
derived from census data, while controlling for the ef-
fects of child gender and of caregivers’ education and
income. Similarly, caregivers’ community appraisals
were regressed on children’s appraisals of the same
variables and community disadvantage, while con-
trolling for the effects of children’s gender and age.
Table 3 presents the results of these analyses.

As shown in Table 3, children’s appraisals of com-
munity deviance and collective socialization were
significantly associated with community disadvan-
tage based on census data, 3 = .650, p <.001,and 8 =
—.428, p < .001, respectively. Children’s appraisals of
community deviance and collective socialization
were both significantly associated with caregivers’
appraisals of the same variables, B = .164, p < .001
and B = .054, p < .001, respectively. These significant
links between children’s and caregivers’ appraisals
suggests that their perceptions of their communities
converge to a significant degree, but do not overlap
entirely. This is consistent with Burton et al.’s (1996)
observation.

Caregivers’ appraisals of community deviance
were negatively associated with their income levels, B =
—.03, p < .05, and positively associated with commu-
nity disadvantage based on census data, § = .998, p <
.001, after controlling for caregiver education and
gender and for children’s appraisals of the same vari-
ables. Caregivers’ appraisals of collective socializa-
tion, however, were not significantly associated with
the demographic variables or with community disad-
vantage, 3 = —.317, p > .10. Caregivers’ appraisals of
collective socialization practices were significantly
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Table 3 Hierarchical Linear Model Unstandardized Coefficients Linking Appraisals of Commu-
nity Characteristics to Block Group Area Assessed Community Disadvantage

Child Report Caregiver Report
Community Collective Community Collective
Deviance Socialization Deviance Socialization
Level 1 variables

Intercept 8.214* 9.147** -1.169 - 916
Child gender 133 125
Child age .007 .007
Community deviance,

caregiver report .164**
Collective socialization,

caregiver report .045**
Caregiver education —.048 -.117
Caregiver gender 443 777
Family per capita income —.030* .049
Community deviance,

child report 210%
Collective socialization,

child report .238**

Level 2 variable

Community disadvantage .650** —.428** .988** -.317

*p < .05 p < 0l

linked with those of their children, § = .238, p < .05,
but were not governed by the communities’ levels of
poverty, public assistance, unemployment, single
motherhood, or income.

DISCUSSION

In the present study, specific hypotheses were tested
concerning the links associating neighborhood environ-
ments and parenting processes with children’s affilia-
tion with deviant peers. Results based on HLMs indi-
cated that assessments of neighborhood disadvantage,
appraisals of neighborhood deviance and collective
socialization, and reports of nurturant/involved and
harsh/inconsistent parenting processes were all linked
as expected to children’s peer affiliations. These effects
emerged while controlling for the other predictors
and for variables (e.g., per capita income) that influ-
ence selection into neighborhoods.

Indices of neighborhood disadvantage based on
census data were significantly linked to children’s
affiliation with deviant peers. This result extends
previous research in three ways. First, robust links
emerged for children who did not live in the heavily
populated inner city neighborhoods from which most
prior samples were drawn. Second, the links emerged
for 10- to 12-year-old children, whereas prior studies
of neighborhood effects on antisocial behavior have
focused on youths in middle to late adolescence.

Third, HLM analyses revealed these effects, thus ruling
out plausible rival hypotheses concerning overestima-
tion of neighborhood effects due to statistical artifacts.

Although most previous studies of community
disadvantage and youths’ antisocial behavior have
focused on heavily populated urban areas such as
Chicago and Denver (Elliott et al., 1996; Sampson et
al., 1997; Shaw & McKay, 1942), African American
children grow up in diverse communities that vary in
population density and levels of disadvantage. The
present findings demonstrate that structural neigh-
borhood risk factors generalize across community
size and location. Small towns and rural areas are be-
coming more similar to urban environments, as crime
rates and substance abuse increase rapidly outside
the inner cities (Helge, 1990). The community charac-
teristics that come with disadvantage, which discour-
age adherence to conventional norms and produce
feelings of hopelessness in both adults and children
(Wilson, 1991), are as likely to operate in small or
moderately sized communities as they are in large ur-
ban areas. The present data suggest that children re-
siding in disadvantaged communities, regardless of
location, have a higher probability of exposure to and
affiliation with antisocial peers than do children liv-
ing in more affluent neighborhoods.

McLeod and Shanahan (1994) conjectured that a
neighborhood’s structural characteristics would be
linked only weakly to young children’s behavior, in-



creasing as youths grow older, spend more time away
from home, and become more established in the com-
munity. The present results refine this prediction by
demonstrating that community disadvantage is asso-
ciated with affiliation with deviant peers by the time
children reach 10 years of age. Despite the importance
ascribed to differential affiliation processes as a pre-
cursor to involvement in a range of antisocial activi-
ties (Hawkins et al., 1992; Mosbach & Leventhal, 1988;
Patterson et al., 1989; Wills et al., 1994), researchers
have assumed that these processes are not activated
until adolescence. The present results indicate that
community characteristics are already contributing to
rejection of conventional norms and affiliation with
deviant peers during the upper elementary school
years.

An HLM analysis was used to examine the contri-
bution of neighborhood characteristics to children’s
peer affiliations. Despite suggestions that HLMs
should be used to analyze neighborhood level data
(Aber, 1994), few developmentally oriented researchers
have done so. Hierarchical linear models present
challenges that may cause researchers to avoid using
them, the most notable of which involves statistical
power. The degrees of freedom for HLMs are based
on the number of neighborhoods sampled, not on the
number of participants. Although the present sample
included 867 families, they resided in only 42 com-
munity clusters. As noted earlier, however, HLMs
avoid problems arising from the lack of indepen-
dence and the attenuation of standard errors that oc-
cur when families living in the same neighborhood
have identical scores on structural community indica-
tors. The use of analytic strategies such as HLMs
makes it necessary to conduct multisite studies that
include enough different communities to detect any
community effects that may exist. This strategy en-
abled us to recruit families from a diverse sample of
communities and obtain enough statistical power to
detect meaningful associations.

Consistent with prior research and theory (Bursik &
Grasmick, 1993; Sampson & Groves, 1989; Sampson
et al., 1997), children’s reports of collective socializa-
tion processes were linked inversely with their affilia-
tion with deviant peers. These results extend previous
findings by demonstrating the efficacy of collective
socialization processes in communities outside large
inner cities. The next step in researching the protec-
tive effects of collective socialization processes is to
determine how these processes decrease affiliation
with deviant peers. Several possible mechanisms can
be addressed in future research. Collective socializa-
tion may decrease the overall level of antisocial be-
havior in a community, thus reducing opportunities
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for exposure to antisocial models and inhibiting peer
reinforcement of antisocial behavior. It also may de-
termine the standards of conduct that children inter-
nalize, which presumably serve as guidelines for self-
regulation in the absence of adult surveillance. In
neighborhoods in which collective socialization takes
place, the community also may organize more oppor-
tunities for children to spend time with their peers in
supervised settings either at school or in other orga-
nized community contexts, whereas children in less-
monitored neighborhoods may spend more time
“hanging out” with peers in unsupervised activities
that encourage rather than discourage deviant behav-
ior (Pettit, Bates, Dodge, & Meece, 1999). Future re-
search in which more extensive information is col-
lected on community norms, the proportions of
antisocial children residing in neighborhoods, and
the activities in which children spend their time will
help investigators to understand the operation of col-
lective socialization processes.

This study tested a hypothesis about possible con-
textual effects of collective socialization processes.
The hypothesis was supported: Among children liv-
ing in the most disadvantaged neighborhoods, the
link between community disadvantage and affiliation
with deviant peers was weaker when levels of collec-
tive socialization as reported by children were higher.
These results also support Rutter’s (1985) contextual
hypothesis that neighborhood processes such as col-
lective socialization have a greater impact on child
development in more disadvantaged settings. The re-
sults further indicate that economically disadvan-
taged neighborhoods are not socially homogenous;
although their structural characteristics are similar,
their social organization differs in ways that impact
child and adolescent development.

For the most part, neighborhood characteristics
based on census data were associated with both care-
givers’ and children’s appraisals of neighborhood
characteristics, confirming that the subjective ap-
praisals were grounded in independent assessments
of the communities in which the participants lived. A
different pattern emerged for the associations be-
tween community characteristics and deviant peer af-
filiations. Children’s reports of affiliation with deviant
peers were linked with neighborhood disadvantage
and the children’s appraisals of neighborhood deviance
and collective socialization, but no links emerged be-
tween caregivers’ neighborhood appraisals and re-
ports of children’s affiliations with deviant peers. As
noted previously, we believe that caregivers and chil-
dren perceived and reported on somewhat different
aspects of their neighborhoods, producing the differ-
ences in results. Children and their caregivers also
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may have had different perspectives concerning
which behaviors constitute deviant activity in the
community. These explanations are consistent with
results of qualitative studies in which caregivers and
children were found to think differently about their
neighborhoods and to be involved in very different
community activities (e.g., Burton et al., 1996). It
could be argued that these associations were due to
method variance, emerging when children provided
data about their neighborhoods’ characteristics and
processes as well as the extent to which they affiliated
with deviant peers. Although this explanation cannot
be ruled out entirely, the data linking children’s ap-
praisals of their neighborhoods to those rendered by
their caregivers as well as to census data suggest that
the associations obtained reflected actual links be-
tween neighborhood conditions as the children expe-
rienced them and the children’s peer affiliations. The
differences in children’s and parents’” perceptions of
their neighborhoods is not entirely surprising. Simi-
lar discrepancies emerged in parent and child assess-
ments (Brody & Sigel, 1990) and sibling perceptions
(Brody & Stoneman, 1994; Plomin & Daniels, 1987) of
family processes, and in parent, child, and teacher as-
sessments of child psychosocial functioning (Achen-
bach & Edelbrock, 1984).

Children’s reports of nurturant/involved parenting
were inversely related to affiliation with deviant
peers during childhood and harsh /inconsistent parent-
ing as reported by children and caregivers was posi-
tively associated with such affiliations, net of the con-
tributions of community disadvantage, participants’
community appraisals, and family socioeconomic
characteristics. The results are consistent with previ-
ous findings on the implications of parental support
for adolescents, while extending these findings to el-
ementary school-aged children. The link between
parenting processes and children’s affiliation with de-
viant peers can be explained in several ways. Nur-
turant/involved parenting contributes to academic
competence (Brody et al, 1995), and academically
competent children are likely to consider schooling to
be important. This view may discourage affiliation
with peers who reject academic values. Research that
linked lower academic competence to problem be-
haviors such as substance use and delinquency
(Newcomb, Maddahian, & Bentler, 1986; Wills, Vac-
caro, & McNamara, 1992) supports this perspective.
The intergenerational transmission of norms govern-
ing social and academic behavior may also be in-
volved. When norms are transmitted effectively, care-
givers’ behavioral standards contribute to children’s
development of internalized controls that lead them
to comply with their caregivers’ rules not only in the

caregivers’ presence but also in the absence of adult
surveillance or constraints. Although no studies have
addressed the link between norm internalization and
affiliation with deviant peers, relevant hypotheses
can be derived from the broader literature. Parenting
processes that enhance children’s sense of willing
rather than externally pressured compliance are more
likely to foster internalization and decrease affiliation
with deviant peers (Bao, Whitbeck, Hoyt, & Conger,
1999; Brody, Ge, Katz, & Arias, 2000; Simons et al.,
1991). Caregivers’ use of unnecessarily power-oriented
control causes children to feel angry and distressed,
discouraging acceptance of caregivers’ norms and en-
couraging adoption of unconventional norms (Elliott
et al., 1996; Jessor & Jessor, 1977).

It was also predicted that nurturant/involved
parenting would be most influential among children
living in highly disadvantaged neighborhoods. Rut-
ter’s (1985) suggestion that research on protective ef-
fects should address processes that are proximal to
adverse outcomes was followed. The results sup-
ported this hypothesis: Children residing in disad-
vantaged communities whose caregivers used high
levels of nurturant/involved parenting affiliated less
with deviant peers than did children in similar neigh-
borhoods whose caregivers were less nurturant and
involved. Children in the most disadvantaged com-
munities benefited most from parental monitoring,
warmth, and communication.

Although a growing body of research focuses on
the contributions of contextual processes to youth dif-
ferential affiliation processes, very few empirical
studies have been conducted with African American
children, particularly those who do not live in large
urban areas. Theories concerning differential affilia-
tion processes must be tested with diverse samples of
children. Affiliation with deviant peers has been
found to serve as a proximal predictor of the onset
and escalation of problem behaviors among both Af-
rican American and White adolescents; however, the
absolute magnitude of this effect varies across studies.
In some studies the effect was weaker among African
American adolescents than among White adolescents
(Aseltine, 1995; Flay et al., 1994; Vaccaro & Wills, 1998;
Windle, 1990), whereas no ethnic differences emerged
in other investigations (Fletcher, Darling, & Steinberg,
1995; Rowe, Vazsonyi, & Flannery, 1994; Urberg,
Degirmencioglu, & Pilgrim, 1997). The influence of
peers on children’s and adolescents’” developmental
trajectories has been documented. The contextual pro-
cesses that lead to variation in peer influence both
within and across ethnic groups must now be clari-
fied. From our perspective, the community and
parenting processes that contribute to children’s affil-



iations with deviant or nondeviant peers should be
similar for African American and Caucasian youths.
The links would operate differently to the extent that
one ethnic group, in general, experiences more stres-
sors (such as financial inadequacy or psychological
distress) that interfere with protective processes
such as nurturant/involved parenting and collec-
tive socialization, or potentiate risk processes such
as harsh/inconsistent parenting and neighborhood
disadvantage. These conjectures await empirical
evaluation.

In this study, hypotheses were addressed that con-
cerned affiliation with deviant peers among children
in elementary school. The results support our expec-
tation that the precursors of differential affiliation
processes are detectable at earlier ages than the exist-
ing literature suggests. The literature linking contex-
tual processes with differential affiliation processes
focuses on youths who are well into adolescence. Al-
though the links between context and affiliation pro-
cesses are quite robust for adolescents, in this study
they were modest. Smaller effect sizes were expected
to emerge for younger children, because during the
late elementary school years children are only begin-
ning to engage in deviant activities away from home
(Patterson et al., 1989). Despite the smaller effect
sizes, the data demonstrate the contributions that
family and community parameters make to this de-
velopmental process.

Limitations of this study and some caveats must be
noted. First, it is not known whether the present re-
sults generalize to White families living in the same
communities as the study participants or to inner-city
families of any race. Collective socialization and pa-
rental monitoring, warmth, and communication clearly
can affect children from different ecological niches,
but the weight of the associations may vary among
samples. Second, the sample is not random; it is there-
fore possible that the families who participated in this
study may be functioning better than the population
at large due to self-selection processes. Finally, al-
though the links among the variables may imply cau-
sality, due to the cross-sectional nature of the data we
can only document the existence of the link without
drawing conclusions regarding direction of effects.
Nevertheless, the present results indicate that further
research is needed on the contextual processes that
are associated with competence and good adjustment
among children growing up in challenging contexts.
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