J Youth Adolescence (2012) 41:1078-1094
DOI 10.1007/s10964-012-9754-y

EMPIRICAL RESEARCH

Parent and Peer Pathways to Adolescent Delinquency:
Variations by Ethnicity and Neighborhood Context

Arielle R. Deutsch - Lisa J. Crockett -
Jennifer M. Wolff - Stephen T. Russell

Received: 16 December 2011/ Accepted: 6 March 2012 /Published online: 30 March 2012

© Springer Science+Business Media, LLC 2012

Abstract Effects of ethnicity and neighborhood quality
often are confounded in research on adolescent delinquent
behavior. This study examined the pathways to delin-
quency among 2,277 African American and 5,973 Euro-
pean American youth residing in high-risk and low-risk
neighborhoods. Using data from a national study of youth,
a meditational model was tested in which parenting prac-
tices (parental control and maternal support) were
hypothesized to influence adolescents’ participation in
delinquent behavior through their affiliation with deviant
peers. The relationships of family and neighborhood risk to
parenting practices and deviant peer affiliation were also
examined. Results of multi-group structural equation
models provided support for the core meditational model in
both ethnic groups, as well as evidence of a direct effect of
maternal support on delinquency. When a similar model
was tested within each ethnic group to compare youths
residing in high-risk and low-risk neighborhoods, few
neighborhood differences were found. The results indicate
that, for both African American and European American
youth, low parental control influences delinquency indi-
rectly through its effect on deviant peer affiliation, whereas
maternal support has both direct and indirect effects.
However, the contextual factors influencing parenting
practices and deviant peer affiliation appear to vary
somewhat across ethnic groups. Overall the present study
highlights the need to look at the joint influence of
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neighborhood context and ethnicity on adolescent problem
behavior.
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context - Parenting practices - Deviant peers

Introduction

In the United States, juveniles account for a substantial
proportion of crimes even though juvenile arrest rates have
been declining for the past 10 years. In 2008, juveniles
accounted for 15 % of all violent crime arrests (e.g., murder,
robbery, assault) and 24 % of all property crime arrests (e.g.,
larceny, vandalism, and motor-vehicle theft) (OJJDP 2009).
Self-report data indicate that actual levels of adolescent
delinquent behavior are even higher than the official arrest
data. Furthermore, delinquency is an issue in all ethnic
groups, although rates of some offenses differ (Piquero and
Brame 2008), and prior research indicates that the processes
contributing to delinquent behavior may vary between eth-
nic groups, perhaps owing to differences in neighborhood
contexts. Two major influences on adolescent delinquency
are parenting behaviors and deviant peer affiliation. Par-
enting behaviors such as support and behavioral control have
been linked repeatedly to adolescents’ involvement in
delinquency and other problem behaviors (Hoeve et al.
2009), and affiliation with deviant peers has proven to be
one of the strongest predictors of delinquent behavior
(Haynie and Osgood 2005). In turn, these peer and family
influences may be shaped by cultural and neighborhood
forces (Cantillion 2006; Sampson and Groves 1989). In this
paper, we take an ecological perspective (e.g., Brofenbren-
ner 1994) on adolescent delinquency by examining simul-
taneous effects of parenting, peers and neighborhood
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contexts. Furthermore, we examine the role of ethnicity as a
cultural context (e.g., Hill 2006) that may shape processes
and pathways leading to delinquency.

Prior research shows that neighborhood characteristics
affect rates of delinquency (Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn
2000) and provides mixed evidence of ethnic differences in
delinquency rates (Piquero and Brame 2008). Yet, for the
most part, the effects of ethnicity and neighborhood context
on delinquency have been examined separately. Studies of
neighborhood effects often have focused on poor, high risk
and high crime areas without considering cultural differ-
ences in parenting (e.g., Chung and Steinberg 2006; Rankin
and Quane 2002). Other studies have documented differing
effects of parenting practices on delinquency for European
and African American adolescents without assessing
neighborhood context (e.g., Lansford et al. 2004). Because
minority families are disproportionately likely to live in
poor or high crime areas (Sampson and Wilson 1995),
ethnicity and neighborhood quality are confounded. Thus,
ethnic differences could reflect cultural differences in
meanings of parenting practices, differences in ecological
setting, or both. However, few studies have attempted to
examine the joint effects of ethnicity and neighborhood
context on the pathways leading to delinquency. To address
this gap, the current study examines the relationships of
parenting behaviors and deviant peers to delinquency for
African American and European American adolescents
residing in high-risk and low-risk neighborhoods.

Parenting Practices, Ethnicity, and Delinquent Behavior

Research consistently has demonstrated the role of par-
enting in negative adolescent outcomes, including delin-
quent behavior (Patterson et al. 1990). Theories of
delinquency (Hirschi 1969; Hagan 1989) have identified
parent—child relationship quality and parental control as
important processes. Hirschi (see also Gottfredson and
Hirschi 1990) argued that children’s attachment to parents
deters antisocial behavior, because children who are close
to their parents imagine their parents’ reactions to mis-
conduct when temptation arises. Parents also exert direct
control through supervising their children, monitoring their
behavior, and punishing misconduct. In line with these
notions, supportive parenting, characterized by parental
warmth, acceptance, and involvement, has been linked to
lower levels of adolescent problem behavior in numerous
studies (e.g., Gorman-Smith et al. 2000). Moreover,
closeness to parents and higher psychological support from
parents negatively predict delinquent behavior independent
of parental control (de Kemp et al. 2006; Demuth and
Brown 2004; Wright and Cullen 2001). Research also has
indicated that parental control can influence adolescent
problem behavior. Generally, studies find that higher levels

of parental control are associated with lower levels of
delinquent behavior (Dornbusch et al. 1985; Gray and
Steinberg 1999; see Hoeve et al. 2009 for meta analysis).

Ethnicity may influence both parenting practices and the
association between particular practices and adolescent
behavior, as different cultural values are emphasized within
African American and European American families (Hill
2006). Hill posits that African Americans have culturally
specific parenting styles owing to their shared cultural values
and unique experiences as an ethnic minority group in the
United States (see also, Garcia-Coll et al. 1996; Ogbu 1981).
Studies indicate that African American parents are more
restrictive and authoritarian, on average, than European
American parents (Dornbusch et al. 1987; Furstenberg et al.
1999). Moreover, there is evidence of ethnic differences in
parenting practice effects, though findings are inconsistent
(see Amato and Fowler 2002). Whereas authoritarian prac-
tices have been linked to poorer academic, behavioral, and
psychological adjustment among European American youth,
these effects are weaker or even reversed among African
American youth (Dornbusch et al. 1987). Duniform and
Kowaleski-Jones (2002) reported that maternal warmth and
control (parental rules regarding TV, homework, and
knowing children’s whereabouts) were associated nega-
tively with delinquency for African Americans but not
European Americans. Lamborn et al. (1996) found that
unilateral decision making by parents, while associated with
poorer psychological development among European
American adolescents, predicted better behavioral adjust-
ment (less misconduct) among African American adoles-
cents. Finally, physical discipline, which is associated with
externalizing behavior among European American children,
does not consistently predict behavior problems among
African American children (Deater-Deckard et al. 1996) and
is associated with lower levels of antisocial behavior for
African American youth (Lansford et al. 2004). Thus, strict
control and other authoritarian parenting practices, while
linked to negative outcomes among European American
children, appear less detrimental (and even beneficial) for
African Americans. Contrary to the differential effects of
behavioral control, parental support seems to operate in a
similar manner for both European American and African
American youth. Warm, highly supportive parenting has
been linked to lower delinquency in both ethnic groups (e.g.,
Walker-Barnes and Mason 2001).

Deviant Peers and Delinquency

Association with deviant peers is one of the most consistent
predictors of delinquent behavior (e.g., Haynie and Osgood
2005). If peers are antisocial, they may foster deviant
behavior through direct peer pressure or deviancy training,
in which peers establish social norms that encourage
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antisocial behavior towards each other (Patterson et al.
2000). Furthermore, deviant peer affiliation may help
explain the effects of parenting on delinquency. Several
studies have found that parental control (e.g., punitiveness)
appears to affect adolescents’ delinquent behavior indi-
rectly through deviant peer association (Brody et al. 2001;
Chung and Steinberg 2006; Dodge et al. 2008; Galambos
et al. 2003). Research indicates that the relationship
between delinquency and parental support also operates in
part through deviant peer association (Scaramella et al.
2002). Essentially, warm, supportive parenting with
emphasis on moderate levels of behavioral control helps
facilitate strong parent—child bonds that, in turn, curb both
selection and influence of antisocial peers (Brown and
Bakken 2011; Parker and Benson 2004).

Neighborhood Context and Delinquency

Adolescents in low-income or high crime neighborhoods are
more likely to engage in delinquent behavior (Kowaleski-
Jones and Dunifon 2006; Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn
2000). This effect appears to be indirect and to operate
through parenting behaviors, as neighborhood and commu-
nity characteristics influence the quality of parenting
(Simons et al. 2005). Neighborhoods that provide little
collective support or stability (for example, poor, urban
areas) can lead parents to express less supportiveness and be
more punitive (Cantillion 2006; Ceballo and McLoyd 2002;
Gutman et al. 2005). Furthermore, the stressors associated
with residing in poor neighborhoods may lead to less
effective parenting (e.g., poor monitoring strategies, low
nurturance), which in turn can facilitate delinquent behavior
(e.g., Byrnes et al. 2011; Rankin and Quane 2002). Some
scholars suggest that authoritarian practices, including harsh
parenting and restrictive control, may be adaptive strategies
for parents in poor or unsafe neighborhoods (Kotchick and
Forehand 2002). Strict obedience to parental authority may
be protective for youth in neighborhoods where the oppor-
tunity for antisocial behavior is high (Parke and Buriel
2006). If so, strict parenting should be associated with lower
levels of delinquent behavior in such contexts. Consistent
with this notion, Beyers et al. (2003) documented that stricter
supervision and monitoring of adolescents was particularly
effective for curbing adolescent delinquency in risky
neighborhoods. Stricter parenting in poorer quality neigh-
borhoods may reduce delinquent behavior in part by
reducing deviant peer contacts. Adolescents in low income,
socially disorganized, high crime neighborhoods have more
opportunity to associate with deviant peers (Brody et al.
2001; Zimmerman and Messner 2011). Gottfredson et al.
(1991) found that adolescents who lived in neighborhoods
characterized by high social disorganization and disadvan-
tage reported more deviant peer contact than those who lived
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in more affluent and cohesive neighborhoods. Because
adolescents are more likely to associate with deviant peers in
disadvantaged neighborhood, strict parenting may be espe-
cially useful in these contexts, helping restrict adolescents’
access to deviant peers. Finally, because norms supporting
antisocial behavior may facilitate delinquent behavior in
disadvantaged neighborhoods (Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn
2000), deviant peer effects on delinquency may be stronger
in such neighborhoods.

Because a higher proportion of minority families reside
in high risk neighborhoods (e.g., Sampson and Wilson
1995), it is plausible that cross-ethnic differences in par-
enting practices and their effects could reflect differences
in neighborhood conditions. Despite such possibilities,
only a few studies have tested the differential effects of
parenting practices across neighborhoods that vary in risk
levels, and even fewer have addressed possible confounds
with ethnicity (e.g., Lamborn et al. 1996). To add to the
complexity, the pathways from neighborhood context to
delinquency may depend on ethnicity. For example, Elliott
et al. (1996) found that neighborhood disadvantage (pov-
erty, mobility, proportion of single parents, and ethnic
diversity) had a direct effect on problem behavior in a
sample of ethnically heterogeneous Denver youth. How-
ever, for a sample of African American Chicago youth, the
relationship between neighborhood disadvantage and
problem behavior was indirect—fully mediated by infor-
mal control (i.e., institutional and social control, mutual
respect, and neighborhood bonds; Elliott et al. 1996). In
short, it remains unclear whether strict control in African
American families stems from (a) cultural approaches to
parenting specific to African Americans, (b) parenting
practices that are reactive to risky neighborhood settings, or
(c) an interaction whereby culturally-specific parenting
practices are manifested in high-risk settings. To further
clarify neighborhood and ethnicity effects on the relation-
ship between parenting and delinquency, it is important to
examine neighborhood differences within ethnic groups.

The Present Study

In this study, we draw on the separate literatures on
neighborhood context and ethnic differences in parenting
processes to test a process model of delinquent behavior in
which parenting practices influence delinquency indirectly
through deviant peer association. Based on an ecological
perspective (Brofenbrenner 1994) and family stress models
(e.g., Conger et al. 1992), we situate these processes within
a broader ecological framework that includes family
background characteristics as predictors of parenting and
deviant peer affiliation (see Fig. 1). As shown in Fig. 1,
ecological conditions, such as low family income,
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single-parent households, and features of the surrounding
neighborhood, are hypothesized to predict parenting (sup-
port and control) by imposing pressures or stressors that
undermine parenting. In turn, reduced parental support and
control are expected to predict higher levels of delinquent
behavior. Poverty and family economic hardship are linked
to delinquency (Eamon 2001; Sampson and Laub 1994).
Moreover, these factors are stressful and undermine
effective parenting, resulting in negative outcomes for
adolescents (Brody et al. 2001; Conger et al. 2002).
Neighborhood problems are also sources of stress (Gutman
et al. 2005) that can impair parenting. Finally, single par-
ents report more parenting stress (Anderson 2008), their
children engage in more delinquent behavior (Griffin et al.
2000), and the effect of single parent families on delin-
quency appears to be mediated by lower levels of parental
support, involvement, and control (Demuth and Brown
2004; Wright and Cullen 2001). In contrast to earlier
family stress models, we examine whether the effect of
parenting on delinquency operates in part by increasing the
risk of deviant peer affiliation. Extending the family stress
model, we further investigate whether ecological factors
predict not only parenting practices but affiliation with
deviant peers, and whether these relationships differ by
ethnicity and neighborhood context.

Our primary goal is to determine whether our ecological
model of adolescent delinquency operates similarly for

Fig. 1 Full conceptual
structural equation model
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borhood contexts.
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between deviant peer association and parenting practices
would be stronger for youth in high-risk neighborhoods
compared to those in low-risk neighborhoods. We exam-
ined whether these relationships would be similar for both
ethnic groups. Finally, we explored the extent to which
ecological factors predicted parenting across different
ethnic groups and neighborhood contexts.

Methods
Sample

Data for the present analysis came from Waves 1 and 2 of
the in-home sample of the National Longitudinal Study of
Adolescent Health (Add Health). No other waves were
used in order to focus specifically on adolescence. The Add
Health dataset is based on a sample of 80 high schools (and
their feeder middle schools) selected with unequal proba-
bility, and stratified by enrollment, region, urbanicity, type
of school, and racial/ethnic mix to be representative of U.S.
schools (Blum et al. 2000). A representative sample of
youth in these schools was selected and supplemented with
several special subsamples to increase the number of
adolescents from particular ethnic groups. Students in
grades 7-11 at Wave 1 in the home survey were followed
up approximately 1 year later (Wave 2). The present study
restricted the sample to students who responded to both
waves and who were assigned Wave 2 survey weights
(n = 12,765), which was 76 % of the student sample in
grades 7-11 at Wave 1. To avoid non-independence of
cases, we randomly selected one sibling in each family for
inclusion, thereby excluding 1,803 youth. Students who
participated in Wave 2 differed significantly from those
who dropped out on several variables: those who remained
had lower levels neighborhood problems (as reported by
parents), more maternal support, and less association with
deviant peers (as reported by adolescents). We further
restricted the analysis to non-Hispanic youth who self-
identified as either African American or European Ameri-
can youth in order to eliminate potential confounds
regarding ethnicity. The final analytic sample included
8,250 youth (52 % female). The average age at Wave I was
14.90 years (SD = 1.52), and the ethnic breakdown was
European American (n = 5,973; 72 %) and African
American (n = 2,277; 28 %).

Measures
Adolescent and parent reports of all key indicators came
from the Wave 1 him home survey, with the exception of

the dependent variable (delinquency), which was measured
at Wave 2. Wave 2 delinquency was chosen to allow
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temporal separation in mediation models. All variables
were adolescent-report except for public assistance
and neighborhood problems, which were reported by pri-
mary caregivers, typically mothers (87 % for European
Americans, 86 % for African Americans).

Ethnicity, Family Structure, Gender, and Age

To determine race, adolescents were asked: “What is your
race? You may give more than one answer.” Youth
reporting more than one racial group were asked: “Which
one category best describes your racial background?”
Youth who selected either African American (coded as 2)
or European American (coded as 1) as their only or primary
race were retained. Respondents were also asked: “Are you
of Hispanic or Latino origin?” Adolescents who responded
“yes” to this item were excluded from analysis. To mea-
sure family structure, families with two biological or
adoptive parents (1) were contrasted with all other family
structures (0). Gender (boys = 1; girls = 2) and age in
years were used as predictors of delinquent behavior and
parenting practices.

Financial Hardship

Parents responded to three questions about their family’s
economic circumstances: “Last month, did you or any
member of your household receive: Aid to Families with
Dependent Children? Food stamps? A housing subsidy or
public housing?” Each item was coded as 0 (no) or 1 (yes),
and the three items were summed to yield a total score
ranging from O to 3.

Neighborhood Context

There were two measures of neighborhood context:
neighborhood problems and social cohesion. Parents were
asked five questions about neighborhood problems. Two
items assessed perceived neighborhood problems: “In this
neighborhood, how big a problem are drug dealers and
drug users?” and “In this neighborhood, how big a prob-
lem is litter or trash on the streets and sidewalks?” These
items were coded as O (no problem at all), 1 (a small
problem) or 2 (a big problem). Two dichotomous items
assessed a lack of neighborhood problems: “You live here
because there is less crime in this neighborhood than there
is in other neighborhoods” and “You live here because
there is less drug use and other illegal activity by adoles-
cents in this neighborhood,” coded as 1 (rno) and O (yes). A
final item was “How much would you like to move away
from this neighborhood?” coded as O (not at all) or 1
(some) or 2 (very much). Scores on all items were recoded
to reflect the presence/absence of problems and then
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summed to form a neighborhood problems index ranging
from O to 5, with higher scores indicating more neighbor-
hood problems as perceived by parents (o = .63 for
European Americans,; o = .72 for African Americans).
(See Byrnes et al. 2011; Ingoldsby et al. 2006 for similar
approaches.) We also created a dichotomous neighborhood
risk variable (0 = low risk; 1 = high risk): Parents
reporting three or more neighborhood problems were coded
as living in a high-risk neighborhood. This cut-off was used
in order to ensure adequate sample sizes for all within-race
groups (see Table 1 for sample sizes).

Adolescents were asked four questions about neighbor-
hood social cohesion, including social interactions between
neighbors, a key aspect of neighborhood cohesion (Samp-
son et al. 2002). Three items were coded as 1 (true) or O
(false): “You know most of the people in your neighbor-
hood”; “In the past month you have stopped on the street
to talk with someone who lives in your neighborhood”;
“People in this neighborhood look out for each other.” A
fourth item: “Do you usually feel safe in your neighbor-
hood” was coded as 0 (no) and 1 (yes). The four items were

Table 1 Univariate statistics for all three model comparison groups

summed to measure neighborhood cohesion, with possi-
ble scores ranging from 0 to 4 (o = .53 for European
Americans, o = .47 for African Americans). Parents’
reports of neighborhood problems and adolescents’ reports
of neighborhood cohesion were not highly correlated (see
Table 1), and were included as separate indicators of
neighborhood quality.

Maternal Support

Adolescents responded to five items regarding their rela-
tionship with their mother. Responses ranged from 1 (nort at
all) to 5 (very much) (“How close do you feel to your
mother? How much do you think she cares for you?”) for
two questions and from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly
disagree) for three questions (Most of the time, your mom
is warm and loving towards you; You are satisfied with the
way your mom and you communicate with each other;
Overall, you are satisfied with your relationship with your
mom). Scores were averaged, resulting in a perceived
maternal support scale (« = .84 for European Americans,

Variable Ethnicity comparison Neighborhood comparison—European Neighborhood comparison—African
Americans Americans

European African Low-risk High-risk Low-risk High-risk

Americans  Americans  neighborhood neighborhood neighborhood neighborhood

(n=5973) (n=2277) (n=3,436) (n = 1,838) (n = 954) (n = 859)
Gender 1.50 1.52 15.11 15.11 15.16 15.13

(.50) (.50) (1.52) (1.51) (1.56) (1.54)
Age 14.86 15.12 1.51 1.48 1.52 1.52

(1.74) (1.56) (.50) (.50) (.50) (.50)
Family structure .62 31%* 1.74 1.80 1.96 1.99

(.50) 47 1.17) (1.12) (1.01) (91
Economic hardship 15 .63%* .10 22%% .36 .60%*

(.63) (:85) (:39) (.63) (75) (:92)
Neighborhood problems (parent) 1.99 2.67%%* 1.01 3.77%* 1.11 4.10%*

(1.62) (1.71) (.82) (.80) (.80) (.86)
Neighborhood cohesion (adol.) 3.24 3.20 3.26 3.14%* 3.24 3.12%:*

(1.07) (.99) (.98) (1.04) (.95) (1.04)
Maternal support 4.46 4.47 4.45 4.38%* 4.46 4.43

(.64) (.65) (.60) (.66) (.64) (.65)
Autonomy 12 10* 73 713 .69 .70

(:22) (:23) (:21) (:22) (:24) (.23)
Deviant peer association .82 10%* .84 9T** .64 J10%

(.89) (.80) (.88) (.93) (.78) (.84)
Delinquency (T2) 27 25% .26 28% 24 .26

(.35) (3D (.34) (.38) (.30) (.32)

Standard deviations in parentheses. Significant differences indicated by comparison group. Delinquency scores are average among all items.
Gender is coded (1) for males and (2) for females. Family structure is coded (0) for family structures other than 2 parent homes and (1) for 2

parent homes
*p<.05 **p < .01
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o = .83 for African Americans) with higher average scores
indicating more supportive parenting. This scale has been
used in numerous studies with Add Health data (e.g., Wolff
and Crockett 2011; Trejos-Castillo and Vazsonyi 2009).

Parental Control

Adolescents were asked whether or not they were allowed
to make seven every day decisions on their own (“Do your
parents let you make your own decisions about: the time
you must be home on weekend nights; the people you hang
around with; what you wear; how much television you
watch; what television programs you watch; what time you
go to bed on week nights; what you eat?”). Answers were
scored either no (0) or yes (1). Scores were averaged (with
final variable range from O to 1), and higher scores indi-
cated greater parental control (o = .59 for European
Americans, « = .62 for African Americans). Versions of
this scale have been used in diverse studies with Add
Health data (e.g., Bynum and Kotchick 2006; Wolff and
Crockett 2011).

Deviant Peer Affiliation

Adolescents reported how many of their three best friends
smoked cigarettes daily, drank alcohol, and used marijuana
in the last month. Scores on each item could range from 0
to 3. The three items were averaged such that higher scores
indicated more deviant friends (x = .77 for European
Americans; o = .74 for African Americans). Other studies
have used similar measures to estimate deviant peer asso-
ciation (Brody et al. 2001; Weaver and Prelow 2005).

Delinquency

The data set included 15 items in which adolescents
reported how often in the past 12 months they had engaged
in specific delinquent behaviors (e.g., “In the past
12 months, how often did you deliberately damage prop-
erty that didn’t belong to you?”). Responses ranged from 0
(never) to 3 (5 or more times). Four items, regarding gang
affiliation, robbery, using a weapon, and larceny of items
worth more than $50, were not included in the delinquency
latent variable, as the scores for these variables were highly
skewed, and removing them significantly improved the
overall model fit of the latent variable measurement model.
The final measure contained 11 items (x = .83). The
delinquency measure is similar to other adolescent report
measures of risky behaviors (e.g., the Monitoring the
Future Study; Johnston et al. 2010 and the Youth Risk
Behavior Survey, Center for Disease Control and Preven-
tion 2010).
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Data Analytic Plan

The primary analyses entailed testing a series of structural
equation models (SEMs) based on the ecological model in
Fig. 1. First, we examined the model separately for African
Americans and European Americans in order to test the
proposed indirect paths from parenting to delinquency in
each group. Second, we conducted two-group SEMs to
compare the model structure for African Americans and
European Americans (MacCallum and Austin 2000). A
two-group model with no equality constraints on the
structural paths was estimated and compared to a second
model in which all structural paths were constrained to be
equal for African Americans and European Americans; a
difference test was used to test for significant ethnic dif-
ferences in structure. Follow-up SEMs were then con-
ducted to identify which paths differed significantly. Third,
two-group models for high-risk and low-risk neighbor-
hoods were estimated for each ethnic group to examine
neighborhood effects. Significant neighborhood differences
were tested using a y* difference test comparing con-
strained and unconstrained models, and follow-up SEMs
were conducted to identify the source of any differences.
For all models, the outcome variable (delinquency) was
modeled as a latent variable; all other variables were
modeled as observed variables.

The SEMs were conducted using Mplus 5.1 (Muthén
and Muthén 1998-2010) to account for clustering and
weighting of the Add Health data (Chantala and Tabor
1999). Full information maximum likelihood was used to
reduce bias associated with missing data. In FIML, sub-
stantive model parameter estimates are computed from
incomplete data under the assumption that data are missing
at random. This approach is considered to produce less bias
than listwise deletion (Hoefer and Hoffman 2007). To
assess model fit, we used xz tests based on the MLR esti-
mator, which produces maximum likelihood estimates of
standard errors and y” tests that are robust to non-normality
and non-independence of the data (Muthén and Muthén
1998-2010). In addition to the }(2 test, which is sensitive to
sample size (Kline 1998), we used the Comparative Fit
Index (CFI), the root mean squared error of approximation
(RMSEA), and the Standardized Root Mean Square
Residual (SRMR) to assess model fit. Good fit was indi-
cated by a CFI greater than .95, RMSEA less than .06 and
SRMR less than .08 (Hu and Bentler 1999). For adequate
fit, a CFI greater than .89 but less than .95, and values for
RMSEA and SRMR below .1 may be acceptable (Barrett
2006). * difference tests were calculated as recommended
by Muthén and Muthén (1998-2010). All indirect effects
were calculated using Mplus, which uses the product of
coefficients method for testing mediation analyses
(MacKinnon et al. 2002).
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Results groups and neighborhood risk (Byrne et al. 1989). There
was partial metric invariance for the ethnic group com-
Preliminary Analyses parison, }52(91) = 319.27, CFI = .96, RMSEA = .03,

SRMR = .04, with the “gang fight” item being the only

Univariate statistics and mean differences between groups  item that had to be freed across ethnic groups. For both
for all variables are displayed in Table 1, while bivariate = ethnic groups, the indicators of delinquency all loaded
statistics for all variables are displayed in Table 2. The  significantly onto the latent variable There was full metric
average of the 11 delinquency items was used to analyze  invariance between high and low risk neighborhoods for
univariate and bivariate statistics. Table 1 shows that  European American adolescents, y*(92) = 243.06, CFI =
European Americans reported more two-parent families, .95, RMSEA = .03, SRMR = .04 and scalar invariance for
higher levels of autonomy granting (lower control), more African Americans, )(2(102) = 183.72, CFI = .92, RMSEA =
deviant friends, and more delinquency than African .03, SRMR = .06.
Americans, whereas African Americans reported more
economic hardship (receipt of public assistance) and  Indirect Pathways from Parenting to Delinquency
neighborhood problems. Comparisons between high-risk
and low-risk neighborhoods indicated that in both ethnic =~ To determine whether the hypothesized ecological model
groups economic hardship, neighborhood problems, devi- fit the data in each ethnic group, we conducted single group
ant peer affiliation, and delinquency were higher in high- ~ SEMs. The models showed acceptable model fit for Afri-
risk neighborhoods. In addition, for European Americans  can Americans and European Americans, respectively,
only, adolescents in high-risk neighborhoods reported  after adding specific correlated error terms that were sug-
lower levels of maternal support. Table 2 shows that the  gested by model modification indices and were appropriate
core associations among parenting, deviant peers, and  based on theory (see Table 3). Next, we tested the baseline
delinquency were supported in both ethnic groups at the  (unconstrained) two-group model to examine the hypoth-
bivariate level: parental support and control were inversely  esized indirect paths from parenting to delinquency via
associated with having deviant friends, which in turn was  deviant peers in both ethnic groups., This model also
positively associated with delinquency. showed acceptable model fit (Table 3). Figure 2 shows the

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted on  standardized path coefficients for the key variables in the
the delinquency items to determine the appropriate factor =~ model for European Americans (outside parentheses) and
structure for the latent variable. The one-factor model had  African Americans (inside parentheses). For simplicity, the
acceptable model fit for European Americans and African  paths from gender and age are not depicted; these coeffi-
Americans, 12(41) = 294.525, CFI = .96, RMSEA = .03, cients are available upon request.
SRMR = .03; 7*(41) = 105.15, CFI = .94, RMSEA = As seen in Fig. 2, for adolescents in both ethnic groups,
.03, SRMR = .04, respectively. We tested for measure-  the relationships among parenting, deviant peers, and
ment equivalence of the delinquency measure across ethnic ~ delinquency were similar in nature: that is, lower levels of

Table 2 Bivariate statistics for study variables European American and African American adolescents

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1. Gender - —.04%F  —.02 —.01 —.01 —.04%%F  — 10%* .01 —.01 —.09%*
2. Age —.06%* - —.07%* .01 .02 —.08%*  — 14%* 34 34%% - 01
3. Family structure .05% —.07%% - —23%*%  —13%* A1 08%*%  —05%F  —18%*%  —.06%*
4. Economic hardship —.01 —.02 —26%% - 02%%  —.01 —.03%%  — (05%* 07*%%  —.01
5. Neighborhood problems (parent) —.01 .01 —.09%* A8FF — Q2% —04%%  — 04%* A1 .02
6. Neighborhood cohesion (adol.) —.14%% - 01 06%%  —.09%F  —07F*F - 2% —.02 —.05%%  —.01

7. Maternal support —. 4% — 12%* .02 .03 —.01 07%% — —.06%*  —23%*¥  _— ]8%*
8. Autonomy .01 24%%  — 06%* .03 .05% 06%*  —08%*% — 9% .01

9. Deviant peer association —.07%%* 248k — 7** .04 .02 .04 —.13%%* dexE 30%*
10. Delinquency (T2) -.03 .01 —.06%* —.01 —.01 .02 —.20%* 06%* 21—

For correlations, delinquency scores are the average score among all items. European American adolescent correlations presented above the
diagonal. Means and standard deviations are presented with African American adolescents within parentheses. Gender is coded (1) for males and
(2) for females. Family structure is coded (0) for family structures other than 2 parent homes and (1) for 2 parent homes

*p<.05 ** p<.01
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Table 3 Model fit statistics (Xz, CFI, RMSEA, and SRMR) for all estimated models

Model b df CFI RMSEA SRMR
Single-group African American model 341.96*%* 125 90 .03 .04
Single-group European American model 799.26%* 127 92 .03 .04
Unconstrained ethnic comparison two-group model 1,187.13*%* 286 .92 .03 .04
Constrained ethnic comparison two-group model 1,224.68*%* 350 91 .03 .04
Partially constrained ethnic comparison two-group final model 1,200.427* 297 92 .03 .04
Unconstrained neighborhood risk comparison two-group model (European Americans) 853.27*% 267 .92 .03 .04
Constrained neighborhood risk comparison two-group model (European Americans) 949.38*%* 288 92 .03 .04
Partially constrained neighborhood risk comparison two-group final model (European Americans) 914.163* 285 92 .03 .04
Unconstrained neighborhood risk comparison two- group model (African Americans) 476.11*%* 262 90 .03 .05
Constrained neighborhood risk comparison two-group model (African Americans) 542.05*%* 286 .88 .03 .06
Partially constrained neighborhood risk comparison two-group final model (African Americans) 538.32 284 .88 .03 .06

*p < .05, % p < 0l

maternal support and higher levels of parental control were
associated with higher affiliation with deviant peers, which
in turn was associated with higher levels of delinquent
behavior. In addition, higher maternal support predicted
lower levels of delinquency directly. The two mediation
analyses were significant. For both groups, there was an

Parent's
Perceived
Neighborhood |~ -
Problems (-05)

Control

Economic
Hardship

Family
Structure

Adolescent's 104+
Perceived |_— ('__05)
Neighborhood
Cohesion

Fig. 2 Main model statistics for unconstrained paths comparing
European American and African American youth. Note: All estimates
are standardized, African American estimates are in parentheses.

@ Springer

indirect effect of parental control on delinquency, whereby
higher levels of parental control predicted lower levels of
delinquency through deviant friends (European American
Sobel Z = 4.13; African American Sobel Z = 5.25). For
maternal support, the indirect effect through deviant peers
was significant for both groups (European American Sobel

Solid lines indicate paths that are significantly different between
groups. For simplicity, paths for age and gender are not displayed.
Results for these paths are available upon request. * < .05, ** < .01
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Z = 2.42; African American Sobel Z = 2.36). In addition,
in both ethnic groups there was a direct effect of maternal
support on delinquency, suggesting partial mediation.
Other paths were also significant (see Fig. 2). In both
groups, age was positively associated with parental control
and negatively associated with maternal support and boys
reported higher levels of maternal support than girls (not
shown).

Cross-Ethnic Comparisons

When the structural paths were constrained to be equal
across the two ethnic groups, the model fit, although still
acceptable, was significantly worse than the unconstrained
model, AX2(21) = 83.65, p < .01, indicating that the
structural model differed for African Americans and
European Americans. To determine which paths differed
significantly across ethnic groups we systematically freed
individual paths in the constrained model and tested for
significant improvements in model fit. Paths that differed
significantly remained freed; all other paths were con-
strained to be equal in the final model. The final model fit
indices are displayed in Table 3.

;(2 difference tests (shown in Table 4) revealed ethnic
differences in the paths linking parenting, deviant peers,
and delinquency. The path between maternal support and
deviant peer affiliation differed across groups such that
maternal support was more protective against deviant peers
for European American youth. The positive relationships
between deviant peer affiliation and delinquent behavior
also differed across groups, being stronger for European
American than African American youth. To examine the
hypothesis that parental control had a stronger effect on
delinquency for African American youth, we constrained
the paths among parental control deviant peers and delin-
quent behavior to be equal across ethnic groups and used a
Wald test of parameter constraints to test for a significant
ethnic difference in the indirect paths. Results indicated
that the indirect path was significantly stronger for African
American than for European American youth (Wald
Test = 4.34, p < .05).!

The paths from ecological variables to parenting and
deviant peers also differed by ethnicity. For European
Americans, more neighborhood problems were associated
with higher parental control. In contrast, the negative
relationship between adolescent’s perception of neighbor-
hood cohesion and parental control was stronger for
African Americans. Finally, the role of other ecological

' A Wald test was necessary to test this hypothesis due to the full
mediation of the relationship between parental control and delin-
quency via deviant peers.

Table 4 Significant 3 difference tests for two-group model com-
parison of African American and European American adolescents

Variables i European African
difference American  American
df =1) adolescents adolescent

B B

Parental control

Economic hardship 8.02%* .06* —.02

Parent neigh. problems 5.02% .04%* —.01

Adolescent neigh. cohesion — 4.74%* —.01 —.05%
Maternal support

Economic hardship 4.03%* —.02 .05
Deviant peers

Age 10.29%%* 27 19%*

Family structure 9.12%* —.14* —.04*

Maternal support 8.51%* —.18%%* —.13%%*
Delinquency

Age 4.93% —.16* —.08

Gender 9.30%* —.14%* —.04

Deviant peers 6.06* 35%* 23%*

n = 2277 for African American adolescents; 5,973 for European
American adolescents

*p < .05, %% p < 01

variables differed by ethnicity. Specifically, public assis-
tance was associated with higher parental control for
European American but not African American adolescents.
Residing with two biological/adoptive parents had stronger
negative associations with deviant peer affiliation for
European American adolescents than for African American
adolescents.

Neighborhood Comparisons Within Ethnic Group

To disentangle the effects of neighborhood context from
those of ethnicity, we estimated two-group SEMs com-
paring low-risk and high-risk neighborhoods within each
ethnic group. For European American adolescents, the
unconstrained neighborhood model had acceptable fit (see
Table 3). The indirect pathway from parental control to
delinquency through deviant peer affiliation was significant
for both low-risk and high-risk neighborhood types (low-
risk Sobel Z = 2.92; high-risk Sobel Z = 3.17). Similarly,
the indirect pathway from maternal support and delin-
quency through deviant peer association was significant for
both low-risk and high-risk neighborhood groups (low-risk
Sobel Z = 4.65; high-risk Sobel Z = 3.47). The uncon-
strained model standardized estimates for key variables can
be seen in Fig. 3. The model fit was significantly worse for
the constrained model, A;(z (21) = 96.11, p < .01, sug-
gesting differences between adolescents living in high-risk
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versus low-risk neighborhoods. Follow-up analyses
showed that the path between parental control and deviant
peer affiliation differed significantly across the two
neighborhood types, Ay (1) = 28.84, p < .01. The nega-
tive relationship between parental control and deviant peer
affiliation was stronger in high-risk (f = -.11, p < .05)
than in low-risk (f = —.06, p < .05) neighborhoods. Thus,
having less parental control was more strongly associated
with having deviant peers for European Americans in high-
risk neighborhoods. In addition, the path between family
structure and maternal support differed across groups, Ay
(1) = 6.24, p < .05. Living with two biological parents
was more strongly related to maternal support for youth in
high-risk (f = .10, p <.05) than low-risk (f = .02,
p > .05) neighborhoods. Fit indices for the final, partially
constrained model are shown in Table 3.

For African Americans, the unconstrained neighborhood
model had adequate fit. Model estimates for the key vari-
ables can be seen in Fig. 4. Surprisingly, the indirect
pathways from maternal support and parental control to
delinquency via deviant peer association were not signifi-
cant for youth in either low- or high-risk neighborhoods.
The fit of the fully constrained model was significantly
WOrse, AXZ(IS) = 39.56, p < .01, indicating differences in
the model for African Americans from low-risk versus
high-risk neighborhoods. However, only the path between

family structure and deviant peer affiliation differed sig-
nificantly between youth in high (f = —.10, p < .05) and
low-risk (f = .01, p > .05) neighborhoods, Ay (1) = 4.55,
p < .05. Living with both parents was significantly nega-
tively associated with deviant peer affiliation in high-risk
but not low-risk neighborhoods. The fit statistics for the
final constrained model is displayed in Table 3.

Discussion

This study was designed to examine ethnic and neighbor-
hood differences in the relationships between parenting
practices, deviant peers, and delinquency. Findings indi-
cated substantial similarities in pathways to delinquency
for European American and African American adolescents.
In both groups, there was a significant direct effect of
maternal support on delinquency, as well as significant
indirect effects of parental control and maternal support
that operated through adolescents’ association with deviant
peers. Additionally, paths from maternal support to deviant
peers and from deviant peers to delinquency differed
between ethnic groups, being stronger for European
American than African American youth. Furthermore, the
relationships of family and neighborhood characteristics
to parenting and deviant peers differed between ethnic

Parental |
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-01 ) e W
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Perceived /,‘ 05w E-nlsl")
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Cohesion "\ -05** :
N (-05) H
\:’Z‘ Sm;lu):-e - -'(ﬁ:..) -----2A Deviant Peers |---
"0 \.. = "
Economic | .;39” 02 P
Hardshlp \,‘ (11*% (_10") 21
a ‘ L ] 5**
N ) (-15**) g
o (-12%)
(03) R), 4 e
“d Matemal |..-7
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Fig. 3 Main model statistics for unconstrained paths comparing
European Americans in low and high-risk neighborhoods. Note: All
estimates are standardized, high-risk group estimates are in paren-
theses. Solid lines indicate paths that are significantly different
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between groups. For simplicity, paths for age and gender are not
displayed. Results for these paths are available upon request. * < .05,
** < .01
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Fig. 4 Main model statistics for unconstrained paths comparing
African Americans in low and high-risk neighborhoods. Note: All
estimates are standardized, High-risk group estimates are in paren-
theses. Solid lines indicate paths that are significantly different

groups. In contrast, comparisons within ethnic group
indicated few differences in the pathways to delinquency
for youth living in high-risk versus low-risk neighbor-
hoods; however, the differences that emerged varied by
ethnic group. These findings illuminate the unique contri-
butions of ethnicity and neighborhood context, as well
as the complex interactions between them that need to
be considered to illuminate variations in pathways to
delinquency.

Indirect Pathways Among Parenting Practice, Deviant
Peers, and Delinquency

As hypothesized, the relationships between parenting
practices and delinquent behavior were mediated by devi-
ant peers. Deviant peer affiliation fully mediated the rela-
tionship between parental control and delinquent behavior
in both ethnic groups. African American and European
American adolescents who were given more freedom to
make their own decisions about everyday concerns (e.g.,
how to dress, choice of friends, television viewing)
reported having more deviant friends, which in turn pre-
dicted higher levels of delinquency the following year.
Other research has documented indirect effects of parent
control on adolescent delinquent behavior though affilia-
tion with deviant peers in both European American and
African American adolescents (Chung and Steinberg 2006;

between groups. For simplicity, paths for age and gender are not
displayed. Results for these paths are available upon request. *<.05,
** <01

Galambos et al. 2003). In adolescence, direct adult super-
vision decreases and adolescents have an increased
opportunity to choose their own peers. Thus peers become
an important influence on delinquent behavior and par-
enting effects become indirect. The relationship between
maternal support and delinquency was partially mediated
by deviant peer affiliation in both ethnic groups. Thus,
higher maternal support was related to less association with
deviant peers for African American and European Ameri-
can youth, which in turn predicted lower involvement in
delinquent behaviors. This direct effect may occur as
warm, effective parenting fosters self-control, reducing
adolescent delinquent behavior directly (Hay 2001). Fur-
thermore, maternal support indirectly reduces delinquency
through reducing the likelihood that adolescents will
associate with unconventional peers (Oxford et al. 2000).
Taken together, the results from this study and previous
research provide strong evidence for the proposed indirect
path from parenting practices to delinquency.’

2 In the initial analyses which were done separately for each ethnic
group, indirect effects of parenting practices on delinquency were
found for both groups. Thus, it is puzzling that these effects were no
longer significant when the African American youth divided based on
residence in high-risk versus low-risk neighborhoods. One possible
explanation is the reduced statistical power in the neighborhood
models.
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Ethnic Group Differences

We also examined ethnic group differences in the rela-
tionships between parenting practices and delinquent
behavior. As hypothesized, the effect of parental control on
delinquency, which operated through deviant peers, was
stronger for African American than European American
youth. This suggests that stricter parental control is more
beneficial for African American youth, consistent with
several previous reports (Deater-Deckard et al. 1996;
Lansford et al. 2004). The present findings show that the
enhanced benefits of parental control for African American
youth operate by reducing deviant peer affiliation. We also
found that the association between maternal support and
deviant peers was significantly stronger among European
Americans, suggesting that maternal support is especially
protective for that group. A potential explanation for this
difference is the greater importance of extended family
members among African Americans. These kin provide an
additional source of support and socialization for African
American youth, perhaps compensating for and reducing
the impact of maternal support (Jarrett et al. 2010; Parke
and Buriel 2006). Furthermore, previous research has
indicated that paternal support is instrumental in reducing
delinquent behavior in African American samples (Bean
et al. 2006). Although maternal support was important for
reducing deviant peer association among African American
youth in the present study, the support provided by other
family members could have weakened these effects.

Another interesting finding was that the positive rela-
tionship between deviant peer affiliation and delinquency
was stronger among European Americans, suggesting that
deviant peers have a greater impact on delinquent behavior
for them. Caution is warranted as this result may be an
artifact of the deviant peer measure we used, which
focused on substance use among friends. Given the lower
levels of alcohol and tobacco use among African American
youth compared to European American youth (Center for
Disease Control and Prevention 2010), use of these sub-
stances may be more closely linked to delinquency for
European Americans, resulting in stronger associations
between deviant peers and delinquency for that group.
Despite this minor difference in strength, the impact of
deviant peers on delinquency was significant and positive
in both groups, showing ethnic similarities in basic
processes.

Neighborhood Differences in Pathways: Parent
and Peer Effects

We also explored the ways that that the neighborhood

context might influence pathways to delinquency for both
African American and European American youth. We
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hypothesized that youth residing in higher risk neighbor-
hoods would report more parental control as parents seek to
protect adolescents. This was supported in both ethnic
groups by significant relationships between neighborhood
quality variables (parental reports of neighborhood quality,
economic hardship, and adolescent reports of neighbor-
hood cohesion) and parental control. Among European
Americans, parents’ report of neighborhood problems and
economic hardship (indexed by receiving public assis-
tance) were positively associated with parental control,
consistent with prior findings that more authoritarian par-
enting styles are found in riskier neighborhoods (Cantillion
2006). However, these paths were not significant for
African American adolescents, indicating a lesser role of
these variables for them. This was the case even though
African American parents perceived more neighborhood
problems than European American Parents. African
American families in poverty typically live in poorer
quality neighborhoods than European American families of
similar socioeconomic status (Sampson and Wilson 1995),
which may increase the amount of stress on African
American parents, making them less able to adjust their
levels of behavioral control as neighborhood problems
increase. The same process may explain the finding that
economic hardship was associated positively with parental
control only for European Americans. In contrast, a higher
quality neighborhood, as indicated by adolescent reports of
neighborhood cohesion, had a negative relationship with
parental control for African American but not European
American youth. Therefore, African American adolescents
who resided in areas that had higher levels of neighborhood
cohesion also reported that they were controlled less by
parents. Again, a high emphasis on interdependence and
collective goal sharing for African American parents (Hill
2006), as well as emphasis on expanded kin networks
within highly cohesive neighborhoods (Jarrett et al. 2010),
may facilitate higher levels of collective efficacy and social
monitoring for African American youth. Taken together,
these results indicate that, as neighborhood quality
increases, parental control decreases. Different aspects of
neighborhood quality affect behavioral control for African
American and European American youth.

The Role of Neighborhood Context

Finally, we examined the ways that the relationships
between parenting, peers, and delinquency might operate
differently for youth residing in high-risk and low risk
neighborhoods, and whether these relationships were sim-
ilar for African American and European American youth.
We hypothesized that the relationship between deviant peer
association and parenting practices would be stronger for
youth in high-risk compared to low-risk neighborhoods.
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This hypothesis was supported for European American
youth, for whom parental control had a stronger negative
relationship to deviant peer affiliation in high-risk neigh-
borhoods compared to low-risk neighborhoods. Thus, for
European Americans, behavioral control appears to be
especially protective against deviant peer association in
higher risk neighborhoods. For African Americans, the
relationship between behavioral control and deviant peer
association was significant for both neighborhood types,
but was not significantly different between groups. This
suggests that there are may be sufficient opportunities for
deviant peer contacts in both high risk and low-risk
neighborhoods where African Americans reside, so that
parental control is helpful in deterring misconduct. Fur-
thermore, in particularly high risk neighborhoods, African
American parents may rely more on extended kin for extra
support in child care (e.g., Brewster and Padavic 2002;
Johnson 2000), which would counteract the effect of the
greater number of deviant peers.’

Our findings have important implications for theory.
First, the indirect effects of parenting on delinquency
underscore the importance of considering of multiple social
contexts as playing a role in adolescent behavior, consistent
with ecological and contextual perspectives on develop-
ment (Brofenbrenner 1994; see also Lerner 1991). The
effects of parenting operated in part through affiliation with
deviant peers, suggesting an important connection between
peer and family contexts. Furthermore, the findings indi-
cate that the neighborhood is an additional social context
influencing delinquency. As proposed by social disorgani-
zation theory, neighborhood context is a distal factor that
influences more proximal contexts of adolescent develop-
ment including family and peers (Sampson and Groves
1989). The ethnic differences in the relationships among
neighborhood context, parenting, and peers support Hill’s
(2006) contention that ethnicity is a unique context sepa-
rate from neighborhood which has both direct effects on
how parents influence adolescents as well effects on how
the neighborhood shapes the relationships between family
and peer contexts.

3 One other neighborhood difference emerged for African American
youth only. For African American youth, living in a two-parent home
deters affiliation with deviant peers in high-risk, but not low-risk
neighborhoods. A two-parent family, especially in high-risk neigh-
borhoods, may provide greater monitoring and parental support,
reducing opportunities and motivations to affiliate with deviant peers.
African American single-mother households receive less extended kin
support compared to married couple households (Miller-Cribbs and
Farber, 2008), which may reduce the family’s ability to shield
adolescents from contact with deviant peers. Furthermore, father
figures are particularly important for curbing delinquent behavior in
African American youth (Bean et al. 2006), indicating that father
figures may be important for reducing deviant peer association.

Limitations and Future Directions

The current study draws on a national dataset that allowed
an examination of youth from two ethnic groups who lived
in diverse neighborhoods; the large sample ensured suffi-
cient power to examine complex relationships. However,
the study also has limitations. The measures for most
variables were based on adolescents’ reports, which may
have inflated some of the observed associations. Further,
measures of neighborhood context and adolescent parental
control had low internal consistency, and future research
would benefit from more comprehensive measures of
parental control as well as objective measures of neigh-
borhood context. The deviant peer measure was also a
limitation of this study. Asking adolescents about their
peers’ participation in wider range of delinquent activities
would be able to account for potential cultural sensitivity of
specific deviant peer activities. Finally, we used a dichot-
omous measure of neighborhood type to examine the
moderating effects of neighborhood context; additional
insights might be gained by employing a more differenti-
ated measure.

Future studies should extend the present model to other
ethnic groups such as Latino or Asian Americans, for
whom pathways to delinquency may differ. Extension to
these ethnic groups may also allow researchers to include
acculturation processes for immigrant youth, as the rela-
tionships between individual, family, and community fac-
tors and delinquency may be distinct for these youth. Of
further interest may be the role of fathers and other kin.
Family structure appears to have an important effect on
deviant peer association and parenting in both ethnic
groups, so including information on fathers (e.g., paternal
support) may improve the predictive model. It also may be
useful to examine additional parenting practices (e.g.,
psychological control).

Conclusion

Although previous research has shown that predictors of
delinquent behavior may differ by ethnic or neighborhood
contexts, few studies have examined both contexts simul-
taneously. Our findings indicate that, for African American
and European American adolescents, the pathways from
parenting to delinquency are similar and operate primarily
through affiliation with deviant peers. However, ethnic
differences were found in the strength of these relation-
ships and in the effects of contextual predictors on both
parenting and deviant peers. The few differences based on
neighborhood context varied by ethnicity. Consistent with
contextualist theories (Hill 2006), this suggests that eth-
nicity and neighborhood ecology are distinct and both need
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to be to be examined in studies of adolescent behavior. The
findings indicate that intervention efforts to curb delin-
quency should focus on strengthening effective parenting
and minimizing deviant peer affiliation opportunities,
regardless of context. However, such interventions
may need to emphasize distinct factors that are specific to
ethnic groups and for youth in high- versus low-risk
neighborhoods.
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