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Abstract Mapping the relationship of peer influences and

parental/family characteristics on delinquency can help

expand the understanding of findings that show an inter-

dependence between peer and family predictors. This study

explored the longitudinal relationship between two char-

acteristics of peer relationships (violence and perceived

popularity) with subsequent individual delinquency and the

moderating role of family characteristics (cohesion and

parental monitoring) using data from the Chicago Youth

Development Study. Participants were 364 inner-city

residing adolescent boys (54 % African American; 40 %

Hispanic). After controlling for the effects of age and

ethnicity, peer violence is positively related to boys’

delinquency. The effect of popularity depends on parental

monitoring, such that the relationship between popularity

and delinquency is positive when parental monitoring is

low, but there is no relationship when parental monitoring

is high. Furthermore, parental monitoring contributes to the

relationship between peer violence and delinquency such

that there is a stronger relationship when parental moni-

toring is low. Additionally, there is a stronger relationship

between peer violence and delinquency for boys from high

cohesive families. Findings point to the value of attention

to multiple aspects of peer and family relationships in

explaining and intervening in the risk for delinquency.

Furthermore, findings indicate the importance of family-

focused interventions in preventing delinquency.

Keywords Delinquency � Family functioning �
Peer violence � Perceived popularity

Introduction

Among the most studied and reliably implicated environ-

mental risk factors for delinquency are peer and family

relationships. There is ample evidence that delinquency

level of friends and acquaintances correlates to youth

criminal activity, and violence in particular (Elliott et al.

1985; Tremblay et al. 1995). Similarly, there is consider-

able evidence indicating that the qualities of peer rela-

tionships, such as acceptance and popularity, predict

delinquency (Agnew 1991; Mayeux and Cillessen 2008).

Engaging in aggressive acts can enhance status particularly

among peers who also are delinquents (Hawley 2007;

Henry et al. 2006). While there has been much interest in

the relationship of these various aspects of peer relation-

ships to delinquency, there has been limited consideration

of their interrelation in explaining risk. Most studies have

tested one dimension of peer relationships at a time, with

the majority of the emphasis on peer deviance. This leaves

uncertain whether other dimensions of peer relationships

are important in understanding risk for delinquency. The

present study focuses on the interrelation of two aspects of

peer relationships, peer violence and popularity with peers.

The study utilizes a sample of boys who reside in
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communities where delinquency is prevalent and peer

relationships may be particularly important influences on

development: the inner-city (Tolan et al. 2003).

Like peer influences, family relationships also have been

documented to be direct influences on risk for delinquency

(Tolan et al. 2003). Parenting practice constructs, such as

monitoring and disciplinary practices and qualities of

family relationships, such as cohesion and support, have

been linked to the risk for delinquency in numerous studies

(Patterson et al. 1998). More recently, studies have focused

on how family influences might set the stage for peer

influences on delinquency. At least two longitudinal tests

have identified a confluence process best fitting to the

combined impact (Dishion and Piehler 2007; Henry et al.

2001). The confluence is a combination of the direct and

independent effects of family and peer relationships in

affecting delinquency outcomes (Dishion et al. 1994b). In

both cases, it was peer deviance that was emphasized as the

peer influence. While important in informing about the type

of interrelation of peer and family influences, these findings

may be dependent on representation of peer influence as

how deviant peers are or by only considering one dimension

(e.g., peer deviance is the only peer-related variable inclu-

ded in the model). It may be that there is not a dependency

on family characteristic for the influence of other peer

relationship characteristics (e.g., popularity) implicated as

delinquency predictors. Similarly, it may be that other peer

relationship characteristics add to what is explained by peer

deviance. The present article tests multiple aspects of each

of these major areas of developmental influence to find out

if more specific effects can be identified.

Peer Influences on Delinquency

In several longitudinal studies over the past 30 years, peer

delinquency has been linked to subsequent individual

delinquency of youth (Elliott et al. 1985; Prinstein and

Dodge 2008). In fact, involvement with deviant peers often

emerges as the strongest and most proximal risk factor for

delinquency (Brook et al. 1986; Dishion et al. 1996;

Hawkins et al. 1992). More recent studies have established

that peer violent delinquency may be particularly influen-

tial. For example, Thornberry (1998) found that it was

peers committing violent crimes that were a greater effect

on individual violence and delinquency than peers com-

mitting strictly delinquent acts. Similarly, Henry and col-

leagues (Henry et al. 2001) found that peers’ violence, but

not nonviolent delinquency, was related to subsequent

violence and delinquency. These findings suggest that it

would be useful to differentiate the extent to which peers

engage in delinquency that is violent from those engaging

in only other forms of delinquency in evaluating peer

deviance influence.

Popularity with peers is another dimension of peer

relationships having shown power in explaining delin-

quency. Initial conception and measurement suggested that

less delinquent peers were more popular (Asher and

McDonald 2009). However, with more careful develop-

mental designs, a more complex relationship was found

pertinent to adolescence. For example, aggressive behavior

is linked to peer rejection in elementary school, but there is

no relationship or even some positive relationship as ado-

lescence begins (Miller-Johnson et al. 2003). However,

results are not consistent (Mayeux and Cillessen 2008).

Some studies have found that aggression increases among

more popular youth, while no aggression is evidenced

among less popular youth (Hawley 2007; Henry et al.

2006). Others have noted that delinquency and popularity

may be linked positively when aggression serves to

enhance social status in adolescence (Henry et al. 2006;

Rose et al. 2004). For example, in unsafe communities

where the use of aggression may be seen as required to

maintain safety or helpful in accessing resources and status,

popularity and delinquency could be related positively

(Henry et al. 2006). These findings suggest that popularity

may be an important contributor to explaining peer influ-

ences on delinquency risk. However, it is unclear to what

extent the influence is in combination with peer violence or

as a second direct effect. The present study considers these

two dimensions and their potential collective influence on

risk.

Family Influences on Adolescent Delinquency: Setting

the Stage for Peer Influences

Review and multivariate studies have shown the value of

examining peer influences during adolescence through a

lens of the family as a continuing important influence, even

as peer relationships emerge as a more proximal and more

powerful explanatory correlate (Laursen and Collins 2009).

The coercion model of development suggests that a coer-

cive pattern of socialization begins within the family and

may later generalize to relationships outside of the family

(i.e., peer relationships), further supporting an antisocial

pattern of socialization (Dishion et al. 1994b; Patterson

1982). The confluence model of peer influence builds upon

this research and suggests that conventional peers reject

children engaging in coercive socialization, limiting coer-

cive children to socialize with other rejected children,

also likely to be coercive and/or antisocial (Dishion et al.

1994a, b). Over time, deviant behavior escalates through

peer reinforcement of antisocial values, attitudes, and

behavior (e.g., deviancy training; Dishion et al. 1994b).

Dishion et al. (1991, 1994a, b) applied the coercion process

within families as a risk factor for increasing susceptibility

to and engagement with delinquent peers and compared
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that to a model in which the coercion process had only a

direct effect on risk for delinquency. They found that a

confluence model that incorporated the ‘‘setting the stage’’

influence through peer influence as well as a continuing

direct effect from family relationships and parenting as the

best fit to their longitudinal data.

Similarly, Vitaro et al. (2000) differentiated youth by

level of attachment to parents and level of parental moni-

toring. They examined the interaction of the parenting

variables and best friend’s deviancy status (yes/no). Their

findings indicate that for adolescents with low levels of

attachment to parents during preadolescence, best friend’s

deviancy was related positively to adolescents’ delinquent

behavior at ages 13 and 14. While considering two aspects

of the parent–adolescent relationship, Vitaro and col-

leagues considered a single dichotomously measured peer

variable. This study suggests the importance of considering

family and peer influences together. However, this study

calls into question the importance of monitoring, which

was the primary parenting practice influence in the Dishion

et al. (1991, 1994b) study. Furthermore, it is unclear if the

specific family findings would hold if more differentiation

of peer deviance were considered (e.g., using a continuous

measure of peer deviance rather than a dichotomous

measure).

Focusing on a sample of 246 male adolescents from

high-risk inner-city communities, Henry et al. (2001)

applied the same type of comparison as Dishion et al.

(1994a, b) and Vitaro et al. (2000) but added a distinction

of peer deviance that is violent from that which is nonvi-

olent in order to test whether findings might be specific to

peer violence or generalized to peer deviance overall. This

study reported that families characterized by emotional

cohesion and parenting practices of consistent discipline

and monitoring were associated with a lower likelihood of

interaction with delinquent peers, whereas those with low

cohesion and less use of effective parenting practices had

more involvement with delinquent peers. Thus, this study

seemed to support the importance of both family cohesion,

which may overlap with felt attachments (Vitaro et al.

2000), and parenting practices including good monitoring

(similar to Dishion et al. 1991, 1994a, b). In addition,

Henry et al. (2001) reported that it was peer violence

not peer delinquency in general that contributed to

youth delinquency in their replication of Dishion et al.’s

(1994a, b) confluence model. This difference may reflect

the difference in residential location of the samples, as

Henry et al. (2001) sampled a group of young boys residing

in inner-city communities marked by high rates of vio-

lence. However, the findings are consistent with findings

that peer violence can be a particularly salient influence on

youth violence (Hawkins et al. 1992; Thornberry 1998).

Otherwise Henry et al. (2001) reported results consistent

with Dishion et al. (1991, 1994a, b), finding that a partially

mediated model with both direct effects of family type on

delinquency and violence and mediated effects through

peer delinquency and violence best fit the data. Henry et al.

also found that family characteristics moderated the rela-

tionship between peer violence and subsequent individual

violence and delinquency but did not examine the relative

importance of family characteristics and parenting prac-

tices on the peer influence process. This study brings that

consideration into the analyses.

The Current Study

The current study builds from the above set of prior reports

examining the confluence model by examining more than

one aspect of both parenting and peer relationships in order

to determine if more specific effects of developmental

influence are identified. In addition, these analyses can help

with the understanding of previous findings that seem to

support mediation of family influence by peer relationship

features as well as moderation of peer influences by family

functioning (Henry et al. 2001). This evaluation of these

two important influences can help clarify the interdepen-

dence of effects, offering valuable information in how peer

and family relationships might be targeted in intervention

efforts.

In this study we are interested in the following research

questions: Are there significant direct predictive relation-

ships between family cohesion, parental monitoring, peer

violence and perceived popularity with peers measured in

early adolescence and subsequent delinquency after con-

trolling for age and ethnicity? Is there an interaction

between perceived popularity and peer violence in pre-

dicting subsequent delinquency? What is the nature of any

moderating role of family cohesion and parental monitor-

ing on the relationship between peer violence and per-

ceived popularity with peers and subsequent individual

delinquency?

Method

Participants

Participants were 364 adolescent boys from the Chicago

Youth Development Study (CYDS), a longitudinal study

targeting high risk, adolescent males from inner city Chi-

cago (see Henry et al. 2001 for a detailed review of data

collection procedures). Data collection for CYDS began in

1991 and participants were assessed for five waves over a

period of 7 years. Over 90 % of Wave 1 (W1) participants

were retained for the consecutive waves of data collection.
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Participants’ ages ranged from 10 to 15 years in the first

wave (W1) of data collections (M = 12.40; SD = 1.22)

and between 13 and 19 years of age during the fourth wave

(W4; M = 15.81; SD = 1.25). Participants were predom-

inantly African American (54 %) and Hispanic (40 %). At

W1, 62 % of the sample lived in single-parent households

and the majority of participants were from low-income

families; 47.6 % had a household income below $10,000

per year and 73.5 % had a household income below

$20,000 per year.

An initial 1,105 fifth- and seventh-grade boys from 17

public schools in the Chicago area were screened for

potential participation in the CYDS. This pool of potential

subjects was screened and then selected so that 50 % of the

sample had an elevated level of aggressive behavior

(T [ 63, 90th percentile) as indicated by the Teacher

Report Form of the Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL;

Achenbach 1991). This was approximately 33 % of the

screened sample for recruitment with a similar number

randomly selected from the remaining portion of the pop-

ulation. This yielded 364 participants who took part in

some portion of the study. Each boy and his primary

caretaker were interviewed, and most of the interviews

took place at the participants’ home.

Measures

Delinquency

Individual delinquency was measured at W2, W3, and W4

(middle adolescence) using the Self-Report Delinquency

measure (SRD; Elliott et al. 1985). This 30 item self-report

scale (see ‘‘Appendix’’ for items) evaluated the frequency

and severity of antisocial, delinquent, and violent behaviors

committed over the past year. As suggested by Elliott et al.

(1985), we created composite scores for the SRD measure,

which ranged from 0 to 4 and were designed to differen-

tiate responses by the relative seriousness and frequency of

the committed violent and nonviolent offenses. Values of 0

represent non-offenders who reported little or no aggres-

sion, whereas values of 4 represent serious-chronic-violent

offenders who reported high levels of antisocial behavior.

Previous studies have established good reliability and

validity of the SRD for our sample (for details see Henry

et al. 2001). For our dependent measure, we averaged the

Elliott scores across all available waves (W2, W3, and W4;

r = .33–.53, all p’s \ .001).

Family Cohesion

The Family Relationship Measure, a 35-item rating scale

assessing 6 domains of family functioning (Gorman-Smith

et al. 1996) was used to measure family cohesion at W1

(early adolescence) using parent-report. The scale was

found to have good test–retest reliability and all scales have

acceptable alpha levels. These scales have been used in

numerous developmental risk studies over the past

15 years. The 6 domains assessed are: (a) Beliefs about the

Family, (b) Emotional Cohesion, (c) Support, (d) Commu-

nication, (e) Shared Deviant Beliefs, and (f) Organization.

LISREL analyses revealed that the 6 domains were repre-

sented well by two dimensions of family relationship

characteristics: (a) Beliefs about Family and (b) Cohesion.

The Cohesion construct incorporates the scales of Orga-

nization, Communication, Support, and Emotional Cohe-

sion. This construct has been used extensively in prior

research and has emerged as among the most consistently

related to delinquency and aggression in this sample (see

Gorman-Smith et al. 1996).

Parental Monitoring

The Parenting Practices scale was used to measure

parental monitoring at W1 (early adolescence). The scale

was developed from prior versions used in multiple studies

including the Pittsburgh Youth Study (Thornberry et al.

1995). Reliable and valid scales were included to tap the

following domains: (a) Positive Parenting, (b) Discipline

Effectiveness, (c) Avoidance of Discipline, (d) Extent of

Monitoring and Involvement in the Child’s life. Alphas for

the scales range from .68 to .81. Confirmatory factor

analyses using LISREL revealed two latent constructs:

(a) Discipline and (b) Monitoring (see Gorman-Smith et al.

1996 for details on scale development and psychometric

validation). The monitoring construct was found in prior

analyses to best represent parental influence on risk in this

sample and is used for these analyses.

Perceived Popularity with Peers

Two items on the Social Network Questionnaire (SNQ;

Nair and Jason 1985) were used to measure perceived

popularity with peers at W1 (early adolescence). The two

items evaluated the popularity of participants in compari-

son to their friends and similar-aged youth in their neigh-

borhood. Ratings of popularity were measured on a 5-point

Likert scale with responses ranging from self being (least

popular) to (most popular). A variable indicating average

popularity with friends and similar-aged youth in the

neighborhood was created (r of two items = .54,

p \ .001).

Peer Violence

A portion of the SNQ (Nair and Jason 1985) assessed the

extent to which members of the participant’s peer group
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engaged in violent antisocial and delinquent behavior at

W1 (early adolescence). This construct included 13 crim-

inal offenses in which participants were asked to indicate

(with ‘‘yes’’ or ‘‘no’’) whether each member of their peer

group had participated in any of these behaviors within the

past year. Values for this construct were assigned based on

the number of peers within the participant’s network who

had committed violent offenses, according to the youth’s

self-report. Scores were positively skewed and were log

transformed prior to analysis.

Analytic Procedures

Forty-nine percent of boys (n = 177) had missing data on

at least one of the variables included in this study. African

American boys were less likely to have missing data than

boys of other ethnicities (v2 = 21.31, p \ .01). Missing-

ness was not related to level of delinquency, family

cohesion, parental monitoring, peer violence, or perceived

popularity with peers. Missing data were handled using full

information maximum likelihood (FIML) in Mplus 6.0.

A series of linear regression analysis in Mplus 6.0 were

used to test our research questions. Two covariates were

included in our models. Age (described in detail above)

was entered as a continuous variable. Ethnicity was dummy

coded such that African American boys (54 %) were

compared to boys of all other ethnicities (40 % Hispanic,

6 % other). Family cohesion and parental monitoring were

added in the next regression. Peer violence and popularity

with peers and the interaction between the two were added

in the next regression. The interaction terms between

family variables and peer variables were added in the final

regression model.

Results

Means, distribution characteristics and correlations among

the predictors and outcomes are provided in Table 1.

Results of the linear regression analyses are summarized in

Table 2. After controlling for age and ethnicity, family

cohesion and parental monitoring were not related signifi-

cantly to delinquency. When the peer variables and their

interaction were entered, peer violence, but not popularity,

was positively related to delinquency. The interaction

between popularity and peer violence was not significant.

When we entered interactions for family functioning and

the two peer variables, the interaction between family

cohesion and peer violence significantly predicted delin-

quency (p \ .05). Additionally, two interactions were sig-

nificant at the trend level (p \ .10): the interaction between

peer violence and parental monitoring and the interaction

between popularity and parental monitoring. As the sample

size constrained the sensitivity to detect interaction at

conventional significance levels, we considered this trend

as indicating a notable relationship. The direct effect of

peer violence remained even with the additions of the

interaction terms.

To help with interpretation, we plotted each interaction

effect. First, we split family cohesion at the mean and

plotted the relationship between peer violence and delin-

quency for boys from high cohesive family and for boys

from low cohesive families (Fig. 1). The relationship

between peer violence and delinquency was stronger for

boys from high cohesive families. Second, we split parental

monitoring at the mean and plotted the relationship

between peer violence and delinquency for boys from high

monitoring families and for boys from low monitoring

families (Fig. 2). The relationship between peer violence

and delinquency was stronger for boys from low moni-

toring families. Third, we plotted the relationship between

popularity with peers and delinquency for boys from high

monitoring families and for boys from low monitoring

families (Fig. 3). The relationship between popularity and

delinquency was stronger for boys from low monitoring

families.

Discussion

Research on the risk factors for delinquency indicates that

both family and peer influences are important (e.g., Dishion

et al. 1991, 1994a, b; Henry et al. 2001). However, few

studies have examined the interdependence of family and

peer risk factors, and those that do focus on single aspects

of either family or peer risk. In this article, we extend prior

examination of the interdependence of family and peer

influences on delinquency (e.g., Dishion et al. 1994a, b;

Henry et al. 2001) to examine multiple aspects of both

family functioning and peer relationships. We find a

Table 1 Descriptive statistics

M SD 1 2 3 4 5

1. Delinquency 1.09 1.17

2. Cohesion 0.00 1.37 .02

3. Monitoring 74.67 9.17 -.10 .37**

4. Peer

Violence

0.22 0.51 .22*** -.04 –.06

5. Popularity 3.22 0.93 .10 -.03 .02 .07

Delinquency is measured in mid-adolescence using boys’ self-report;

cohesion is measured in early adolescence using mother’s report;

monitoring is measured in early adolescence using combined boy and

mother report; peer violence and popularity are both measured in

early adolescence using boys’ self report; ** p \ .01; *** p \ .001

J Youth Adolescence (2013) 42:1651–1660 1655

123



complex set of relationships, including both direct and

interactive effects. First, we find a negative relationship

between peer violence and delinquency that is consistent

with findings from other samples (Elliott et al. 1985;

Tremblay et al. 1995). In addition, we find that popularity

does not interact with peer violence, but has additional

influence on delinquency risk, depending on level of

parental monitoring. When parental monitoring is low

popularity is linked to higher levels of delinquency.

Parental monitoring is also important in the relationship

between peer violence and delinquency; when parental

monitoring is low peer violence is linked to higher levels of

delinquency. This indirect effect of parental monitoring is

consistent with those found with other populations (see

Dishion and McMahon 1998 for summary of such find-

ings). Surprisingly, there was a stronger relationship

between peer violence and delinquency for boys from high

cohesive families when compared to boys from low

cohesive families. These findings unpack and extend Henry

et al.s’ (2001) prior examination of the confluence model

using data from the CYDS. Henry and colleagues used

family typologies, and thus, could not test whether there

are different aspects of family relationships that are

important in the confluence model of parent and peer risk

factors. Our results suggest that both family cohesion and

parental monitoring are critical.

It was surprising that there was a stronger relationship

between peer violence and delinquency for boys from high

cohesive families, as we expected family cohesion to play a

protective role as reported by Vitaro et al. (2000). Henry

et al. (2001) report that within the CYDS sample, boys

from families characterized by high cohesion are less likely

to interact with delinquent peers. Our findings may indicate
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Fig. 3 Interaction between popularity with peers and parental

monitoring predicting individual delinquency

Table 2 Hierarchical linear regression to predict individual delin-

quency in mid-adolescence using family and peer variables

Model b (SE)

Step 1

Age 0.22 (.06)***

Ethnicity 0.17 (.14)

Step 2

Age 0.21 (.06)**

Ethnicity 0.18 (.14)

Cohesion 0.06 (.05)

Monitoring -0.01 (.01)

Step 3

Age 0.19 (.06)**

Ethnicity 0.13 (.15)

Cohesion 0.06 (.05)

Monitoring -0.01 (.01)

Peer violence 0.56 (.23)*

Popularity 0.08 (.08)

Peer violence 9 popularity 0.12 (.27)

Step 4

Age 0.19 (.06)**

Ethnicity 0.16 (.15)

Cohesion 0.00 (.06)

Monitoring -0.01 (.01)

Peer violence 0.62 (.23)**

Popularity 0.10 (.01)

Peer violence 9 popularity 0.16 (.27)

Cohesion 9 peer violence 0.31 (.16)*

Cohesion 9 popularity 0.07 (.07)

Monitoring 9 peer violence -0.05 (.03)a

Monitoring 9 popularity -0.02 (.01)a

a p \ .10; * p \ .05; ** p \ .01; *** p \ .001
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that, although less likely to interact with delinquent peers,

high-risk boys from cohesive families may be particularly

vulnerable to influence when they do interact with violent

peers. During adolescence, peer relationships become

increasingly important; however, family relationships also

remain important (Laursen and Collins 2009). Within high-

risk neighborhoods, some parents report the need to protect

children from peer influences (e.g., Anderson 1989; Fur-

stenberg 1993). One way of protecting children may be

through family cohesiveness. Consequently, it may be that

the protection intended by parents may leave these par-

ticular boys unprepared to resist influence in the presence

of violent peers.

Our findings of the moderating role of parental moni-

toring are consistent with those of Dishion et al. (1994a, b).

However, in that study, other aspects of family influence

were not considered. Furthermore, only peer delinquency

was considered. Our results bolster the specificity of the

finding that parental monitoring sets the stage for peer

influence and moderates the relationship between both peer

violence and delinquency and popularity and delinquency.

Our results are inconsistent with those of Vitaro et al.

(2000), who found no moderation effects for parental

monitoring on the relationship between peer deviance and

delinquency. Vitaro et al. measured peer deviance using a

dichotomous measure (yes/no), whereas we used a con-

tinuous measure of peer violence. Consequently, it may be

that the greater specificity of measurement used in this

study allowed for the detection of moderation findings.

Additionally, the sample in the Vitaro et al. study consisted

of all Caucasian Canadian non inner-city youth, whereas

our sample was entirely U.S. inner-city African American

and Hispanic. It is possible that parental monitoring is

more important for inner-city high-risk youth. Further

testing of how sample and setting characteristics might

affect interactions is needed.

The finding of a positive relationship between popularity

and delinquency when parental monitoring is low raises

some intriguing considerations for understanding how peer

relationships and delinquency are related in high-crime

high poverty communities (Hawley 2007; Henry et al.

2006). Previous research has found that when measures of

perceived popularity are used, popularity is associated

positively with aggression over time. However, it is

important to note that this sample is drawn from high-

crime, high-poverty communities in which other roles may

be limited and the use of violence may be more acceptable

and functional then elsewhere (Attar et al. 1994). It may be

that in these communities where some delinquency is more

common than none (see Henry et al. 2001) there is peer

esteem gained from delinquency involvement, particularly

if parental monitoring is low and not providing needed care

and attention for a more prosocial basis for esteem

(Parkhurst and Hopmeyer 1998; Rose et al. 2004). It also

may be that when parental monitoring is low, time with and

engagement with peers, particularly those who are more

deviant, may increase, with more delinquency valued

among that group. Without monitoring within the family,

children in large groups may be misguided and turn toward

delinquent behavior (e.g., Dishion and McMahon 1998). It

also may be that parents engaged with their children

through monitoring are more likely to be sought for advice

or have opportunities to help steer popular youth away

from delinquency. If so, preventive and treatment inter-

ventions that emphasize increased parental monitoring and

communication skills may be most important (Stattin and

Kerr 2000). Improved communication and connection with

parents may lessen the influence of and attachment to

deviant peers.

The findings of this study should be interpreted in light

of the following limitations. First, we were interested

specifically in relationships for inner-city high-risk boys. It

is unknown whether relationships are specific to this setting

where crime rates are elevated above those found else-

where in the United States. It also may be that these

findings are specific to the sampling that was designed to

over-represent high-risk youth within this high-risk setting.

Second, although family functioning was measured using

parent-reports, the peer variables and individual delin-

quency were both assessed by self-reports. It is possible

that youth who are on an antisocial trajectory are more

likely to report popularity with peers and more likely to

report peers as violent. It is also important to note that self-

reported popularity, as examined in this study, likely has

different relationships with study variables than peer-rated

popularity. A third limitation is that this study did not

consider additional aspects of peer relationships that might

have importance, such as attachment to peers or quality of

friendships. Future research should include information

from youth in both high- and low-risk settings and should

include information from multiple reporters. Furthermore,

additional aspects of peer relationships should be included

in order to determine the specificity of findings related to

peer violence and perceived popularity.

These findings may have useful implications for pre-

vention. They seem to underline the value of parent/family

focused intervention in enabling protective effects for

youth, particularly when the focus of intervention is

parental monitoring (Dishion and McMahon 1998). These

results may suggest more direct focus in such interventions

on peer relationships through the lens of parental moni-

toring and youth communication to parents (Stattin and

Kerr 2000). This approach could help to shift from

emphasizing parental monitoring to mitigate negative peer

influence to encouraging more engagement to affect peer

involvement or peer choice (Dishion and McMahon 1998).
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Conclusion

Both family and peer influences, and their interdependence,

are important in explaining high-risk urban boys’ delin-

quency (Dishion et al. 1994a, b; Henry et al. 2001; Vitaro

et al. 2000). This study adds support for this claim and

indicates the overall value of more complex assessments of

peer and family relationships in understanding effects on

delinquency. We considered two aspects of peer relation-

ships—peer violence and perceived popularity—and found

that, while not interdependent, each added to the expla-

nation of delinquency in adolescence. We also found that

both aspects of family relationships—family cohesion and

parental monitoring—were important in the explanation of

how peer influences relate to delinquency in adolescence,

suggesting the importance of tracking ongoing family

predictors when evaluating peer influences. Consequently,

prevention and intervention efforts should focus on both

parent and peer influences and how the two can be targeted

in combination to prevent delinquency (Dishion and

McMahon 1998).
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Appendix: Items on the Self-Report Delinquency Scale

During the last year, have you ever:

1. …lied about your age to get into someplace or to buy

something, for example, lying about your age to get

into a bar or to buy alcohol?

2. …carried a hidden weapon?

3. …been loud, rowdy, or unruly in a public place so

that people complained about it or you got in trouble?

4. …made obscene telephone calls, such as calling

someone and saying dirty things?

5. …been drunk in a public place?

6. …purposely damaged or destroyed property that did

not belong to you (for example, breaking, cutting or

marking up something)?

7. …purposely set fire to a house, building, car or other

property or tried to do so?

8. …broken city curfew laws (that is, been in a public

place including out in the street without a parent or

adult after curfew)?

9. …avoided paying for things such as movies, bus or

subway rides, food, or computer services?

10. …gone into or tried to go into a building to steal

something?

11. …stolen or tried to steal money or things worth $5 or

less?

12. …stolen or tried to steal money or things worth

between $5 and $100?

13. …stolen or tried to steal money or something worth

$100 or more?

14. …taken something from a store without paying for it

(including events you have already told me about)?

15. …snatched someone’s purse or wallet or picked

someone’s pocket?

16. …knowingly bought, sold, or held stolen goods or

tried to do any of these things?

17. …stolen or tried to steal a motor vehicle such as a car

or motorcyle?

18. …used checks illegally or used a slug or fake money

to pay for something?

19. …attacked someone with a weapon or with the idea

of seriously hurting or killing them?

20. …hit someone with the idea of hurting them (other

than the events you just mentioned)?

21. …used a weapon, force, or strongarm methods to get

money or things from people?

22. …thrown objects such as rocks or bottles at people

(other than events you have already mentioned)?

23. …forged or copied someone else’s signature on a

check or legal document without their permission?

24. …embezzled money, that is used money or funds

entrusted to your care for some purpose other than

that intended?

25. …made fraudulent insurance claims, that is falsified

or inflated medical bills and property or automobile

repair or replacement costs?

26. …intentionally underreported money earned or

received, overestimated expenses or losses, or other-

wise cheated on your state or federal income taxes?

27. …stolen money, goods, or property from the place

where you work?

28. …been paid for having sexual relations with

someone?

29. …physically hurt or threatened to hurt someone to get

them to have sex with you?

30. …had or tried to have sexual relations with someone

against their will (other than those events you just

mentioned)?
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