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HAPTER 12

‘Neighborhood Influences on
Adolescent Development

Social contexts, particularly beyond the
family. exert increasing influence on develop-
ment during the second decade of life (Booth &
Crouter. 2001: Bronfenbrenner. 1979: Steinberg
& Morris, 2001 ). The growing need for auton-
omy during the adolescent years implies that

~ adolescents spend more time outside of the

home. typically with peers. Neighborhoods are
thought to be one of the primary contexts for
adolescents’ out-of-home time. They provide
not only the physical space in which youth
frequently operate but also the social space in
which a wide array of interactions occur.

In the United States, attention to neighbor-
hoods as a social context for adolescent devel-
opment dates back at least to the nineteenth
century. Demographic changes at that time,
including increasing industrialization, urban-
ization, and immigration led to social concerns
about youth growing up in urban centers.
Progressive Era reforms, such as the formation
of juvenile courts, are a reflection of this move-
ment {(Kamerman & Kahn, 2001). It was not
until almost a century later. however, that soctal
scientists attempted to document links between
neighborhood residence and adolescents
development (Sampson & Morenoff, 1997;
Sampson. Morenofl, & Gannon-Rowley, 2002).
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The focus continued to remain on urban youth
and their involvement in risky behaviors such
as crime and delinquency (Park. 1916, Shaw &
McKay. 1942). Like the early research, contem-
porary interest in neighborhoods as a context
for adolescent development was also fueled
by demographic circumstances (Hernandez,
1993; Massey & Denton. 1993: Wilson. {987,
1996). The loss of industrial jobs in favor of
service and technology jobs, coupled with rising
concentrations of poverty and unemployment
in urban centers served to reignite scientific
and policy interest in urban youth and their
problematic behaviors (e.g.. Bursik, 1988;
Kornhauser, 1978: Sampson, 1992; Sampson &
Groves, 1989: see also Sampson & Morenoff,
1997, for a review). Contemporary research on
adolescent development in neighborhood con-
text. much of it emanating from developmental
scientists. although interested in risky behavior,
has taken a broader lens in terms of outcomes
of interest and types of neighborhoods studied
(Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 2000).

The goal of this chapter is to review meth-
odological. empirical, and theoretical advances
in studying neighborhood contexts and ado-
lescent development. The first section sum-
marizes approaches to studying neighborhood
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sttuciees, focusing one measurement and
sttidy destgis, The following section reviews
curreint resewrch findimgs on neivhborhood
sovioeconomiv ellects on adoleseent develop-
ment by domai—achieyement teducation and
cupios mentn enotional and social well-being
sentat bealth, erime. delinguency. and sub-
stance use o and seauat activity and childbear-
g, The third section considers a taxonoemy
we deseloped Lor addressing the potential
pathway s through which neighborhood effects
gt operate on these outcomes {i.e,, indirect
pathwavss The proposed theoretical models
include mstitutional tesources {characteristics
and ranee of community resources ). noams and
cellecuyve efficacy fecommunity social structure,
peers. and physical threats). and relationships
and ties parenting. home environment. and
support networksy, Processes most relevant o
adolescents are aghlighted. The fourth section
highltights emerging trends in neighborhood
researclh on adolescent development and unre-
~obved sstes in the field. Finally, future divec-

tons for research on neighborhood contexts
and wiolescence and policy implications are

sunmmarized,

METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES

IN STUDYING ADOLESCENT
DEVELOPMENT IN

NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXTS

This section presents a brief review of key meth-
odological 1ssues confronting the study of ado-
lescent development in neighborhood contexts.
mncluding defimtions ol neighborhoods., identifi-
cation snd measurement of neighborhood dimen-
sions. study  designs. and sefection problems.
Fhas overview is miended to provide a backdrop

for the reminming seetions in ths chapter.

Neighborhiood Definitions

AL mnportant question 10 constder when
studs ing adolescent development in neighbor-
hood contests 1w, “Whar is « neiohborhiood?”
Adternative strategies have been used to define
the neighborhood uny ol analysis, The most

freguent approach s to cmploy data collected

froncihe LS Decennial Census compg
the census forms complieted on the
April durmng the Tirst year of every decade,
A nerghborhood is then typically defineg as
dCENSUS tract lructs contan "‘F’Pm«’(ilnaiely
3000 o 8.000 mdividuals and are idemiﬁed
with the advice of local communities work.
g under Census Bureau guidelines 1o reflegy
promument physical wnd soctal features thag
stgnify neighborhoods. such as major streets,
ratlroads.  cthoie  divisions. and  the like.
Another common. but somewhat smaller ypjg
is the block group {census tructs contain ope
to four block groups). which contains approxi.
mately 600 to 3.000 people. Some researchers
have combined two to three adjucent or rely.
tvely homogenous tracts or block groups into
neighborhood clusiers te.g.. Brody etal.. 2001,
Sampson. Raudenbush, & Earls. 19973, The
snllest neighborbood unit used is the street-
or face-block. which includes the two sides of
the street fucing a person’s home. In contrast,
most studies do not specify  neighborhood
boundaries when purticipant reports of neigh-
borhood conditions are  gathered: however,
residents” reports of neighborhood boundaries
appear to approximite census tracts tor clusters
of tracts: Coulton. Korbin, Chan. & Su. 2001;
Sampson, 1997).

Neighborhood Dimensions

A critical distinction 1o make in defining
neighborhood dimensions is between neigh-
borhood structure and neighborhood processes.
Neighborhood  structure  entails  composi-
tional or socindemographic attributes. such as
median income. employment rate. and racial
composition. Neighborhood processes include
aspects such as social organization and institit-
tional resources. Although 1t is thought o be a
function of neighborhood stucture. neighbor-
hood social organization describes the capacity
of residents to work together toward common
voals and values and 1o establish nstitutions
that promote and enforce these goals by reg-
ulating behavior tespecially that of woutl:
Sampson et al.. 2002: Shaw & McKay, 1942).

led frgm o
first of
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onal resources involve the presence of
a5 and organizations that promote health.
ing, and general social welfare.

en the accessibility of census data. census-
4. measures of neighborhood structural
- «eristics are employed in a majority of
jes (Jencks & Mayer. 1990; Leventhal &
s-Gunn, 2000). Neighborhood income or
onomic status (SESj—a combination
social and economic indicators—is the
commonly studied structural dimension.
archers often separate measures of neigh-
thood SES into high-SES/affluence (e.g..
exing percent high-income residents, percent
afessionals, and percent college-educated)
"d,lyow SES/poverty (e.g., assessing percent
sor, percent female-headed households. per-
on public assistance, and percent unem-
foyed). This distinction 1s made because the
esence of poor and affluent neighbors may
ve differential associations with adolescent
gntéomes (Brooks-Gunn. Duncan. Klebanov,
Sealand, 1993; Jencks & Maver, 1990).
ther structural characteristics frequently
sidered are racial and ethnic diversity (e.g.,
ercent Black. percent Latino, and percent
oreign-born) and residential instability (e.g.,
péycent moved in last 5 vears, percent house-
0lds in current home less than 10 years, and
ercent homeowners: Brooks-Gunn, Duncan,
Aber, 1997, Sampson et al,, 1997). Despite
eneral consistency across studies, specific
efinitions of these structural dimensions differ

Neighborhood social organizational features
commonly examined include informal social
control, which depicts the degree to which
residents monitor the behavior of others in
accordance with socially accepted practices;
and social cohesion. which refers to the extent
of social connections within the neighborhood
{measures of informal control and cohesion
have been combined to assess what has been
called. “collective efficacy™. Eliot et al,
1996: Sampson et al., 1997). Other organiza-
tional features that may result from the content
and consensus of values include physical and
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social disorder, which describes physical con-
ditions (e.g., abandoned housing and graffiti)
and social interactions (e.g., publicdrinking and
prostitution) in the neighborhood (Ross &
Jang, 2000; Sampson & Raudenbush, 1999).
Institutional resources include the quantity
and guality of services. schools. health care
facilities. and recreational programs. The census
does not directly evaluate neighborhood orga-
nization or resources. which are necessary for
testing theoretical models (as we subsequently
describe). Thus, much research has relied upon
individual parents’ or youth’s ratings to cap-
ture neighborhood processes: these ratings are
problematic for several reasons. First. they
are often confounded with outcome measures
also obtained by means of participant ratings.
leading to problems of shared method variance.
Second, the rehiability of such measures may
be questionable because in most cases it relies
on individual rather than ecological data and
corresponding methods for handling data.
Raudenbush and Sampson (1999) lay out a
compelling argument for “ecometric™ standards
of gathering data from multiple reporters
(preferably independent of study families) to
enhance reliability of neighborhood measures
and 1o use appropriate statistical tools to gen-
erate neighborhood-level reliability indices.
Alternative methodologies are required to
measure the neighborhood processes described,
including systematic social observations, com-
munity surveys, neighborhood expert surveys,
and administrative data. Systematic social
observations or windshield surveys involve
trained observers using a structured {ormat
to characterize neighborhoods through video-
taping, rater checklists. or audiotaping (Barnes
MecGuire. 1997: Kohen, Brooks-Gunn, Leventhal,
& Hertzman, 2002: Raudenbush & Sampson,
1999; Sampson & Raudenbush. 2004; Spencer.
McDermott. Burton, & Kochman. 1997: Taylor,
Gottfredson, & Brower. 1984). Cominunity
surveys entail interviewing nonparticipants
in the study about their neighborhoods,
vielding measures of neighborhoods that are
independent from those obtained by study
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participants (Sampson. 1997 Sumpson et al.
19975 Moreover. us noted.  Inlerviewing
muitiple residents per neighborhood increases
the religbility in neighborhood  measure-
ment. Neighborhood expert swrvevs require
interviewing kev comnmunity leaders such as
prominenl religious. politcal. business. und
soctal leaders in the community about therr
neighborhoods  (Sampson & Raudenbush.
20045, Finally, alternative administrative data
sources are available from city. state. and
federal agencies and include vital statistics
from health departments. crime reports from
police departments. school records from educa-
tion departments. and child abuse and neglect
records Trom human and social service agencies
{Coulton & Korbin, 2007).

Study Designs

Researchers interested in understanding neigh-
borhood effects on adolescent development
have used nonexperimental and experimental
approachest each 1s reviewed i turn,

Nonexperimental Approaches

The earliest set of neighborhood studies used
neighborhood
structural characteristics in conjunction with
data collected on youth and their families to
examine associations among neighborhood

census-based  measures  of

residence and adolescent outcomes. This early
nonexperimental research was based on two
general classes of studies. The first set was
large national data set, such as the Pane} Study
of Income Dynamics (PSID: Hill. 1991) and
the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth-
Child Supplement (NLSY-CS: Baker & Mott.
19801 These studies typically had large varia-
tion in neighborhood tand family) types and
permitied estimalion of neighborhood effects
hased on few adolescents per neighborhood.
The second set was samples of youth drawn
from single-city or regional samples in which
the range of sampled neighborhoods as well
as neighborhood types varied across studies.
These city und regional samples were ofien
camprised  of primarily urban. Jow-incone

neighborhoods. Well-known eXamples of
tvpes of studies include the Pittsbmgj?
Study (Loeber & Wiksirim, 1993) the -

ning School Study i Balimere (En
X M

Alexander. & Olson. 1994, 4pd the Ch;
Youth Development Study (Gorman-§y

Tolan. Zeli, & Huesmann. 1996,
Muany of the carlier nonexpery

studies with appended census dagy were
sectional and were primarily useful for d ]
me?mng assoctations between ”eighborheéﬂ
residence and adolescent oulcomey: howe >
they did not vield much information about
dynamic  relationship  between adolescmg
over the course of development and the pejg
burhnf)ds in which they ‘live. \fl]ic]} may change
over ime through a variety of internal or extar
nal meuns. The next phase of neighborhogd
research. which incorporated neighborhoads
into the study design. took on this chailengg
In these neighborhood-based swudies, a wide
range of neighborhood types may be examin
{e.g.. neighborhoods from a variety of soch
demographic make-ups). or specific types o
neighborhoods may be sampled {e.g.. low- and’
moderate-poverty neighborhoods}. Sampling is
also conducted to ensure an adequate numbef
of adolescents per neighborhood (e.g.. at least:
15-30 study participants per neighborhood;
Duncan & Raudenbush, 1999) to conduct multi-
level. longitudinal analyses. Multilevel analy-
ses provide estimates of variation in outcomes
both within and between neighborhoods,
vielding wore reliable estimates of neigh-

borhood effects on adolescent outcomes. One
well-known example of a neighborhoad-based
study is the Project on Human Development it -
Chicago Neighborhoods (PHDOCN) in which
census data were used to define (wo stratifica-
tion variables—SES (three levels) and racial-
ethnic composition (seven levelsj—thal were
cross-classified. and then a stratified probabil-
ity sample of 80 neighborhood clusters was
selected for the longitudinal component of
the study (Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn. 2003¢)-
Finally. children and vouth falling within
seven age cohorts spanning from birth through



cars of age were sampled from these
11f,jghborhoods: approximately 75 children
neighborhl)od cluster were interviewed. In
aﬁlﬁﬁ(’“* PHDCN included an independent com-
qunity survey component. in which neighbor-
“pood residents were interviewed regarding the
social processes al play within their neighbor-
hoods, as well as systematic social observations.

Experimental Approaches
Eﬁperimema! and quasi-experimental studies
‘that randomly assign families to live in certain
types of neighborhoods have been conducted
the context of housing programs for low-
income families. Because programs cannot
serve all eligible or interested families, selec-
on of neighborhoods is often random, based
“on housing availability (i.e.. quasi-random),
ror both. In these studies. a subset of families
is typically provided assistance in relocating
from public housing located in high-poverty
areas to less poor neighborhoods (e.g., fami-
lies may receive vouchers to rent housing in
private market or be offered public housing
buiit in nonpoor neighborhoods).

.~ The oldest quasi-experimental study is the
. Gautreaux Program, enacted following a 1976
_court order to desegregate Chicago’s pub-
* lic housing. Families were given vouchers to
move, and assignment was based on housing
availability (Rubinowitz & Rosenbaum, 2000).
The most well known experimental study. the
Moving to Opportunity for Fair Housing
(MTO) demonstration program, was launched
by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development in 1994 partiaily in response to
positive findings reported in the Gautreaux
Program. Approximately 4.600 families across
five cities were randomly assigned vouchers
to move out of public housing in high-poverty
neighborhoods into private housing of their
choice or into private housing in low-poverty
neighborhoods (with special assistance): by
design, a subset of families remained in public
housing (Goering & Feins, 2003).

Another type of experimental study that is
relatively new is the use of natural experiments
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in which some exogenous or external shift
oceurs that affects residents over time or dif-
ferentially impacts neighborhoods (Fauth &
Brooks-Gunn. 2008). Although few of these
studies focus on neighborhoods per se. sev-
eral have examined the impact of changes in
environmental regulations on children’s health
at either the county or zip code level (Chay &
Greenstone, 2003; Currie & Neidell. 2003).
For example. Chay and Greenstone (2003)
demonstrated how declines in county pollution
levels were associated with decliney in infant
mortality. To our knowledge. this approach has
not been employed in studies of adolescents,
but provides a promising avenue for future
research 1o explore. '

Selection

Selection or omitted vartable bias is the major
criticism of nonexperimental designs used to
study “neighborhood effects” and represents a
potential threat to the validity of most exist-
ing neighborhood studies. Selection refers to
the fact that families have some choice as 1o the
neighborhoods in which they live, and some
omitted (or unmeasured) variable associated
with choice of neighborhood residence might
account for any observed neighborhood effects
{Duncan. Connell, & Klebanov, 1997; Manski,
1993; Tienda. 1991). A common strategy
used to minimize selection as a problem is to
account for child (e.g.. sex and age) and family
(e.g., income, parent education, family struc-
ture) demographic characteristics in analytic
models. Although this approach is preferable
(and. in our opinion. essential} because neigh-
borhood characteristics are defined by family
composition. it does not fully overcome the
problem of selection. Moreover. many hypoth-
esized omitted variables such as parental
depresston or motivation are not included in
most studies. nor is the direction of bias
resulting from the omission of these variables
clear. For example. adolescents’ parents who
have poor mental health may be more likely
to stay in disadvamtaged neighborhoods than
are parents with superior health. Conversely.
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more oreanized parents may be more Hikely o
sty m disadvantaged neighborhoods o con-
serve funds for recreational activities for their
adotescents than we less orgunized purents.
Diespite potentiad seiection problems due o
unobserved vartables, @ recent study exam-
ining the lactors nfluencing neighborhood
~election among PHDON tumilics found that
amitted variables hvpothesized 10 represent
potential threats of selection bias m neighbor-
hood studics. such as those mentioned. had hit-
tle impact on neighborhood sefection over time
tSumpson & Sharkey, 20080 Rather, fanuly
socioccononiic characteristics routinely con-
wolted for in neighborhood swdies, including
ruce/ethnicnty, inconie and edacation. were the
siost potent fuctors associated with residentiad
suatification, Thus, controlling for these key
fanuly characteristics. as suggested  earlier.
imght be sufficient for achieving reasonable
estirnaies of neighborhood coffects.

Researchers also have used various analytic
strategies 1o address selection issues. These
approaches include comparisons of siblings or
{irst cousins, which hold family characteristics
constant {Aaronson. 14975 instrumental vari-
able analyses. which minimize unmeusured cor-
relations between neighborhood churacteristics
and adolescent outcomes (Foster & Mclanahan,
16961, behavior genetes models, which dif-
ferentiate between genetic and environmental
mifluences (Caspr. Taylor. Mottt & Plomin,
2000: Cleveland. 2003): and propensity score
methods, which mateh adolescents who do and
do not five in certain types of neighborhoods
(Hurding. 20035, However. only experimental
desigins can tully overcome the selection prob-
leny in neighborhood research talthough other

sclection problems may arise),

A REVIEW OF NEIGHBORHOOD
STRUCTURAL EFFECTS ON
ADOLESCENT DEVELOPMENT

This review builds on previous summaries of
published neighborhood rescarch conducted
during the 1990~ (Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn,
20000 20030, 200405, The ficld has continued

to profiferate i the twenty -firs century <E”‘Wisle
2007 Sampson et all 2002 To ”‘CUIDOraté
these recent developments. reviews of relevany
databases were conducted f’()H(ming Similar
procedures as those used prey ii\[[,\l} (Le"eﬂthal
& Brooks-Guon. 20000 20034, 20044, In
these reviews, we Tocused on the three struc-
wirad dimensions tassessed by the census most
frequently examied: ncome/SES taffluencey
high SES and poverty/low SES). racialfeth.
nic diversity. and residentiad instability. Oyp
reviews yickded few and somewhat inconsis-
tent findipgs dor raciatfethmie diversity ang
residential mstability. thus, onh {‘indingx {or
SES are summarized here, Other neighborhood
dimensions are considered in the subsequent
secton, In hoth sections. only studies that
gccounted for individual and family character-
isties such as child sex. age. and race-ethnicity:
family income and composition: and maternal
educution. age. and the like in the analysis were
included due 1o potential selection issues.
Three domuins of well-being are consid-
cred mtuim: (1 educationad and oceupationul
achievement (test scores. grade failure. high
school dropout status. college attendance. vears
of completed schooling, employment. and earn-
ingsi 2y emotional and social well-being (men-
tal heaith. cnime. delinquency. and substance
usel and (3) sexual actvity (age of imtiation,
number of partners. and contraception use)
and childbearing. Whenever possible, we dis-
criminate between findings Jor carly adolescents
{11=15 vears oldy and fae adolescents (16-19
vears oldi because neighborhoods may have
differental effects on oucomes during cuach
developmental pericd tAber. Gepharte Brooks-
Gunn. & Connell. 1997), For instance. neigh-
borliood aflucnees may ncrease durmg late
adolescence. when vouth are often granied more
autonomy than they are at younger uges. resull-
g in greater exposure 1o extrafamitial influences.
including neighborhoods (Ellot erat. 19963

Achievement

Actoss the studies reviewed. the strongest

evidence was found for the association between




SES and adolescent achieve~
after accounting for child and
d characteristics). Living in
with more high SES residents
both younger and older ado-
ment. This pattern of findings
in nonexperimental research
f analytic techniques, and to a
experimental research.

on neighborhood SES effects
escents’ achievement drew pri-
xperimental city and regional
sended census data (Connel]l &
1997, Dornbusch. Ritter, &
Fntwisle etal., 1994; Halpern-
1997). In general. these studies
ositive association between
igh SES/income and various
olescents’ achievement (math
basic skills tests, grade point
nicational risk score). This pat-
was confirmed more recently
dinal neighborhood-based stud-
:who ranged in age from 4 to
nd, a multisite study of youth
The first neighborhood-based
on 4 diverse sample of Chicago
nd that the presence of manag-
Is in the neighborhood was
ociated with children’s average
ver 6 years (Leventhal, Xue, &
2006). The second neighbor-
udy drew on a representative
tario children and reported that a
ighborhood affluence during late
through adolescence was associated
dult educational attainment, par-
among youth from nonpoor families
iades, Racine, & Mustard, 2007).
multisite, cross-sectional study of
ally diverse, primarily European
Qlescents documented a positive
'between neighborhood median
and adolescents’ verbal ability. but in
association was stropgest among
ower income families (Gordon
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Additional findings on young adolescents’
achievement from city and regional studies
entail links between neighborhood low SES and
related measures {e.g.. male joblessness and
female-headed households) and poor educa-
tional outcomes (Connell & Halpern-Felsher.
1997; Halpern-Felsher et al.. 1997). Several
of the studies reviewed also found that neigh-
borhood SES may have more pronounced
effects on young adolescent boys™ achievement
than on girls’ achievement (Entwisle et al.,
1994: Halpern-Felsher et al.. 1997).

Studies of older adolescents have relied pri-
marily on national data sets. A number of stud-
ies based on the PSID reported associations
between neighborhood high SES/affluence and
youth’s educational attainment (high school
graduation, college attendance, and years of
completed schooling: Brooks-Gunn et al.. 1993,
Duncan, 1994; Halpern-Felsher et al.. 1997}
these associations were more salient among
European American than among African
American youth. However, one city-based
study of African American adolescents found
that the presence of managerial and profes-
sional neighbors was positively associated
with boys’ educational attainment (Ensminger,
Lambkin. & Jacobson, 1996). In addition. a
nonlinearassociationbetween this SES measure
and youth's chances of completing high school
was found in the Public Use Microdata Sanmple
(PUMS), such that when the percentage of
professional or managerial workers fell to five
percent or fewer (or reached a tipping point).
neighborhood effects were more pronounced,
especially among African American males
(Crane, 1991).

Findings from a quasi-experimental study in
which low-income. minority youth residing
in public housing in poor urban neighborhoods
moved to the more affluent suburbs concur
with the results of the nonexperimental litera-
ture. In a 10-year {ollow-up of the Gautreaux
Program. youth who moved to the suburbs
were found to be more likely to graduate from
high school. take college preparatory classes.
attend college. be employed. and earn higher
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wages hat were thetr peers who remained in
tie winn TRubmow s & Rosenbaum. 20000,
More gecenthy, however, noachievement
eitects wore reported i HUD™S S-vewr evalu-
anors of the MTO programi, which uwd uirue
cyvperinenad design (beventhal, Fauth, &
Brooks-Ganne 20050 Sunbonmatsu. . Khing,
Duncun. & Brooks-Guni. 2006,

Tho MTO Tindings st be understood in the

conteal of o sovial experiment. Because social
caperiments ocowr m e real world and notin
wiaboratony with highly controlled conditions,
several Imporiant featires of MTO impact our
merpreiaton o the Tneighborhood effects”
reported. Only approsimately 58 pereent of
Famitios offered vouchers used them 0 move
o new  neighborhoods, Many  low-poverty
famihes who relocated tvpically moved o poorer
neighborhoods alter the first yvear in which they
were required to be i low -poverty neighbor-
hoods. Moving 1 disrupuive 1o vouth's soctal
netwerks and may offset henetits associated
with gore adsvantaged ueiginborhoods (Adam,
2004 Adany & Chase-Lansdade. 2002: Pribesh
& Downev, 19995 Finally, and spectific wo edu-
cationt, because many families in MTO who
mon ed remained nourban areas. children con-
taued 0 attend Inghly disadvantaged urban
public schools, In contrast. children in the
Guutreaux stwdy attended schools n advan-
tuged suburban school districts. More in line
with MTO. a T-year follow-up of uanother
guast-experimental study of g desegregation
ctort m Yonkers. New York. o which all
familics remained in public housing within the
samie city and school district found that older
sdolescents who moved o middle-income
neigabarboods reporied poorer school per-
formance than vouth who remained i high-
poverty neighborhoods (Fauth, Leventhal, &
Brooks-Gunn. 20073

Two recent nonesperimental studies with
the PSID have 1'nw~.cd on neighborhiood fow
SES wind v ossociation with dropping out of
high school (Crisder & South. 2003: Hm(imv
2 igh SES/

neighborhood fow SES hu(? more

055 T contrast o neighborhood h

EH HITOITEN

pronounced  etfects on Alrican Antericang®
odds of droppiig out of high school than
European  Americans’. particualarhy among
Alrican Amenican bovs (Crowder & Sough,
20031 OF note s that the magnitude of (he
assotciaton between neghborhood disadyan.
tage and Afrrcan Americans” high school djs.
ruption mereased vver time irony 1970 (6 199().
the 1980s being the period on which much
of the earber neighborhood work with thig
sumple was based (Brooks-Gunn et al.. (997,
Finallv. one study using another national daty
set mdicates that neighborhood poverty dur-
mg adolescence may have long-run associa-
tions with wdult unemploviment. purticularly
among males (Hollowuy & Mulherin, 2004,
However, o quast-experimental  study  of
Canadian adolescents. which did not have the
contounding of neighborhood and relocation
ftke MTO. found that older adolescents who
fived in pubhic housing n poor neighborhoods
did not differ in their earnings. employmient, or
welfare receipt at age 30 compared with peers
from public housing in muddle-income neigh-
borhoods (Oreopoulos, 20031,

Other measures o neighborhood SES,
such as the high school completion rate. per-
centage of female-headed households. and
female emplovment rate. were found to be
associated with educational atwinment as

ell, Almost all of these studics were based
on the PSID or other large. national studies
(Aaronson. 1997 Brooks-Gunn et al.. 1993
Duncan. 1994 Ensminger et al, 1996: Foster
& McLanahan, 1996: Garner & Raudenbush,
1991, In a number of these studies. neigh-
horhood SES effects on adolescent achieve-
ment were reported when techiiques were
used o address  problems  of  selection
bias  or advanced  statistical  approaches
were emploved. including sibling analy-
ses tAaronson. 1997 Plotnick & Hoftman.
1999} instrumental vasiable analyses (Foster
& MecLanahan, 1996; ¢f. Evans, Qates. &
Schwab, 1992) multifevei models (Garner
& Raudenbush. 1991
matching (Harding. 2003

). and propensity score
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avioral and Emotional Qutcomes

;wing evidence from well-designed studies
igports the conclusion that neighborhood
is associated with adolescent behavioral
d emotional outcomes after accounting for
ckground characteristics. Most notable are
ks between low SES neighborhoods and
minal, delinquent, and violent behavior
ong both younger and older adolescents.
Similar 10 studies of achievement, earlier
wdies examining neighborhood SES effects
uring young adolescence primarily drew
From city and regional samples with appended
census data. For example, in a rural lowa
sample of European American 8th and 9th
sraders, neighborhood iow SES was positively
assoctated with boys™ psychological distress.
nd the percentage of single-parent families
was positively associated with girls’ conduct
prablems (Simons, Johnson, Beaman. Conger,
& Whitbeck. 1996). Likewise. among 13- and
16-year-old boys in the Pittsburgh Youth Study.
jving in low-SES or “underclass™ neighbor-
oods (characterized by poverty. unemployment,
“male joblessness. female headship, nonmarital
childbearing, African American presence. and
welfare receipt) was positively associated with
youth engaging in delinquent and criminal
behavior, and effects were more pronounced
among younger than older adolescents, as well
s among impulsive adolescents (Loeber &

& Loeber, 1994: see also Beyers, Loeber.
- Wikstrom, & Stouthamer-Loeber, 2001).

Several recent multisite, neighborhood-based
“studies also find links between neighborhood
SES and young adoiescents’ engagement in
a range of problem behaviors. Results from
the Family and Community Health Study
(FACHS). which originally sampled 10- to
12- year-old African American children and
their families in Georgia and Towa living in a
* Wwide variety of neighborhood settings (i.e.. not
just urban central city neighborhoods). demon-
Strated an association between neighborhood
low SES and affiliation with deviant peers
(especially among early maturers) and girls
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{but not boys’) substance use (Brody et al..
2001: Ge. Brody. Conger. Stmons. & Murry,
2002: Gibbons et al.. 2004). A related finding
from the PHDCN study reveals that living in
a low SES neighborhood was associated with
violent behavior among adolescent girls (13-
|7 years old) who experienced early menarche
{Obeidallah. Brennan. Brooks-Gunn. & Earls,
2004). Finally. another multileve] study con-
ducted in three cities found that low levels of
concentrated affluence were associated with
young adolescent boys™ greater externalizing
of problems (Beyers, Bates, Pettit. & Dodge.
2003).

A number of recent studies have used
data from the National Longitudinal Study of
Adolescent Health {Add Health), a nationally
representative. longitudinal study of middie
and high school students. to explore aspects
of neighborhood SES associated with ado-
lescents” behavior and emotional outcomes.
Most of this work has used a multilevel ana-
Iytic frumework. Research focusing on vio-
lent behavior reported that the proportion of
single-parent families in the neighborhood,
an indicator of low SES. was associated with
adolescents’ self-reported violent behavior
(Knoester & Haynie, 2005). while another
investigation found that neighborhood socio-
economic disadvantage was associated with
this outcome (Haynie, Silver. & Teasdale.
2006). Two additional studies with this sample
demonstrate associations between commu-
nity disadvantage and adolescents’ depressive
symptoms  (Wickraina &  Bryant.  2003;
Wickrama. Merten. & Elder, 2005).

Nonexperimental research focusing on
older adolescence documents associations
between neighborhood low SES and a range of
problem behaviors. too. Two studies using data
from a British national study found adverse
associations between residence in low SES
neighborhoods and adolescents” participation
in crime and delinquency (Sampson & Groves.
1989:; Veysey & Messner. 1999). Along these
same lines. a national study of U.S. 10th grad-
ers found that the male joblessness rate was
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positively assoctated with drug use: however.,
the poverty raie was negatively assoviated with
drug use among these same youth (Hoffman.

2002 5. A nerghborhood-based study in Chicago.

hm\ ever, found jinks between the presence of

fowe manaeers and professionals in the neigh-
horhood and older adolescents” sellf-reported
violent  behavior Sampson. Morenoft. &
Raudenbush. 2003,
Finally,  Aneshensel and Sucofl 11996)
examined the eifect of neighborhood SES and
racial-cthmic diversity simultaneously on the
meital health outcomes of 12- to F7-year-olds
in Los Angeles. Their resuls indicated that
the prevalence of conduct disorder was high-
est among adolescents in low SES. African
American neighborhoods and lowest among
adolescents in fow SES. Latino neighborhoods.
The prevalence of oppositional defiant disor-
der, however. was highest among adolescents
in middle SES communities with high concen-
trations of European Americans and Latinos
and lowest among adolescents in Jow SES.
African  American neighborhoods.  Latinos
displu}-’ed more depressive symploms than did

European American and African American
vouth. eacept in fow SES neighborhoods with
high concentrations of Lattnos,

In line with the nonexperimental literature
revealing links between low-SES neighbor-
hoods and older adolescents” social. emotional,
and  behavioral outcomes are  experimental
findings from the MTO program  3-vear
evaluation (Kling. Liebman. & Kawz. 2007),
Adolescent girts who moved 10 low-poverty
neighborhoods  reported  fess psychologieal
distress, anxtety, and substance use and were
less fthely to be arrested tfor both violent and
property crimes) than girls who remained in
public housing in hgh-poverty neighborhoods.
Unfortunately. such benefits of moving o low-
poveriy neighborhoods were nob seen among
adolescent bovs, who demonstrated  some
negative outcomes after moving. Interestingly.
a 7-vewr evaluation of o guasi-experimental
study of housing desegregation in Yonkers,
New York. also Tound some negative effects.

especially among  older adolescems.

this study. older adolescents who relocated 14
more udvantaged neighborhoods reported more
behavior problems und substance use (hap
peers who remained in impoverished neighbor.
hoods (Fauth. Leventhal, etal.. 20070 I these
experimental studies. 1Cis ikely that the dij.-
ruptive effects of moving on social networks
were mere hannful among bovs than girls in
the case of MTO and amonyg ofder than young-
er adolescents in the case of Yonkers,

Sexual Activity and Childbearing
Converging evidence Trom numerous national
data sets as well as mululevel studies points
o assoctations between neighborbood SES—
especialty low SES-—and adolescents” sexual
behavior and fertlity (controtling for indi-
vidual and famiy characteristiosy, This patiern
holds among both vounger and older adoles-
cents. In addition. neighborhood employment
wr 10 be associated with these
outcomes. but the direction of
Recently.
borhood literature has focused on younger
adolescents sexual inttation. One study based
on 4 Canadian national sample reported that

measures app
effects is mixed.
increased attention in the neigh-

among 12- to 15- year-olds. neighborhood dis-
advantage was associated with adolescent girls®
sexual initiation overall and both girls” and
boys™ sexual iniljation among those with a his-
tory of conduct problens (Dupéré. Lacourse,
Wilims. Leventhal. & Tremblay, 2008). Using
multilevel data from the PHDCN. Browning
and colleagues demonstrated in o series of
studies o link between neighborhood concen-
trated poverty and sexual onset among youth
=16 years of age (Browning. Burringlon.
Levembal, & Brooks-Gunn. 200%: Browning.
Leventhal. & Brooks-Guan. 2004, 2005).
Studies using six different national data sets
{(National Survey of Adolescent Males {NSAMILL
National Survey of Children [NSC]. Nationai
Survey of Family Growth [NSFG-111]. PSID.
PUMS. und Add Healtdhy

cators of neighborhood SES were associated

reported that indi-

with predominatety older adolescents’ sexual




ctivity. Across these studies. the presence
of advantaged socioeconcmic  conditions
quch as affluent or professional neighbors
was associated with a decreased risk of
female adolescents” nonmarital childbearing
(Billy & Moore. 1992: Brooks-Gunn et al..
1993; Crane. 1991: South & Crowder. 1999;
¢f. Cubbin, Santelli, Brindis, & Braveman,
2005). whereas the absence of such resources,
acluding high poverty and low housing val-
wes, was adversely associated with both boys’
and girls’ initiation of sexual Intercourse,
frequency of iniercourse, number of part-
ners, contraceptive use. pregnancy outcomes,
“and overall sexual risk behavior (Baumer
& South. 2001: Cleveland & Gilson. 2004:
_Cubbin et al. 2005; Ku, Sonenstein. &
" Pleck. 1993: Ramirez-Valles, Zimmerman, &
Juarez, 2002; Ramirez-Vailes, Zimmerman,
& Newcomb, 1998; South & Baumer, 2001;
“South & Crowder, 1999). Moreover, two studies
" found nonlinear associations, such that the odds
~ of female youth bearing children increased when
comnmunity disadvantage reached an extreme
threshold (Crane, 199]: South & Crowder,
1999). Finally, the association between neigh-
borhood poverty and adolescent girls” odds of
normarital childbearing were confirmed in pro-
pensity score models (Harding, 2003).
Employment indicators were associated
with adolescent sexual and fertility outcomes,
aithough the pattern of results was inconsistent.
Among adolescent males 15-19 years of age
in the NSAM, a high unemployment rate was
positively associated with impregnating some-
one and fathering a child (Ku et al., 1993). and
among middle school and high school students
in Add Health, the proportion of idle youth was
associated with boys™ sexual initiation (Cubbin
et al.. 2005). Likewise, among females in the
NSFG-HI and Add Health. unemployment and
joblessness were positively associated with
sexuai initiation, frequency of intercourse,
contraceptive use, and nonmarital childbear-
ing (Billy, Brewster, & Grady. 1994; Billy &
Moore. 1992: Cubbin et al.. 2005). However.
among these same young women in the
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NSFG-I11, but not Add Health. the percent-
age of women employed in the neighborhood
was positively associated with timing of first
intercourse and risk of premarital sex (Biliy
et al.. 1994: Brewster. 1994b;. In addition.
among female youth aged 14--20) in the NSFG-
111, temale labor force participation was posi-
tively associated with noncontracepted first
intercourse among African American. urban
young women and with contracepted {first
intercourse among European American young
women {Brewster. 1994a: Brewster, Billy. &
Grady, 1993). Findings related to female
employment may be related to the monitoring
and supervision of youth as opposed to socio-
€CONOMmIC resources.

A FRAMEWORK FOR
UNDERSTANDING POTENTIAL
PATHWAYS OF NEIGHBORHOOD
EFFECTS ON ADOLESCENT
OUTCOMES

The research presented in the previous section
documents associations between neighborhood
structure and adolescent outcomes: however.
it does not address the potential pathways
through which these neighborhood effects
are transmitted to youth. A widely held view
among researchers 1s that neighborhood influ-
ences are indirect (or mediated). operating
through various processes such as community
social organizations. families. peers. and
schools. In addition, neighborhood effects are
thought to condition (or interact with) other
contextual influences—particularly the family
environment-—in shaping adolescent develop-
ment. Despite such expectations. much more
theoretical than empirical work has explored
mediated and moderated neighborhood effects
on adolescent outcomes. Empirical investiga-
tions of underlying mechanisms of neighbor-
hood influences have been hindered by the fack
of a coherent framework outlined by outcome.
age of child. and specific pathways, as well as
by methodological limitations—particularly.
adequate study designs and neighborhood
measures, However. over the past several years
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crierging empirieal support coneurs with expec-
tations. indweating thal neighborhood efiects are
fargeh mdirect. operating through individuad-,
fumihy - and conmuniy-lesel processes.

In this section. three  theoretical mod-
els {or conceprualizing how nerghborhoods
might  infloence  adolescent development
are presented  (Lesventhal & Brooks-Gunn.
20000 2001, The first model. insnzwrional
resouices. posits that the quality. quantity.
and diversity of community resources medi-
ate neighborhood etfects. The second model
norms cnd collective efficacy. speculates that
the oxtent of community formal and infor-
mal institations present o monitor residents”
behayior {especiadly peer groups) und physi-
cai threats 1o residents accounts for neighbor-
hood effects. The final model. refationxhips
curdd riex, hyvpothesizes that parental attributes,
social networks. and behavior as well as home
environnent characteristics transmi peigh-
borhood influepces. These theoretical frames
were developed based on a review and analy-
sisoof neighborbivod studies by Jencks and
Maver ( 1990, the literature on economic hard-
ship and unemployment (Conger. Ge. Elder.
Lorenz. & Simons. 1994, McLoyd, 19905,
and work on social disorganization theory
tSampson. 19920 Sampson et al.. [997: Shaw
& MoeKay, 19420 see Sampson & Morenoff,
1997, for o review)

These theoretical models are intended o
be complementary rather than contlicting,
For mstance. institutional resource mecha-
nisms may be most salient when stcdving
high SES—uchievement links. norms and col-
lective efficacy processes may be most rel-
evant for examiing low-SkS-delinguency
associations, and relationship pathways may
be most useful for examining SES-sexual out-
come links. In terms of developmental differ-
cnces. relationship mechanisms might be more
relevant for sounger than older wdolescents
because tamilies may exert g greater influence
during this period. whereas community norms
and processes nuy be more saliont for older

than for younger adolescents because of the

growing ifluence of peers during this Period
Communits institutional resources may pla):
an eyually important roie both curlier ang later
v adolescence. bu the specilic resource of mogg
relevance may differ for the two gae groups,
Accordingly. the present review of the theoret.
iwal models highlights aspects of cach mode]

thai we most reles ant e adolescenys,

Institational Resources
Econonue resource perspectives. fueusing typi-
cally outhe funnly context. identify resources or
opportanities w which children and vouth thee-
retically have access (Beckers T981: Brooks-
Guni, Klcbanov, Liaw, &  Duncun, 1995
Haveman & Wolle. 1994y Bxtrapolating this
madel to neighborhoods. conmmunity resources
include the quantity. quality. diversity, and
affordability of severad types ol resources in the
community pertinent o adolescents—schools,
health and soctal services, recreational and
soctal programs. and employment—that could
influecnce well-being (Leventhal & Brooks-
Gunn. 2000 Neuman & Celano. 2001

For adolescents, schools are o primary
vehicle through which neighborhood effects
niy operate on adolescents” achievement in
particolar, Relevant aspects of schools include
guality. climate. norms. and  demographic
makeup. Living in a disadvantaged neighbor-
hood 1s adversely associated with these school
attributes as well as with adolescents” educa-
tional outcomes (Card & Pavne. 2002 Jencks
& Maver, 19901 Several studies have looked
at the mtersection of nerghborhood context
and school norms regavding risky behavior
Findings  indicide  that  neighborhood  struc-
ture i associated with school norms, which
mowm may be associaied with adolescents’
sexual mitation and their substance use (Eitle
& MoNulty Eide. 2004 Ennett, Flewelling.
Lindrooth, & Norton. J997: Teitier & Weiss,
2000: see School Versus Naghborhood  1nflu-
cnees section for additional detailsy,

The avaitability. quality. and affordability of
medical and social services in the community
may be a potential puthway of neighborhood
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nfluences. notably on mental and physical
ealth (including sexual risk behavior and preg-
Jancy). Although work examining this resource
s scant. access. quality. and variety of health
services vary as a function of family SES. with
pigh income generally conferring beneficial
effects (Newacheck. Hughes. & Stoddard.
996; Newacheck. Stoddard, & McManus.
-1993). Differences in health care services
" vailability relevant to adolescents have been
show to vary as a function of neighborhood
SES. Results based on Add Health indicate that
high schools located in lower SES communi-
~ ties are less likely to offer school-based health
services than schools in more advantaged
communities (Billy et al.. 2000). However,
reduced availability of health services in dis-
advantaged communities does not necessarily
explain differences in adolescent health behav-
iors or attitudes. For instance, several studies
of adolescent sexual behavior found that the
availability of family planning and abortion
providers in the community was not associ-
ated with adolescents” sexual activity, fertility
outcomes, or attitudes toward contraceptive
use (accounting for neighborhood structure,
Brewster et al.. 1993; Hughes. Furstenberg, &
Teitler. 1995). In contrast, another nationally
representative study found that although avail-
ability of family planning clinics in the county
of residence was not associated with adoles-
cents’ sexual activity, it was predictive of
contraceptive use among sexually active ado-
lescent girls (Averett, Rees. & Argys. 2002).
Another possible mechanism of neighbor-
hood effects—particularly on physical and
social development—is the presence of social
and recreational activities such as parks.
sports programes. art and theater programs. and
community centers. Generally. studies of
youth programs and after-school care point to
these programs as having beneficial effects on
adjustment. particularly among low-income
youth (Eccles & Gootman, 2002). In the same
manner, enrollment in these activities could be
especially beneficial for adolescents living in
disadvantaged neighborhoods. For example.
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participation in organized activities was found
0 be most protective against cigaretie smoking
among adolescents exposed to higher levels of
neighborhood risks in terms of SES and racial
composition (Xue. Zimmerman., & Howard
Caldwell. 2007; see also Coley. Morris. &
Hernandez, 2004: and Pettit, Bates. Dodge. &
Meece. 1999). and among low- and moderate-
income African American youth. participation
in locally based organized activities promoted
affiliation with neighborhood prosocial peers
(Quane & Rankin, 2006: see also Rankin &
Quane. 2002). However. it is important to
note that involvernent in activities. such as
community-based clubs. might have negative
effects on adolescent adjustment in highly vio-
lent communities, possibly because it could
increase exposure to violence (Fauth. Roth. &
Brooks-Gunn, 2007).

In spite of the potential benefits associated
with activity participation. adolescents living
in low SES neighborhoods might have limited
access to organized recreational activities as
compared to their peers in more affluent com-
munities. A neighborhood-based study of ado-
lescent development in Jow- to middle-income
neighborhioods found that the extent of proso-
cial activities varied across neighborhoods and
was linked to problem behavior (FFurstenberg.
Cook, Eccles, Elder, & Sameroff. 1999: see
also Furstenberg. 2001). Meanwhile. research
on youth from affluent communities also points
to the need for more afier-school programs
{or at least participation in such programs)
to prevent youth from engaging in problem
behaviors (Luthar, 2003). In addition. a recent
review of the environmental correlates of
youth’s physical activity indicated that higher
neighborhood crime levels were associated
with Jower participation in physical activitics,
although evidence was mixed regarding a
direct link between availability of sports
facilities and programs in the community and
youth's physical activity (Ferreira et al.. 2006).
Two reasons might explain why availability is
not consistently associated with participation.

First. gualitative and guantitative research on
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fumilies m disudvantaged neighborhoods indi-
cates that when soctad snd recreattonal programs
are not avarable m families” own communi-
ties, parents aecess vesources from the furger
surrounding community (Elder. Eceles. Ardell
& Lord. 1995 Jurrew. 19975 Second. the link
between avaitability and participation appears
to varny as a functon of neighborhouod charac-
teristics. with youth living in disadvantaged
communities more  likely 10 participate i
neighboriiood-based organized uctivities when
offered the chance (Quane & Rankin, 2006).
The fust instiutionad resource most relevant
o achievement outcomes and possibly prob-
lem behaviors entails the supply of employ-
ment opportuntties, aceess o jobs (ncluding
transportation ). and adolescents” own expecta-
tions about avalable opportunities, Although
studies  have not examined neighborhood—
emploviment hinks on adolescent development
imost studies focus on voung adults). we draw
upon research on lamily-level SES differences
in the conseguences of udolescent employment
(Buchman & Schulenberg, 1993: Gleason &
Cain. 2004: Leventhal. Graber. & Brooks-
Gunn, 2001: Mortimer. Finch. Ryu. Shanuhan,
& Call. 1996: Newman, 1999: Steinberg,
Fegley. &  Dornbusch, 1993 Sullivan,
1989, Specifically. the impact of adolescent
employment (and available opportunities) on
subsequent outcemes may be moderated by
neighborhood SES. sach that in disudvantaged
neighborhoods, the effects of employment
may be benciicial because fewer developmen-
tally enhancing outlets beyond employment
may exist. In contrast. in more affluent neigh-
borhoods. where fearning and social activities
may provide more enriching alternatives 1o
employment. the effects of ecmployment may
be more detrimental. A related finding support-
ing this view comes from a recent study that
found that the association between longer work
hours during middle and late adolescence and
adolescents™ heavy episodic drinking was mod-
crated by community context, specifically rates
of adolescen drimking: longer hours were more
detrimental in fower risk counties (Le.. those

with low levels of adolescent alcoho) use:
Brestin & Adlat. 2005

At the individuad Jevel, adolescenty” expecis
ations about employment opportunitics avyj-
able to thent are Likely affected by their neigh-
borhouds tincluding presence of working role
models). These expectations as well as relaged
feelings of hopelessness may e associated
with adolescent outcomes. mefuding educa-
tional attainment. substunce use. Crime. sexyal
activity. and childbearmg (Billy et al., 1994-
Bolland. 2003: Bollund. Lian. & Formichella,
2003 Willis. 1977).

Norms and Collective Efficacy

The norms and collective  efficucy  model
draws heavily from social organization theory
and its more recent formulations. particularly
collective efficacy theory (Sampson. 1992;
Sampson et al.. 1997 Shaw & MoKay. 1942),
According 1o these perspectives. collective
efficacy-—defined us the extent of conumunity-
level social connections including mutual trust,
shiared values among residents. and residents’
willingness to intervene on behalf of commu-
nity—controls the ability of communities to
monitor residents” behavior in line with social
norms and (o maintain public order (Sampson,
Morenoft. & Earls, 1999 Sampson et al,,
1997). Formal and informal community inst-
tutions are thought to act as regulatory mecha-
nisims. and the capacity of these institutions
to monitor restdents” behavior—especially
peer groups and physical threats. in turn-—is
hypothesized o be a function of specific com-
munity  structural  characteristics,  including
fow SES. rucial/ethnic diversity, residential
instabifity. and simgle pawrenthood (Coulton,
Korbin. Su. & Chow, {995 Sampson. 1992
Sampson & Groves. 19895, For instapce. in
poor. restdentially unstable. raciallv/ethnically
diverse neighborhoods with many single par-
ents. social organization is often low. result-
ing in the promulgation of adolescent problem
behaviors such as crime and vandalism. In
contrast. when social organization is high.
adolescents are Jess Hhelv to engage in these
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ative behaviors and may display more
ssocial behaviors such as school engagement
%’ﬂnﬁfd"ic participation. Over the past decade.
pumber of researchers studving adolescents
pave tested various components of this model.
Jand much of the work has focused on problem
‘pehaviors—delinquency. crime. violence. and
iibstance use-—and 10 a lesser extent sexual
sactivity. This section reviews research on the
different model components.

_An important distinction to make is that the
@cial connections described under the norms
and collective efficucy model are more diffuse
than the social networks discussed under the
relationships model (see next section) and
yperate primarily. at the community level (see
- Sampson, 1999, for further discussion of this
tinction). In PHDCN, collective efficacy
nd social control (measured by a community
‘survey)y were found to be negatively associ-
ted with neighborhood socioeconomic dis-
“advantage, level of crime and violence, and
“observations of physical and social disorder
_{Raudenbush & Sampson, 1999: Sampsonetal.,
1999; Sampson et al.. 1997; see also Pattillo,
1998). Such links have also been reported in
studies of adolescents, For example. in a study
based on a nationally representative sample
{Add Health) and two other studies with city-
based samples of at-risk minority adolescent
‘boys (juvenile offenders and adolescent boys
from disadvantaged inner-city neighborhoods),
structural characteristics were associated with
parents’ and youth’s perceptions of commu-
nity social organization (Chung & Steinberg,
2006; Tolan. Gorman-Smith. & Henry, 2003:
Wickrama & Bryant, 2003). neighborhood
social organization. in turn, was associated with
adolescent adjustment. At both the neighbor-
hood and individual levels. community social
control of youth s negatively associated with
a number of adolescent externalizing (delin-
quency and violence, affiliation with deviant
peers. and carrying a concealed weapony and
internalizing (depressive symptoms) outcomes
(after accounting for neighborhood structure:
Brody et al.. 2001: Chung & Steinberg. 2006:
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Elliot et al.. 1996: Molnar. Miller. Azrael. &
Buka. 2004: Sampson. 1997: Sampson et al.
2005: Tolan et al.. 2003: Wickiama & Bryvant.
2003). Moreover. collective efficacy is associ-
ated with more private adolescent behaviors
including delayed sexual onset and a lower
number of sexual partners {(Browning et al.
2008: Browning et al.. 2004,

Peer group behavior and norms are central
pathways through which neighborhood struc-
ture is anticipated 1o nfluence adolescent
outcomes, especially social and emotional out-
comes. Peer effects are generally hypothesized
to be adverse because potential negative peer
group nfluences are exacerbated when commu-
nity institutions and norms fail to regulate their
behavior. In disadvantaged contexts. neigh-
borhood peers represent a significant propor-
tion of adolescents’ peer networks (Dolcini,
Harper, Watson. Catania. & Ellen. 2005),
and living in a socially disadvantaged neigh-
borhood is positively associated with adoles-
cents” affiliation with deviant peers as well
as exposure to violent and unconventional
peers (Bredy et al., 2001; Dupéré, Lacourse.
Willms, Vitaro, & Tremblay, 2007: Ge et al.,
2002: Harding, 2007, Haynie et al.. 2006:
Quane & Rankin, 1998). Thus. affiliation with
deviant peers may be facilitated in disad-
vantaged neighborhoods through increased
opportunities to do so.

Accumulating research supports the notion
that deviant peer affiliation is an important
mediator of neighborhood structural and social
organizational effects on adolescent behavior
problems. such a$ delinquency and substance
use (Chuang. Ennett. Bauman. & Foshee.
2005: Chung & Steinberg, 2006: Haynie et al..
2006: Meyers & Miller. 2004: Simons et
al., 1996). For instance. a lack of formal and
informal institutions present to supervise ado-
lescent peer group activities has been found 1o
mediate the association between neighborhood
SES {and related characteristicsy and ado-
lescents” delinquent. criminal. and prosocial
behavior (Sampson & Groves. 1989: Shaw
& McKay. 1942 Veysey & Messner, 1999).
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In additon. emereing compirical and ethno-
eraphic evidence suggests thut peer character-
isties. notably mmvolvement with deviant and
obder peers. are potential medintors of neigh-
borhood cfiects on adolescent sexuality and
chitdbearing (Dupéré et al.. 2008 Harding.
2005 South & Buumer. 20005 Other work
has shown that peer interactions moderate
neighborhood effects on adolescents” antiso-
cial behavior. substance use. and school achieve-
nent. such that in high-risk neighborhoods.
peer influences have more negative effects.
whercas 1 jow-risk  neighborhoods.  peer
effects are more beneficial {(Dubow. Edwards.,
& Ippolito. 1997: Gonzales. Cauce.
& Mason. 1990: Pettit et ai.. [999),

Friedman.

Physical threuats. inciuding the extent of

violence. the availability of harmful and iHegal
substances. and other geperal threats o well-
being. wre hypothesized 1o be associated with
community mechanmisms of control and subse-
quent adolescent outcomes. especially physical
and socioemotional developmient. Two housing
programs in which Jow -income families moved
from public housing in high-poverty neighbor-
hoods o less poor neighborhoods found that
parents reported that getting away from drugs
and gangs was their primary motivation for
(Briges. 19970 Goering &
Femns. 2003). [n fact iniual and longer term

wanting 1o move

follow-ups of these programs have found that
children and youth who moved to more advan-
taged neighborhoods were less likely 1o bhe
exposed o violence and danger than were peers
whao remamed in poor neighborheods (Fauth,
2004: Fauth. Leventhal, & Brooks-Guon, 2005;
Fauth et al.. 2008: K iz, Kling, & Lichinan,
2001 K!mg et al. 200
work. youth from poor. urban neighborhoods

- In nonexperimental

who are exposed o high levels of community
violence display imternalizing and externaliz-
ing problems as well as physical and psychi-
atric syimptoms (Cooleyv-Quille. Bovd. Franz
& Walsh, 2001 Gorman-Smith. Henry, &
Tolan. 2004: Gorman-Smith & Tolan, 1998:
Hasnte et al. 20000, In addition. several stud-

ies have found that neighborhood  danger

accounted for dinks between neighborhood
low SES und adolescent outcomes. including
emotonal problems and tuming of 1irst inter-
course {Ancshensel & Sucoft. 1996 Pettin ey
al.. 1999 Upchureh, Aneshensel. Sucoff, &
Levy-Storms. 1999

Access 1o illegal and harmiul substances
s been shown to vary as o function of neigh-
borhood characteristics. with low-mecome/SES
neighborhoods and those with high propor-
tions of African Americans providing adoles-
cents with greater access o aicohol. cigarettes,
and  cocatne  than do  higher  income/SES
neighborhoods  or predoninately  European
American neighborhoods (Duncan. Duncan, &
Stryeker, 2002: Fauth et al.. 2005 Freisthler
Lascala.  Gruenewald. & Treno.  2005:
Landrine. Klonoff. & Alcuraz. 1997}, Studies
A disadvantaged youth tfound that adolescenty”
reports of drug availability in their neighbor-
hoods were adversely linked with their sub-
stance use. offending behavior. and likelihood
of gang affiliation (Chung. Hill. Hawkins.
Gilchrist. &  Nagin. 20020 Hill. Howell,
Hawkins. & Bauin-Pearson. 19990 Lambert,
Brown. Phillips. & lalongo. 2004). In addition.
levels of drug activity in the neighborhood are
positively associated with school rates of ciga-
rette smoking (Ennett et al.. 19971

Relationships and Ties

According to the relationships and ties model,
parental relationships we hypothesized 1o be a
potential pathway of neighborbood effects on
adolescent development. especially social and
emotional well-hbeing. This framework draws
heavily from the tamily stress mode! developed
from research on economic hardship and unem-
plovinent, in which links between family low
income and adolescent outcomes are accounted
For by parents” sense of financial strain, depres-
ston. and resultant parenting (Conger ¢t al.
f994: Conger. Wallace. Sun. Simons. Mcloyd,
& Brodie. 2002: Mebovd, 1990, Parental rela-
tionships and support networks are thought 10
medinte and moderate associaions between pal-

ents” (and possibhy youth'sy well-being and their
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pehavior. We broaden this model of family eco-
nomic hardship to neighborhood disadvantage
such that neighborhood disadvantage may affect
parental well-being and subsequent adolescent
outcomes through parental behavior and the
home environment (see Figure 12.1). Beyond
looking at aspects of neighborhood structure,
such as poverty. that may serve as sources of
disadvantage. more recently researchers have
expanded disadvantage to include social fea-
tures of neighborhoods that may pose challenges
to parents. such as low collective efficacy. dis-
order, and violence (e.g.. Simons, Simons, Burt,
Brody, & Cutrona. 2005). We review research
exploring whether these proposed individual
and family mechanisms transmit neighborhood
influences to adolescents as well as relevant
work on the different components of the model.

Aspects of parental well-being thought to
be associated with neighborhood residence
include physical and mental health, efficacy,
coping skills, and irritability. At both the
individual and neighborhood levels, compel-
ling evidence exists for links between aduits’
physical and mental health and neighborhood
structural conditions, particularly SES (e.g.,
Cubbin, LeClere, & Smith, 2000, Diez-Roux,
2001; Hill, Ross, & Angel, 2005: Ross, 2000).

For example. experimenial work indicates
that Jow-income parents who moved from
high- to low-poverty neighborhoods reported
superior mental and physical health compared
with parents who remained in high-poverty
neighborhoods (Fauth et al., 2008. Kling et
al.. 2007). Another study based on adolescent
reports found that neighborhood disadvantage
was positively associated with family stress
(after accounting for family SES: Allison
et al., 1999}. Neighborhood structural charac-
teristics, and parental well-being have also been
linked with parenting practices and adolescent
outcomes. Among families in disadvantaged
neighborhoods, parental efficacy mediated the
use of family management strategies employed
with adolescents among African American
parents but not European American parents
(Elder et al., 1995). In addition, maternal self-
esteem was found to moderate the positive
association between the neighborhood drop-
out rate and adolescent risk-taking behavior,
such that this association was enhanced among
vouth with mothers with low self-esteem
(Kowaleski-Jones. 2000). Finally, a study
examining the family stress model within a
sample of African American adolescent boys
found that neighborhood poverty indirectly

Neighborhood Disadvantage ——— Family -—————— Chiid
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affected violent behavior by means of Tanily
stress and confhics and by means of adoles-
cents” vwn feehngs of seli-worth thowever
analvaes did not vontral for indroduad and
fanihy bacheround characterisues: Paschall &
Hubbard. 199%;
Support networks. mcluding access o
fricnds and fumily and connectons within
neighborhood. may intersvene between peigh-
borhood cconomic resources and adofescent
wcl!—hcins iCook, Shagle. & Degrrmencioglu.
19971 These suppurt networks may bufler
purcnts from the stressors ol newghborhood
poverty, violence, und disorder and o so
doing nuy diminish the adverse eltects of jow
parental functicming on adolescent develop-
ment (Conger et al 1994 Elder et all 1995:
MoeLovd, 19900 Ross & Jung. 20000, I s
uncicar whether the density of support net-
works varies by neighborhood SES and ractal/
ethiie diversily: support may be strongest in
middie-mcome neighborhoods (compared with
fow- and middle-income neighborhoods: as

well as i those with high concentrations of

mmigrams, particwlarly . Latino populatons
{Klebanov, Brooks-Gunn., & Duoncan. 1994
Molnar, Buka. Brennan. Holton. & Earls,
2003: Rosenbaum. Popkin. Kaufman. & Rusin.
19911, For parents. soctal connections within
the conmunity appear to be particularly uselul
for job referral networks and for assisting with
monitoring and caring for children (Coleman,
{988 Jones. Forehand. O Connell. Armistead.
& Brody, 2005: Logan & Spitze. 19941 With
respect (o adolescents” own refationships and
tes, inoa sample of adolescents recetving
social services, adolescents recened support
front Tamily and peers appeared 1o buffer the
postive assoctation hetween teported neigh-
borhood  problems and therr mental health.
especially internadizing problems (Suifman.
Hadles-Ives, Elzes Jobnson, & Dore. 1999,
Neighbarhood conditions— notably povesty.
viofence. and danger—are hypothesized 1o be
wssociated  with seseral parenting behav-
wrs—warmth.  harshness. and - supervision

and monttorine-—and subsequent adolescent

developnient, bath guantitative and Gualitarive
work on fumily economic hardship reveyly that
parental stress and ansicly may huve the ) larg.
est ipact on harsh parenting onger et g
Foud: Mol ovd, 1990 In o guasi- L,\pﬁ“men[al
study. both vounger and older adolesceng
wio moved Jrom poor 1o fess poor neighbor.
hoods reported recenimg less harsh pirenting
than did youwth who reniained in poor neigh.
horhoods (Fauth, Leventhiad et al., 2007, of,
Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn. 20053 Along thege
hines. i poor and dangerous neighborhoogs,
parent-chiid relationships have been showy
to be marked by tow warnih and high aggres.
ston (Barls. MceGuire, & Shan. 19941 Klebanoy
clad.. 1994: Tavior, 20000 which miay be linked
to adolescent problem behavior (Beyers et al,,
2000y In
parenting und close parent-chidd relationships

fact. twor studhes report that mvuhed

buffered adolescents” development (peer devi-
ance and muntber of sexuad partherss (rom the
adverse consequences of nerghborhood dis-
advantage (Brody et al. 2001 Cleveland &
Gilson. 2004y while others have found that
such parenting behaviors lost thewr effective-

ness i highly disadvantaged neighborhoods .k
(Gorman-Smith.  Tolan. &  Henry.  2000; i
Knoester & Havnie. 2005: Wickruma & Bryant, v
20033, Yei other research demonsiraies that the
beneficial effects of parental mvolvement on

sexual risk behavior were amplified in more
advantaged neighborhood sctiings (Clevelund
& Gilson. 2004 Roche et al. 2003). or that
the adverse effects of unipvoived parenting on
adolescent delinguency were exacerbated in
more  disadvantaged neighborhoods  (Reche.
Ensminger. & Cherlin. 2007)

A nwuber of weli-designed.  muoltilevel
studies huve also explicitdy tested mediation
models. and most have focused on social orga-
pizattonal features of noighborhood  rather
than poverty and othier aspects of structural
disadvantage (though all account for neigh-
borhood structure). For examiple. a longitudinal
stady basad on the FACHS data set found that

mereases 1 neighborhood collective cfficacy

over hime were associated  with increased
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authoritative (warm and firm) parenting. and
that increases in authoritative parenling, in
curn, were associated with decreases 1 adoles-
cent delinquency and affiliation with deyiant
peers (Simons etal., 2005). Two cross-sectional
studies. also focusing on neighborhood orga-
pization, provide further support for indirect
neighborhood effects. The first study, based
on a sample of male juvenile offenders. reported
that ineffective parenting (a composite of low
warmth, limited knowledge. and Jax monitoring)
partia!]y mediated the association between
neighborhood disorder and adolescents report-
ed peer deviance (Chung & Steinberg. 2006).
The second study. using data from Add Health.
found that parental acceptance and involve-
ment accounted for the association between
neighborhood collective socialization and ado-
lescent depressive symptoms (Wickrama &
Bryant, 2003). Finally. another study found
that quality of parenting (monitoring, warmth/
support, inductive reasoning. harsh discipline,
hostility, and communication}, assessed through
videotaped parent-child interactions, mediated
the positive association between community
disadvantage and adolescents’ problem behav-
jor (Simons et al., 1996).

In the field of neighborhood research,
parental  supervision and monitoring  are
thought to be particularly important during the
adolescent years by modulating adolescents’
exposure to community influences (Beyers
et al.. 2003; Browning et al., 2005. Gorman-
Smith et al.. 2004). Along these lines. a num-
ber of ethnographic researchers have observed
that parents in dangerous and impoverished
neighborhoods may use restrictive monitoring
techniques to limit their adolescents’ exposure
0 negative community influences (Anderson,
1999; Burton, 1990: Burton & Jarrett, 2000;
Furstenberg. 1993: Jarrett. 1997). One quasi-
experimental study of moving from low- to
middle-income neighborhoods supports this
finding: parents who moved to advantaged
neighborhoods reported less stringent moni-
toring than did parents who remained in low-
income neighborhoods (Fauth. Leventhal. et al..

2007y, In terms of links with adolescent out-
comes. parental monitoring ol early daung
behavior was found to mediate the positive
association between neighborhood low SES
and teenage childbearing (Hogan & Kitagawa.
1985 c.f. Baumer & South. 2001: South &
Baumer. 2000).

Accumulating research has focused on how
the intersections between neighborhood con-
texts and parental monitoring. supervision. and
contro! are associated with adolescent outcomes:
much of this work draws from neighborhivod-
based studies. For instance, in the PHDCN
sample, neighborhood collective efficacy was
associated with delaying sexual onset only
among youth who experienced low levels of
parental monitoring ( Browning et al.. 2005). In
contrast, within a sample of low- to moderate-
income African American families, also In
Chicago. the beneficial effects of parentul
monitoring on promoting competency and
deterring problem behavior were enhanced
when collective efficacy was low (Rankin &
Quane, 2002). Similar findings regarding the
importance of monitoring and control for pro-
tecting youth against negative outcomes in
more disadvantaged neighborhoods have been
reported by others as well {Beyers et al.. 2003;
Roche et al.. 2005). particularly when high
levels of monitoring are used in combination
with high levels of emotional support (Brody
et al., 2001; Gorman-Smith et al.. 2000). In
contrast, additional research demonstrates
that the deterrent effects of parental control on
young adolescents’ conduct problems are less
effective in communities marked by danger and
disorder (Simons et al.. 2002), while another
study of low-income. minority families found
that permissive and disengaged parenting were
associated with adolescent boys engaging in
more delinquency in the most dangerous und
socially disorganized neighborhoods {Roche
et al.. 2007).

Several characteristics of the home envi-
ronment may act as vehicles of neighborbood
influences on vouth——physical home environ-
ment. presence of routines and structure. and
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expostire o violence. The physical home
cnvironment muay be most salient for ado-
leseents” hiealth, Neighborhood low income
tcompared with middie incomes is negatively
associated  with guality of physical home
environments (after controlling for family
SESO Kichunov et al.,

evidence reveals tha children and adolescents

1994 Nonexperimental

living m poor neighborhoods may be at risk
for injurs and asthma (e.g.. Borrell et al., 2002:
Soubhi. Rumnu. & Kohen, 2004 Wright & Fisher.
20031 This situation i probably in part due o
guatity of the physical home environment.

The presence of family routines and struc-
ture. such as regular mealtimes and homework
times. are thought to be significant for ado-
fescents” social development (Boyce. Jensen.
James. & Peacock. 1983 Bradley, 1995). At
the theoretical level. u has been hypothesized
that such routines may be weuak in neighbor-
hoods  characterized by high poverty and
unemployment. marked violence, and fow
social cohesion {(Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn.
2000: Wilson, 1987, 199]). Two experimental
studies found no effect of moving from poor
to fess poor neighborhoods on fumily routines:
however. this hypothesis remains to be further
tested (Fauth et al.. 2005; Leventhal & Brooks-
Gunn. 20055,

Finally. exposure 10 violence (as a witness
or @ victimy may be a potential mechanism
for neighborhood effects on adolescents” phys-
ical and emotional health in particular (Wright,
19983, Living in a poor neighborhood is associ-
ated with children’s exposure to violence in the
community and in the home (Coulton, Korbin,
& Su. 1999 Coulton et al.. 1995 Murtinez &
Richters. 19930 Richters & Murtines, 19935,
As noted before (see the section on Norms
and Collective Efficacy). findings  suggest
that exposure to violence in the community is
assaciated with adolescent adjustment (e.g..
Gorman-Smith et al., 2004 Gorman-Smith &
Tolun, 199K Haynie et al.. 2006): however. it
i unclear i exposure to community violence
has an mdependent association with child and

adolescent weli-being bevond  co-occuring

exposure to violence i the home (gee Buka :
Stichick. Birdthistle. & Earls. 200) fo o
review ). Additional research s needeg o
clucidate how the itersection of EXPosure
o violence i the home and the commupyy

alfects adolescent development.

EMERGING TRENDS AND
UNRESOLVED ISSUES

In (his secuon. we review some 611]€l‘ging
trends o the neighborhood  literature  thy
have been alluded to i our review thus far,
Specifically. we review Hindings on individyy]
characterisues that appear to modHy neighbor-
hood eftects and explore potential explana-
tions. In addition, we discuss some unresolved
issues that bear on the theoretical and empig-
cal significance of neighborhood influences
on adolescent development including whether
adolescence is a salient time for neighbor-
hood influences and the relative importance
of neighborhood context as compared with

school context.

Modifiers of Neighborhood Effects

Our review of the literature on neighborhood
structoral effects on adolescents™ development
suggests that associations among  neighbor-
hood SES and adolescent outcomes vary as
a function of key individual churacteristics,
notably. gender. race/ethnicity. and possibly
pubertal timing and personality traits. Perhaps
the most compelling evidence exists for gender
differences in neighborhood SES effects on
adolescent development. although the findings
to date have been mixed across the nonexperi-
imental and experimental literature, In the non-
experinental hiterature. the strongest support
for gender differences is seen with respect ©
achievement. with boys benefiting more from
affluent/high SES neighborhoods and being
hindered more by povertv/iow SES. especially
African American boys in the case of poverty/
low SES (Connell. Halpern-Felsher. Clifford.
19950 Crune. 1991t
Crowder & South. 2003: Ensminger et al.
1996: Entwisle et al.. 1994 but see Ceballo,

Crichlow. & Ulsinger.

i
1
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oyd, & Tovokawa, 2004). Although fewer
ies of social and emotional cutcomes have
jored gender difterences in neighborhood
@Eg effects. the studies reviewed earlier sug-
: st that the association between low SES and
class of outcomes is more pronounced
gmong boys than girls, which may be a func-
on in part of the lower prevalence of risky
pehaviors displayed by girls as compared with
oY A simtlar conclusion indicating stronger
effects among boys was reached in another
secent review looking at gender differences in
i,g‘ighborhood effects on conduct problems and
delinquency (Kroneman. Loeber. & Hipwell,
2004). This review also concluded that boys
and girls tended to be differentially influenced
by specific neighborhood characteristics, with
irls being especially sensitive to the propor-
" tion of single-parent families and the presence
of affluent neighbors. Finally, gender differ-
ences in neighborhood effects on adolescents’
sexual behavior in the studies reviewed varied
‘as a function of the specific outcome under
study (i.e., childbearing/impregnating some-
- one versus age at sexual initiation). but also
“according o other defining individual charac-
teristics such as race/ethnicity.

Although findings from early MTO site-
specific evaluations, which used experimental
Adesigns, were consistent with patterns seen
in the nonexperimental literature, the recent
- S-year results. as reviewed previously. have

not been. Specificaily, 2-3 years into the pro-
gram, low-income children and adolescents
who moved to low-poverty neighborhoods had
higher educational achievement, superior men-
tal health, and fewer arrests for violent crime
than their peers who remained in high-poverty
neighborhoods, with effects largely restricted
to boys (Goering & Feins. 2003: Katz et al..
2001: Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 2003b,
2004b: Ludwig. Duncan. & Hirschfield. 2001 ),
Despite these early positive program effects on
boys, a more recent cross-site. 5-year follow-
up evaluation found that adolescent girls who
moved to low-poverty neighborhoods were
faring better than their peers who remained in
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high-poverty neighborhoods in most of these
domains and that boys iy low-poverty neigh-
borhoods experienced minimal if not negative
outcomes compared with peers in high-poverty
neighborhoods (Kling et al.. 2007: Kling.
Ludwig. & Katz. 2005).

Although the results from the nonex-
perimental and cxperimental literature on
gender differences in neighborhood effects
appear to be at odds. potential explanations
for such gender differences reconcile some
of the discrepancies when considered in the
larger context of MTO as discussed earlier
(see section on Achievement). First. only a
handful of studies. primarily emanating from
sociology, have considered how neighbor-
hoods might contribute to gender differences
in adolescent outcomes. These researchers
have speculated that family socialization prac-
tices lurgely account for gender differences in
neighborhood SES effects. Specifically, parents
may provide less supervision and regulation
ot boys™ activities relative to girls’, resulting
in boys™ greater exposure or susceptibility to
neighborhood influences (Ensminger et al.,
1996: Entwisle et al., 1994: Hagan. Simpson,
& Gillis, 1987; Kroneman et al.. 2004). Thus.
for boys, neighborhood influences may operate
more through processes outside of the home.
especially through interactions with peers:
whereas. for girls. neighborhood influences
may operate more through processes inside
the home. especially via parent—child interac-
tions (Clampet-Luondquist, Duncan, Edin, &
Kling. 2006; Kroneman et al., 2004). If neigh-
borhood conditions are advantageous. expo-
sure may benefit boys more than girls unless
it results 10 contact with more deviant peers
(for example. as might have been the case in
MTO). In contrast. in disadvantaged neighbor-
hoods. lower levels of exposure may protect
girls from adverse outcomes. particularly in
the case of a supportive home environment.

Findings on gender differences also point
to the salience of race—ethnicity as a poten-
tial moderator of neighborhood influences.
Minority youth are more likely than their
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poONAUBoOTEY peers (o reside 1 pool. segre-
vated  nerghborboods  (Kabno - Kaplowitz
Goodman, & Emuns. 2002 Klebanov et al.,
90 Massey & Demrons 199350 In addi-
tion. these newghbhorboods are often murked
by pervasive crime and vielence, low social
cohesion. delinguent peer groups. and fow-
quadity - schools dlenchs & Muayer. [990:
Sumpwn. 1997 Sampson & Raudenbush.
1999 Alrtean American fumilies” neighbor-
hoods wre also more likely  than European
American  famihes”  neighborhioods 1o be
disadvantaged moterms of therr embedded-
ness i larger spatial areas of structural and
social disadvantage (Morenoff. Sampson, &
Ruudenbush. 20000 Sumpson ot al. 1999,
Not only are African American neighborhoods
objectively muore  disadvantuged  thun con-
parable European American neighborhoods.
bat ey are also more fikely to be perceived
as more disordered by residents of all races
{(Sampson & Raudenbush, 2004y, The conse-
guence of this difference in the larger envi-
romments in which European Amencan and
African American vouth ive is that the influ-
ence of neighborhood advantage. such as high

SES. may have less impuct on the well-being of
Alrican American adolescents than on that of

European American adolescents und. conversely.
that fow SES mayv have more adverse conse-
guences for African American than European
American youth (e.g.. Crowder & South. 20031
Despite the apparent threats to well-heing
acerued o African American vouth in pre-
dominantly  poor and/or African American
neighborhoods. research with Latinos suggests
that high concentrations of nmigrants and/
or Latmos may he protective for adolesconts,
espectally Latmn youth (Aneshensel & Sucoff.
19u6: Brownmg et al. 2008 Sampson et al.
20051 In cthaice enclaves, more traditional
norms may prevadl that prohibit vouth from
engaging i problematic behavior. wnd such
communitics may be soctally cohestve, which
s also protective (Garcia Coll & Szalacha.
20040 Portes & Rmnhuut 19961, Thus. the

intersection of race/ethmeity and neighborhood

strueture may have a comples association With
adolescent development.
In addition to gender and mcc/clhnic'tv an

ererging Hterature focustng on risky behavior

characteristieg
specitically. pubertal uming und personality
traats related to conduct problems and antisp-

suggests that other individuul

cral behavior are also likely 1o moderate the
impact of neighborhood SES on adoleseen
outcomes. Generally. these studies indicage
that neighborhood disudvantage amplifies the
impuct ol these individual-level risk factors,
In other words. the combination of individug]
and netghborhood risks scems 1o be especially
problematic. For example. carly physical mat-
uration appears 10 increase the chances that
adolescent girls i disadvantaged neighbor-
hoods will engage in problem behaviors such
as violence and substance use (Foshee et al,,
2007 Ge et al.. 2002: Obeidalah et al.. 2004),
Among boys in the Pitesburgh Youth 511 dy, an
interaction effect revealed that the link between
impulsivity and delinquency was amplified in
disadvantaged neighborhoods (Lynam et al,
20000, although  this result was not repli-
cated i the Add Health sumple (Vazsonyi,
Clevelund. & Wiebe. 2006). Moreover, other
results obtained in a Canadiun national sample
indicated that a history of conduct disorder
and related personality traits accentuated the
threats posed by disadvantaged neighborhoods
to vouth gang affiliation and carly sexual ini-
tation {Dupéré et al.. 2008 Dupéré et al,
2007). Explanations for these amplification
effects usually revolve around  differential
peer and Tamily processes as a function of
neighborhood context. For instance, Dupéré
et ab. 12008y found that affiliation with deviant
and elder peers partly explained why vulner-
able adolescent girls hiving ina disadvantaged
neighborhood were more hikely to experience
earhv sexual initatdon, Similarly, peighbor-
hood disadvantage and related conditions may
further strain parent-adolescent relationships
alrcady  challenged by other circumstances
such as early maturation or difficult personality
traits (Obeidatiah et all. 2004y

¥




Timing of Neighborhood Influences

Theoretically oriented work suggests that the
impact of neighborhoods increases during
adolescence compared with earlier child-
hood because parents may begin to grant their
older children greater autonomy. resulling in
more exposure to extrafamilial influences
(Bronfenbrenner, 1979: Maccoby & Martin,
1983; Paikoff & Brooks-Gunn, 1991; Steinberg
& Morris. 2001). Given general restrictions on
adolescents’ mobility. neighborhoods provide
as well as organize opportunities for social
interactions and out-of-school activities. Early
and middle adolescence also entail significant
changes in physical maturation brought on
by puberty. advanced cognitive capacities
{e.g.. ability to think more abstractly). shifts
in school climate and organization with the
move from elementary to middle school and
then high school (e.g.. less personal, more
restrictive. and more competitive), and altera-
tions in salient relationships in the family and
peer group (Feldman & Elliott, 1990: Graber,
Brooks-Gunn, & Petersen, 1996; Steinberg &
Morris, 2001). Each of these challenges has
implications for the prominence of neighbor-
hood influences during adolescence (compared
with earlier childhood). However, somewhat
surprisingly, almost no research has explored
this essential premise regarding the salience
of adolescence as a deveiopmental period for
heightened neighborhood influences.

In contrast to research on neighborhood
income and SES. research on family economic
status has explicitly tested whether the asso-
ciation between economic conditions and
developmental outcomes varies across devel-
opmental periods—early childhood, middle
childhood, early adolescence, middle adoles-
cence, and young adulthood. This shortcom-
ing in the neighborhood literature results in
large part from the fact that a majority of the
existing work Is cross-sectional. based on
neighborhood residence at a single point in
time. or both. A study by Wheaton and Clarke
(2003} using longitudinal data on children
followed from early to middle childhood into
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late adolescence found that neighborhood SES
during early to middle childhood had more
pronounced effects on mental health in late
adolescence than neighborhood conditions
during middle or late adolescence (see also
Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 2001). Consistent
with these findings is the work on family
income and poverty, which indicates that fam-
ily economic resources during early childhood.
as opposed 1o other developmental periods.
are most salient for late adolescent outcomes.
notably educational attainment {Duncan &
Brooks-Gunn, 1997). Together, this evidence
may challenge the notion that adolescence is an
especially significant period for neighborhood
influences. at least as far as socioeconomic
conditions are concerned. We caution any firm
conclusions at this time until more research is
availahle to contribute 1o this debate,

School Versus Neighborhood
Influences

School and neighborhood represent two primary
extrafamilial contexis for adolescent develop-
ment where youth spend substantial amounts
of time (Gershoff’ & Lawrence, 2006). The
extent of exposure suggests that both contexts
could exert pronounced influence on develop-
ment during adolescence, but distinguishing
school and neighborhood effects and their
relative significance is a difficult task given
the nonnegligible overlap between these two
contexts. This situation is due in part to the
fact that neighborhood characteristics affect
school resources and schoo! choice. indicating
that school could be a powerful mediator of
neighborhood effects (Lauen. 2007: Leventhal
& Brooks-Gurn, 2000: Waanders. Mendez,
& Downer, 2007). Yet. school characteristics
such as composition and achievement also
impact neighborhood conditions, such as prop-
erty values (Bogart & Cromwell, 2000). Peers
also serve as a source of overlap between the
two contexts, with large portions of adolescent
peer networks comprised of school- and neigh-
borhood-based friendships (Dishion. Andrews.
& Crosby. 1995: Dolcini et al.. 2005: DuBois &
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Firsch. 19805 Further. ethnogiaphic evidence
suggests thut among nner-city youtln signifi-
cant peer contlict oceurring at school olten

neinates in the neighborhood, and vice versa
iMuten-Gelabert & Lune. 2003, For these
reasons. and becuuse Trmited rescarch. par-
ticularhy miethodologically rrgorous work. has
considered simultancous ussociations between
neighborhood and school characteristics with
tndiv iduad adalescerni outeonies tas opposed 1o
zg_g cgated school or neig hbmhom ouleonies:

Fitle & MoNuhy Fitle, 200

TOU7y s very ditficult to disentangle netgh-

o banett et all.

Borhoad from school effects or o dosess the
refative fluence of each.
Somewhat

surprisingly. nonexperi-

mentad studies locusing on achicvement
appear o find that neighborhood  effects
were egunvalent woor stronger than school
elfects (Bowen & Bowen. 1999 Card &
Rothstem, 2007 Eamon. 20050 Garner
& Raudenbush., 1991 Raudenbush. 1993,
For caample. multilevel swdies of Scottish
adolescents found more variation i educan-
onal attainment o the neighborbood  than
al the school level and that neighborhood
deprivation was negatively  associated with
attainment. even after controlhing {or school
chardcteristics (Garner & Raudenbush. 1991
Raudenbush. 1993 In addivon. Card und
Rothstein (20075, using a sampie of roughly
otie-third of SAT lest takers in the 1998200
high school graduation classes., found that when
both neighborhood and school segregation
were examined simultaneously. only neighbor-
hood segregation was assoviated with the cily-
fevel Black-White gap in test scores,

I contrast (o the nonexperimenial work on
achievement. research on behavioral outcomes
tends to find that neighborhoods and schools
have comparable offects. or that schools are
more significant (Cook. Herman, Philtips. &
Setiersen. 20020 Duncan. Boixjolv, & Harris,
2000 Tender & Weiss, 20000 For instance.
mltlevel study Gstudents nested in schools
and nonerghborhoodst eaxaminmng sexuval ini-
tation among Philadeiphia youth aged 13- 18

tound thut there was more bevween-school thap
betw een-neighborhood vanauon i vouth's
sexual uetvity. and thut \x'hcn the two contexis
were considered simultancoushy. only sehogl
vartation remained sigmicantd Teatler & Weiss,
20605, Another study used Add Health to ook
A variots contextudl influences on achieve-
ment und delinguency by comparing correla-
tions between puirs of siblmgs within u fumily,
between best Tends. berween grade-mates witln
a sehool. and between schoohnaes hiving i the
sarme neighborhood (Buncanvetal.. 2001 Results
indicated that famiiy and peer comtexts were more
strongly soviated with adolescent outcomes
than ~choob and aaghborhood contexts. which
botlt vielded sinilariy weak associations

Findings from the experimental literature
also bear on the neighhorhiood vs. school debate.
These studies suggest that as far as achieve-
ment Isv concerned. schools are an integral
part of “neighborhood eifects™ in the context
of housing mobthty programs. Ay discussed
earlier. i the Gawtreas Program where children
changed neighborhoods and school distries
by moving from the city o the affluent sab-
urbs, youth demonstrated wehievement ben-
efits (Rubinowitz. & Rosenbaum, 2000). In
contrust. in the MTO and Younkers studies.
where neighborhood change was not neces-
sariiy accompanied by« change i school
and/or school district, such benefits were not
evident (Deluca, 20070 Fauth, Leventhal et
alo 20070 Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn. 2005:
Szmb(mmalw tal. 2000,

Taken together. the nonexperimentd and
experimental studies suggest that both neigh-
horhood schools matter for adolescent
developiient. bur that ther relanive mijuence
may depend on the outcome under mvestigu-
ton. For achievement. results from expert-
mental studies suggest that neighborhood
advantage withoutcorresponding schootads an-
tage nay not geacraie henetits for adolescent
ortcomes. indicating that schools nay he @
sehicle through which neaghborhood  elfects
operate (although results from dimited nonex-
pertmental studies are nuxed on this score.




For behavioral outcomes, the relative strength
of school versus neighborhoods influences
suggests that schools may not serve as an indi-
rect route for neighborhood effects for these
outcomes. They also point to the potential
importance of peer interactions. which occur
in both contexts but apparently most consis-
tently at school (Dolcint et al., 2005).

POLICY IMPLICATIONS AND
FUTURE DIRECTIONS
Adolescence is a period marked by expanding
social interactions. Therefore. the goal of this
chapter was to examine the influence of one
social context on adolescent development—
neighborhoods, We took as our starting point
that neighborhoods likely play an important
role during this phase of the life course
(though we also note that the premise regard-
ing adolescence as a uniquely susceptible
period remains to be tested). The empirical
evidence was reviewed to this end. followed
by specification of a framework for studying
the pathways of neighborhood influences on
developmental outcomes. An overview of meth-
odological issues was also provided along with
some emerging trends and debates in the field.
In conclusion, an integration of the empirical,
theoretical, and methodological findings is
presented in this section. along with policy impli-
cations and directions for future research.
Findings from our review of the literature
revealed growing support for neighborhood
SES effects on adolescent development. These
effects were not restricted to a particu-
lar domain: however. the specific aspect of
SES that mattered most varied by cutcome.
Neighborhood high SES was positively asso-
ciated with adolescents” educational achieve-
ment, and neighborhood low SES  was
adversely associated with their behavioral and
social well-being and with sexual and fertility
outcomes. Findings were generally consistent
with respect to both older and younger ado-
lescents. particularly in the nonexperimen-
tal studies that drew on neighborhood-based
studies or national samples.
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Despite consistent patterns of results. the
overall size of neighborhood structural effects
reported in nonexperimental studies has been
small to modest. accounting for approximately
3%—10% of the varlance n adolescent out-
comes (after adjusting for child and family
background characteristics: see also Entwisle.
2007: and Sampson et al.. 2002). In most stud-
ies, other factors. such as family characteris-
tics including income and parent education.
appear 10 matter more than neighborhood resi-
dence characteristics. In comparison 10 nonex-
perimental studies, the limited experumental
work suggests somewhat farger neighborhood
income/poverty effects on adolescent devel-
opment. at least when low-income vouth and
their families were given the opportunity Lo
move from poor to less poor neighborhoods:
however, these effects were both positive and
negative. Together. these findings suggest that
neighborhood influences contribute to adoles-
cents’ developmental outcomes and should be
incorporated into research on this phase of the
hife course.

To understand the observed associations
between neighborhood structure and adoles-
cent development requires drawing upon our
theoretical models—institutional  resources,
norms and collective efficacy and relation-
ships and ties. The models proposed within
this framework highlight different underlying
mechanisms (individual, family, school. peer.
and community), with the utility of each model
dependent on the outcome under investigation
and the age group studied. Accordingly, we
use these models to interpret the findings from
descriptive studies of neighborhood effects in
conjunction with relevant research findings
examining processes of influence.

The association between neighborhood high
SES and achievement is best understood in
accordance with the institutional resource
model. Affluent neighborhoods may bave
higher quality schools as well as students with
more achievement-oriented norms than do
less advantaged communities. Economically
advantaged neighborhoods also mayv have
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more resources that promote fearning. such
as dibravies and educatonal programs. than
do more disadhantaged  communities. As
reviewed. some  empirical support exists
tor the premise rezarding school qualiy.
Alternatively. family relationships may be at
work. High SES neighborhoods may be con-
ducive o the ninntenance ol honme environ-
ments with structure and routines that foster
cducational attwinment: however. hittle work
has examined this hypothesis.

The associations among exposure o low
SLES neighbors and mental health problems,
definguency. erime. sexual activity. and child-
bearing are best understood within the rubric
of the aorms and collective elficacy model,
In economically wnd socially  disadvantaged
neighborhoods. community-level supervision
of vouth may be lax, resulting in fewer insti-
twtions that regulute adolescent peer group
behuvior. Compelling evidence. as reviewed.

exists to support this argument for a range of

risky behaviors. In addition, according o the
institutional resource  framework, low SES
neighborhoods may luck social and recreational
resources such as after-school and youth pro-
arams. which in turn. adversely affects adoles-
cents” adjustment. Again, research indicates
this situation to be the case. Adolescents in
fow SES neighborhoods also may have low
expectations about the opportunities available
to them. resulting in a disincentive to avoid
prohiem behavior: very hittle empirical work
addresses this hypothesis. Finally. although
findings are qguite mixed. growing rescarch
points Lo refabonship mechanisms, often in
response to or i conjunction with neighbor-
hood Jow SES and other forms of sociad disad-
vantage, as contributing (o links between low
SES and adolescent problem behavior. particu-
larly parental supervision and monitoring of
vouth and ivohved and supportive purenting.
One can use the theoretical models deseribed
i this chapter to interpret the results of the
literature review. but much more work remains
to be done 13 conceptually oriented neighbor-

hood rescarch on adolescents, As we have

described. an ncreasing number Ol researche S
are beginning to approach this challenge. Both
the norms and collective efficacy und relation.
ships and ties models have been most widely
tested. partculariy with respect 1o problem
behavior. Rescarchers ave even begun to (pg
these models jointly. moving the field anothe,
big step forward.

In many ways. conceptually focused neigh-
borhood research has been hampered by meth.
odological Himitations. Specifically.  studieg
that are not designed 1o study neighborhood
effects often fuck variatton within and between
neighborhoods to test theoretical models, nor
do these studies measure for at least measure
reliably) the neighborhood processes neces-
sary for examining theoretical models, such
as soctal control and school norms. or family
mechanisms, such as parental supervision.

To assess  the neighborhood  processes
discussed under the institutional resource and
norms and collective efficacy models, which
appear (o be especially imporiant for under-
standing neighborhood influences on adoles-
cent development. alternative methodologies
are required. The strategies reviewed and rec-
ommended include community surveys. sys-
tematic social observations, and aliernative
administrative data sources. The advantage
of these approaches is that they provide mea-
sures of neighborhood dimensions (beyond
structure } obtained from independent sources
{as opposed to participant ratings. winch are
often subject to threats of nonindependence of
measurement). An important coroliary 1s that
measurement and analytic models accommo-
date muliilevel structures (e, raters or par-
ticipants nested within neighborhoods). Aside
from neighborhood-bused studies. which typi-
cally address these design and measurement
limitations, experimental studies are advocated
because they overcome problens of selection or
omitied variable bius present in nonexperi-
mientud neighborhood rescarch.

Testing theoretical models permits the iden-
tification of specific underlying mechunisms
of neighborhood influences. which is necessary




drawing policy recommendations. The
adings presented in o this chapler suggest
.t the aspect of neighborhood most sensibly
eted by pohicy makers and practitioners
nds on the cutcome under consideration,

b adolescents’ educational attainment is the
fmary outcome of interest. focusing on
rential pathways of high SES. such as school
quality- would be recommended. Allernatively
§f adolescent delinquent. violent. and sexual
pehaviors are the target, then building commu-
pity mechanisms of control would be recom-
_.mended. as well as providing recreational and
social programs for youth. In addition. another
strategy would be to work with families to help
- parents successfully monitor children and 10
foster close parent—child relations, Moreover,
- altering these potential pathways of neighbor-
hood influences can be achieved through a
- variety of mechanisms. As we have noted. cur-
rent policy efforts that have relocated fumilies
out of high-poverty neighborhoods into nonpoor
neighborhoods have met with mixed success.
as have community-based efforts 1o alter the
economic and social conditions of existing
neighborhoods where families (typically those
who are poor} live (Kubisch et al., 2002),

In summary, neighborhoods appear to matter
for adolescent development; however, how
they matter is only beginning to be elucidated.
Process-oriented research 1s needed to design
effective neighborhood-focused  programs
and polcies aimed at enhancing the hives of
adolescents and their families.
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