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The concepts of self-efficacy and collective efficacy have both been used by
scholars to explain involvement in individual-level crime. Scholars have found that both
types of efficacy are related to crime at the individual level. However, little research has
examined the relationship between self-efficacy and collective efficacy and its influence
on youths’ involvement in crime. Using the Project on Human Development in Chicago
Neighborhoods (PHDCN) data, this study focuses on the independent influences of self-
efficacy and collective efficacy on involvement in crime among youths ages 9 to 19, and
examines the potential moderating effect of collective efficacy on the relationship
between self-efficacy and crime.

The relationship between self-efficacy, collective efficacy, and crime is addressed
by asking three questions. First, does a general measure of youth’s self-efficacy
influence their involvement in crime? Second, does a macro level measure of collective

efficacy influence youths’ involvement in crime? Third, does collective efficacy



moderate the relationship between self-efficacy and crime? To control for the contexts in
which youths live and individual-level factors that can influence involvement in crime,
and may influence efficacy, neighborhood context, family context, and individual-level
demographic variables are also examined.

Using Hierarchical Linear Modeling, the analyses indicate mixed support for a
relationship between efficacy and individual-level involvement in crime. First, a
significant negative relationship exists between self-efficacy and crime. Second, no
significant effects emerge between collective efficacy and crime. Third, collective
efficacy completely moderates the relationship between self-efficacy and crime, but not
in the expected direction. After controlling for collective efficacy, the significant
negative relationship between self-efficacy and crime is nullified. The conclusion then is
that a general measure of self-efficacy influences a youth’s involvement in crime, while a
macro level measure of collective efficacy does not. Areas of future research and

implications for theory and policy are discussed.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Criminological research and explanations of crime and delinquency exist at both
the micro and macro level. Micro level investigations examine differences in behaviors
within and between individuals. Macro level work, on the other hand, focuses on
patterns in larger systems such as population groups (e.g., neighborhoods). Most
criminological research examines the effects of micro or macro level variables on crime.
The inclusion of both micro and macro level variables in research attempting to explain
criminal behavior occurs less frequently (Tonry, Ohlin, and Farrington, 1991; Wikstrom
and Sampson, 2003).

Inquiries into the interplay between micro and macro level variables are
important. Macro level contexts, such as the neighborhood, provide the ecological basis
for human development and human behavior is affected by both individual and macro
level factors (Elder, 1994, 1995). Individuals are nested in social contexts
(Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Cook, 2003; Hitlin and Elder, 2007; Sampson and Laub, 1995;
Thomas and Znaniecki, 1918-1920) and individuals’ choices are situated in (Hitlin and
Elder, 2007; Laub and Sampson, 2003) and influenced by their environment (Elder,
1995; Silbereisen and Eyferth, 1986; Thomas and Znaniecki, 1918-1920; Wikstrom and
Loeber, 2000). As a result, behavior is a function of the interaction between an
individual and his or her environment (Bronfenbrenner, 1979, 1992; Lewin, 1935).
Silbereisen and Eyferth (1986: 4) describe this interaction as “development as action in
context,” with action pertaining to “behavior that can be interpreted as a means to

achieving certain goals” (see also Wikstrom, 2004, 2006). Examining both individual



and macro level variables simultaneously enhances our understanding of behavior and
choices, including involvement in crime.

The concept of efficacy has been examined at both the micro and macro level to
explain antisocial behaviors. Self-efficacy is individual power over an outcome
(Bandura, 1986), while collective efficacy is the power of a community or group in order
to achieve some outcome (Bandura, 1986; Sampson, Raudenbush, and Earls, 1997).
Self-efficacy impacts an individual’s ability to control a situation or outcome while
collective efficacy affects a group’s ability to control a situation or outcome.

Self-efficacy is “the conviction that one can successfully execute the behavior
required to produce [desired] outcomes” (Bandura, 1977a: 79). In other words, self-
efficacy is an individual’s perception of his or her competence to complete tasks and/or
achieve goals (prosocial or antisocial goals; Ludwig and Pittman, 1999). Individuals with
high self-efficacy persist in their efforts to achieve their goals despite setbacks. Efficacy
beliefs relate to an individual’s perception that they can do something, rather than intent
or conviction that they will do something. Perceptions about one’s self-efficacy can
influence that individual’s course of action. A linear relationship between strength of
perceived self-efficacy and choosing a behavior does not always exist (Bandura, 1977a).
However, “a certain threshold of self-assurance is needed to attempt a course of action”
(Bandura, 2006a: 313-314).

Collective efficacy is a group’s perceived efficacy (Bandura, 2000). In
criminology, collective efficacy is composed of two constructs: informal social control
and social cohesion (Sampson et al., 1997). Informal social control pertains to the shared

expectation and ability of community members to enforce norms and take action to



maintain social order. Social cohesion is defined as mutual trust and shared values
among community members. Neighborhoods with high levels of collective efficacy
provide increased levels of collective supervision (Kornhauser, 1978; Leventhal and
Brooks-Gunn, 2000; Sampson and Groves, 1989) which also increases levels of informal
social control, social cohesion, and positive role models (Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn,
2000; Mayer and Jencks, 1989; Molnar, Cerda, Roberts, and Buka, 2008).

Scholars have used these two levels of efficacy independently to explain
behaviors, including individual involvement in crime (e.g., Elliott, Menard, Rankin,
Elliott, Wilson, and Huizinga, 2006) and the prevention of violence at the neighborhood
level (e.g., Sampson et al., 1997), but less frequently have both been studied in concert to
explain individual involvement in crime (but see Sharkey, 2006). The current
investigation recognizes the shortage of research on the relationship between self-efficacy
and collective efficacy and the importance of including both micro and macro level
concepts in explanations of crime.

To begin, this research explores the relationship between youth’s perceptions of
their self-efficacy and involvement in crime (defined here as self-reported violence, drug
dealing, and trouble with police). A high level of prosocial self-efficacy, on its own,
should be negatively related to youth involvement in these behaviors. Self-efficacy is
likened to having a sense of control over one’s future and the choices he or she makes
(Bernard, Hutchinson, Lavin, and Pennington, 1996) and has been linked to an
individual’s academic beliefs, occupational paths, and ability to resist peer pressure and
criminal behavior (Bandura, 2006b; see also Bandura, 1997). An individual believing

that he or she is efficacious in life, should have the tools to resist involvement in



detrimental behavior and believe that he or she can successfully pursue more prosocial
behaviors (see Ludwig and Pittman, 1999). Having a strong sense of prosocial self-
efficacy is one possible explanation why youths refrain from crime. Alternatively, low
levels of self-efficacy may contribute to involvement in crime and delinquency. People
with low levels of self-efficacy are less likely to persist along prosocial paths when faced
with adversity and are less able than persons with high self-efficacy to achieve desired
goals (Bandura, 1997). This study tests these assumptions.

The extant literature on the relationship between self-efficacy and crime is limited
and inconclusive. How to measure self-efficacy is one issue that confronts researchers.
Some scholars have used a composite measure that taps into self-efficacy but also
includes other constructs that are distinct from self-efficacy such as self-esteem (e.g.,
Elliott et al., 2006). This confounds any findings by limiting the attribution of results to
the composite measure. Further, the relationship between self-efficacy and crime is often
examined from a strain theory perspective (e.g., Agnew, 1992). Findings from research
using a strain theory framework are inconclusive; with studies showing a positive,
negative, or no relationship between self-efficacy and crime. The current study seeks to
extend the literature by measuring self-efficacy directly and using a control theory
framework to explain the relationship between self-efficacy and crime. Rather than
examining self-efficacy as a means to responding to strain-inducing situations, this study
examines self-efficacy as a means for controlling actions.

A second area of interest is the influence of collective efficacy on crime. At the
macro level, collective efficacy has been shown to be negatively related to violent crime

rates (Sampson et al., 1997) and intimate partner homicide rates (Browning, 2002). At



the individual-level, higher levels of collective efficacy have been shown to be associated
with lower levels of nonlethal intimate partner violence (Browning, 2002), prevalence of
carrying concealed firearms (Molnar, Miller, Azrael, and Buka, 2004), and arrest (Kirk,
2009). It is expected that in this study there will be a negative relationship between
collective efficacy and violence, drug dealing, and trouble with police.

Research examining the influence of collective efficacy on antisocial outcomes
originally focused on crime rates (e.g., Sampson et al., 1997). More recently, researchers
have examined the influence collective efficacy may have on individual-level outcomes
(e.g., Kirk, 2008, 2009; Molnar et al., 2008; Sampson, Morenoff, and Raudenbush, 2005;
Sharkey, 2006; Simons, Simons, Burt, Brody, and Curtrona, 2005). While some
researchers examining collective efficacy have investigated antisocial outcomes such as
arrest, delinquency, and aggression, scholars have primarily examined the influence of
collective efficacy on violent crime. The current study examines individual-level
involvement in violent crime and also examines drug dealing and trouble with police as
additional outcomes.

Finally, this research investigates whether collective efficacy moderates the
relationship between self-efficacy and crime. It is expected that self-efficacy and
collective efficacy will jointly influence youths’ involvement in crime. Independently,
higher levels of self-efficacy and collective efficacy are believed to be related to less
involvement in crime. It is anticipated that the relationship between self-efficacy and
crime will be strengthened among youths living in neighborhoods with higher levels of

collective efficacy.



The relationship between self-efficacy and collective efficacy is understudied.
Only a few scholars have examined the relationship between the two levels of efficacy
(Fernandez-Ballesteros, Diez-Nicolas, Caprara, Barbaranelli, and Bandura, 2002;
Sharkey, 2006), and only Sharkey (2006) has investigated the effects of self-efficacy and
collective efficacy on individual-level involvement in crime. Sharkey’s study, though, is
limited to one type of self-efficacy (i.e., what he calls street efficacy) and its influence on
violent behavior. Subsequently, less is known about the relationship between a general
measure of self-efficacy and collective efficacy, and their effects on other types of
criminal behaviors. This dissertation seeks to add to the literature by expanding the
scope of prior work in this area. Using the Project on Human Development in Chicago
Neighborhoods (PHDCN) data, the current investigation expands Sharkey’s work to
include a broader conceptualization of self-efficacy and drug dealing and trouble with
police as additional outcome variables.

In addition to exploring the relationship between self-efficacy and collective
efficacy and their effects on crime, two constructs that may influence efficacy
(neighborhood context and family context) and individual-level factors (e.g., age/cohort,
sex, race/ethnicity) are examined as control variables. As stated earlier, there is a
relationship between individuals and their environment and neighborhood context
influences behavior (Anderson, 1999; Sampson and Bartusch, 1998). Neighborhood
context is the environment in which a youth lives and plays a role in determining whether
levels of self-efficacy affect choices and “perception of alternatives” to involvement in
crime (Wikstrém and Loeber, 2000: 1110; see also Wikstrom, 2004, 2006).

Neighborhood context may also influence levels of collective efficacy (see Sampson and



Bartusch, 1998). In order to account for neighborhood level factors that may influence
the relationships between self-efficacy, collective efficacy, and crime, and the potential
moderating effect of collective efficacy on the relationship between self-efficacy and
crime, neighborhood context constructs (measured at the aggregate level) are
incorporated into the analyses as control variables. In this study, neighborhood context is
defined as residential mobility, socioeconomic status, ethnic heterogeneity, and family
disruption. These constructs are typically used by scholars engaged in ecological
research to describe neighborhood context and are described further in Chapters 2 and 3.
Family context may influence self-efficacy and collective efficacy, and is an
important determinant of involvement in crime (Bronfenbrenner, 1986a; Burton and
Jarrett, 2000; Duncan and Aber, 1997; Klebanov, Brooks-Gunn, Chase-Landsale, and
Gordon, 1997; Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn, 2000; Loeber and Stouthamer-Loeber, 1986;
Sampson, 1992; Sampson and Morenoff, 1997; Wells and Rankin, 1991). Similar to
neighborhood context, the family provides a social context for youths and influences their
development, behavior, and choices. Families influence perceptions of self-efficacy and
levels of self-efficacy may depend on the availability of positive role models and other
influences found within a family dynamic (see Schunk and Meece, 2006). Further,
family context may influence involvement in crime by determining the amount of time a
parent can spend with their child, whether his or her behavior is monitored, and
availability to serve as a positive role model. Families also contribute to the larger
neighborhood social fabric and environment that influences levels of collective efficacy.
The family context constructs included in this study as control variables are measured at

the individual respondent level and provide information on youths’ primary caregivers



immigrant status, socioeconomic status, family disruption, family size, and parental
monitoring. These constructs are explicated in Chapters 2 and 3.

Contextual variables such as neighborhood and family are important, but can only
explain a portion of individuals’ behaviors and choices. Behaviors and choices are also
influenced by individual-level factors such as age/cohort, sex, and race/ethnicity. These
variables can influence the development of self-efficacy and involvement in crime and
are controlled for in this study.

Examining the relationship between micro and macro levels of efficacy is
important primarily because an individual’s actions, including involvement in crime,
cannot solely be explained by individual or environmental factors; both need to be
considered (Wikstrom, 2006). Combining micro and macro levels of explanation in a
contextual analysis (see Sampson, 1992) can provide linkages between processes and
causal mechanisms of crime (Wikstrom, 2004) and lead to a more comprehensive
explanation of behavior.

The current investigation contributes to the literature by examining the
relationships between micro and macro levels of efficacy and youths’ involvement in
violence, drug dealing, and trouble with police, as well as the influence of contextual and
individual-level control variables on these relationships. To do this, first the relationship
between crime and self-efficacy is examined. Neighborhood context, family context, and
individual-level factors are believed to influence self-efficacy and are then explored as
control variables. Second, the relationship between crime and collective efficacy is
explored. It is anticipated that neighborhood context and family context will influence

collective efficacy and the simultaneous influences of these control variables (see



Bronfenbrenner, 1979, 1989; Elliott et al., 2006) are explored in an additional model.
Once the relationships between self-efficacy and crime, collective efficacy and crime,
and the influence of the control variables on these relationships are established, the
moderating influence of collective efficacy on the relationship between self-efficacy and
crime is investigated. To begin, the relationship between self-efficacy and collective
efficacy is examined. Then the moderating effect of collective efficacy on the
relationship between self-efficacy and crime is explored. Finally, all control variables
(neighborhood context, family context, and individual-level factors) are incorporated into
a model exploring the moderating effect of collective efficacy on the relationship
between self-efficacy and crime.

The remaining chapters of this dissertation detail the research. In Chapter 2, |
discuss the theoretical foundation for exploring the relationships between self-efficacy,
collective efficacy, and control variables (i.e., neighborhood context, family context, and
individual-level factors), and the potential influence of these constructs on crime among
youths. Chapter 3 presents the data and methods used in the analyses. Chapter 4
contains the results from the models investigating the independent influence of self-
efficacy and collective efficacy on crime, models examining the relationships between
self-efficacy, collective efficacy, and the control variables and their influence on crime,
and models exploring whether collective efficacy moderates the relationship between
self-efficacy and crime. Finally, Chapter 5 offers a discussion of the findings and

examines the implications of these results for future research, theory, and policy.



Chapter 2: The Relationship between Micro and Macro Levels of
Efficacy and Their Effects on Crime

The current chapter describes the theoretical and empirical framework for this
research. First, the concepts of self-efficacy and collective efficacy are described.
Second, the potential relationship between self-efficacy and collective efficacy is
introduced as an explanation of crime. Third, the neighborhood context, family context,
and individual-level control variables are described and their influence on efficacy and
crime is discussed. Finally, the chapter concludes with the research questions addressed

in the analyses.

Self-Efficacy

According to the self-efficacy construct from social cognitive theory, individuals’
actions are based on their perceived capabilities (Bandura, 1986). Bandura (1997: 3)
states that “perceived self-efficacy refers to beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and
execute the course of action required to produce given attainments” (emphasis in
original). The concept of self-efficacy recognizes the importance of individual
perceptions and is associated with a person’s sense of control over their life (Bernard,
Hutchinson, Lavin, and Pennington, 1996). People’s perceptions about their self-efficacy
influences their thoughts and actions (Bandura, 1995), choices (Bandura, 1977), and

expected outcomes (Bandura, 1997). It can also influence an individual’s behaviors,

! A similar, yet distinct, construct is locus of control (Rotter, 1966). Self-efficacy is related to an
individual’s perception about whether they “produce certain actions” whereas locus of control pertains to
an individual’s “beliefs about whether actions affect outcomes” (Bandura, 1997: 20). Additionally, Bandura
(1977b) argues that individuals can believe that a behavior will produce an outcome (i.e., locus of control)
but have low self-efficacy regarding their ability to engage in the behavior required to produce the
outcome. However, Bandura (1984) also argues that expected outcomes are largely dependent on beliefs

10



resiliency, and persistence. Bandura aptly summarizes the effects of self-efficacy on
behavior. He states that, “People who regard themselves as highly efficacious act, think,
and feel differently from those who perceive themselves as inefficacious. [Using their
efficacy] they produce their own future, rather than simply foretell it” (1986: 395).
Measures similar to self-efficacy include competence, resilience, and self-mastery
(Bandura, 1997). Like self-efficacy, these constructs can assist individuals in choosing
prosocial paths.

It is believed that youths with higher levels of prosocial self-efficacy will be less
likely to engage in criminal behavior because they feel more in control of their lives and
feel as if they can achieve goals through their own volition. Research using a strain
theory perspective argues that increased self-efficacy leads to prosocial coping
mechanisms rather than criminal coping. From a control perspective, however, it is
believed that individuals with higher self-efficacy beliefs about prosocial behaviors will
be less likely to engage in crime because they feel in control of their lives and can enact
personal control over situations. Ludwig and Pittman (1999: 461-462) summarize this
idea by stating that ““...adolescents who perceive themselves as likely to succeed at
socially valued behavior are less likely to be involved in problem behaviors and more
likely to make decisions that result in positive consequences.”

Efficacy has been conceptualized as both a goal-oriented, or domain specific,
construct and as a general construct. According to Bandura (1986), self-efficacy varies
across life domains. Under this definition, a person can feel highly efficacious in one

area of life, while perceiving him- or herself to be inefficacious in others. Perceptions of

about self-efficacy and abilities. While unpacking the empirical distinction between these two constructs
would be ideal, locus of control cannot be measured with the available data.

11



self-efficacy may also vary in magnitude depending on the domain in question (Bandura,
1997). Scholars using a more general conceptualization of self-efficacy consider it to be
an individual-trait that contributes to an overall sense of ability, rather than being domain
specific (Hoeltje, Zubrick, Silburn, and Garton, 1996; Jerusalem and Mittag, 1995;
Jerusalem and Schwarzer, 1992; Scholz, Dofia, Sud, and Schwarzer, 2002; Tipton and
Worthington, 1984). Researchers who examine self-efficacy as a general concept believe
that self-efficacy is a state of mind where individuals feel in control of their lives (Agnew
and White, 1992; Pearlin, Menaghan, Lieberman, and Mullan, 1981; Pearlin and
Schooler, 1978; Schwarzer and Born, 1997) rather than an ability to engage in a domain-
specific behavior. Schwarzer and Born (1997: 179) state that “General self-efficacy
aims at a broad and stable sense of personal competence to deal effectively with a variety
of stressful situations.”

For this study, it is anticipated that there is a high correlation between self-
efficacy perceptions in various domains available for analysis (i.e., school, parents, life,
and neighborhood)? and these self-efficacy statements are somewhat broad (e.g., “cannot
make self happy in future”).® Further, criminological research examining self-efficacy
often uses a general conceptualization (e.g., Agnew and White, 1992; Baron, 2004;
Benda, 2001; Elliott et al., 2006; Hagan and McCarthy, 1997; Hoffmann and Cerbone,
1999; Hoffman and Miller, 1998; Ludwig and Pittman, 1993; Paternoster and Mazerolle,
1994; see also Agnew, 1992). Therefore, the current research investigates perceptions of

self-efficacy as a general trait contributing to an overall general sense of self-efficacy.

Z Peers is a fifth domain assessed by the Project on Human Development in Chicago Neighborhoods self-
efficacy questionnaire. However, response rates for all four of the items related to peers were low (N <
480) and they were not included in the analyses.

¥ According to Scholz et al. (2002: 243), “The highest level of generality [as it pertains to self-efficacy] is
given when broad optimistic self-beliefs are examined.”
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Self-efficacy is one possible explanation for behavior. As investigated in this
dissertation research, individuals may use their general sense of self-efficacy, in
connection with the resources and role models available in their environment, to make
choices regarding involvement in or abstention from crime. There are four ways to attain
self-efficacy. Two are related to individuals’ experiences (self-mastery and physiological
states in reaction to behaviors and experiences) and two are related to contextual factors
(social persuasion and vicarious experiences) (Bandura, 1986). Individuals with higher
levels of self-efficacy are more likely to set higher goals for themselves and persist in
achieving them even when faced with setbacks (Bandura, 1989, 1997). Further, those
with high levels of self-efficacy may be more likely to consider a “wider range of career
options” (Bandura, 1989: 1178). On the other hand, people who do not have high
perceptions of their efficacy will be less likely to reach for such goals (Bandura, 1995)
and may choose to engage in crime because they do not feel self-efficacious about their
abilities to pursue a conventional lifestyle. Individuals with low self-efficacy are “more
inclined to visualize failure scenarios that undermine [actual] performance” (Bandura,
1989: 1176).

Self-efficacy, on its own, has been shown to be predictive of involvement in
crime. Youths with higher academic and self-regulatory efficacy beliefs are better able to
resist peer pressure to become involved in delinquency and openly discuss issues with
their parents (Bandura, Caprara, Barbaranelli, Gerbino, and Pastorelli, 2003). Lower
levels of self-efficacy/self-mastery are also associated with increases in delinquency,
drug use, and risky sexual behavior (Ludwig and Pittman, 1999) while higher levels can

act as a protective factor against antisocial behavior (Stouthamer-Loeber et al., 2002).
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Scholars seeking to understand how individuals cope with strain (i.e., negative
relationships with others) have examined self-efficacy as a means for avoiding criminal
behavior. In his reformulation of strain theory, Agnew (1992) indicates that self-efficacy
enables prosocial coping to be used in response to strains instead of engaging in
delinquent behavior to handle problems. Using Newcomb and Harlow’s (1986) three-
item self-efficacy index,* Agnew and White (1992) tested Agnew’s general strain theory
and concluded that self-efficacy conditions (or moderates) the relationship between strain
and delinquency.® The influence of strain on delinquency is greater when self-efficacy is
low. Self-efficacy did not moderate the relationship between strain and drug use.

Several other researchers have investigated the relationship between self-efficacy
and crime and found varied results. In an examination of boot camp graduates, increased
self-efficacy was found to be associated with reduced recidivism (Benda, 2001). A study
of street youth showed a positive relationship between self-efficacy and stealing (Hagan
and McCarthy, 1997) and the interaction between higher levels of self-efficacy and
homelessness (a source of strain) resulted in increased levels of crime (Baron, 2004).
Also contrary to Agnew’s (1992) hypothesis, Paternoster and Mazerolle (1994) found
that the interaction between strain and higher levels of self-efficacy was significantly
related to crime. Other research, however, indicates that strain influences delinquency
regardless of an individual’s self-efficacy (Hoffmann and Cerbone, 1999; Hoffmann and

Miller, 1998; Jang and Johnson, 2003).

* Newcomb and Harlow’s self-efficacy scale tapped into general competence by asking respondents
whether they felt they were in control of their lives, success was a matter of luck, and other people are
running their lives. The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.65.

® Delinquency was measured using a 13-item general delinquency scale asking respondents how often they
engaged in offenses ranging in magnitude from truancy to robbery over the past three years.
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In 2006, Elliott and colleagues examined the relationships between contextual
factors, two composite measures of competence (e.g., prosocial and personal), and crime.
The contextual factors included neighborhood and family context, the competence
composite measures included personal efficacy and self-efficacy items, and crime was
defined as arrests, self-reported offending, and drug use. To assess these relationships
they collected data on 1,650 juveniles living in Denver (ages 10-18) and Chicago (ages
11-16). Prosocial competence was available for Chicago and Denver, while data on
personal competence was collected only in Denver. The competence measures were
created using scales originally developed for the National Youth Survey and the Denver
Youth Survey. The final scales for their study were created using factor analysis.
Personal efficacy in the prosocial competence measure consisted of three items with a
reliability of 0.41 in Chicago and 0.63 in Denver. Self-efficacy in the personal
competence measure (Denver only) consisted of 6 items, with a reliability of 0.63.

Because prosocial competence and personal competence are composite measures,
they contained constructs in addition to personal/self-efficacy. Other indicators of
prosocial competence were grades in school, involvement in prosocial activities, expected
educational attainment, and importance of school and work. Additional indicators of
personal competence were self-esteem, perceived popularity with friends, attachment to
school, educational expectations, perceived opportunities in the neighborhood, and
perceived opportunities for the future.

The authors focused their study on the neighborhood contexts where youths lived
and found that, on average, individuals living in poorer neighborhoods (i.e., those with

fewer economic and social resources) in both Chicago and Denver had less prosocial
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competence and less prosocial behavior than youths living in more advantaged
neighborhoods. In Denver, youths from poorer neighborhoods had, on average, lower
levels of personal competence and prosocial behavior than individuals living in more
advantaged neighborhoods.

Family context was the largest predictor of prosocial competence in Chicago and
personal competence in Denver. Parenting practices such as supervision and monitoring
were associated with higher levels of competence. Intact family structure was also an
important predictor of prosocial behavior, while higher family socioeconomic status was
related to a reduction in prosocial behavior — in contrast to their hypothesis. Overall,
Elliott and colleagues found that including both neighborhood and family context factors
increased explanatory power of prosocial development at the community-level, while
explanation of prosocial development at the individual-level was primarily driven by
family factors.

However, with regard to personal/self-efficacy, the results from Elliott et al.’s
study are not definitive because the construct was not measured directly (see also Ludwig
and Pittman, 1999). When composite measures are used, the effects of any individual
construct, such as self-efficacy, can not be teased out and results in a “black box effect.”
We know that there is an effect, but we do not know exactly what contributed to that
effect. However, the work by Elliott and his colleagues suggests (but does not test) that
individuals can overcome a disadvantaged neighborhood context and attain competencies
such as personal/self-efficacy that can increase their chances of developing along a

positive life course.
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Extant theory also supports the assertion that self-efficacy may play a role in
prosocial development. Having a strong sense of self-efficacy enables individuals to stay
resilient in challenging contexts, while people who have low self-efficacy are more likely
to be at risk (Bandura, 1995). Individuals who have a strong sense of self-efficacy may
also be better equipped to achieve goals and avoid involvement in crime, though as
indicated above, there is a lack of consensus in the literature on the significance of self-
efficacy in choosing alternatives to crime. Similar to Elliott et al., the current study
examines the influence of self-efficacy and contextual factors (e.g., neighborhood and
family context) and individual-level factors (age/cohort, sex, and race/ethnicity) on
crime. Unlike their work, the current study assesses the independent effects of self-
efficacy on self-reported crime without confounding it with similar, yet distinct,
constructs. Additionally, the influence of collective efficacy on crime and the potential
moderating effect of collective efficacy on the relationship between self-efficacy and

crime are investigated.

Collective Efficacy

Collective efficacy is the macro version of self-efficacy (Sampson et al., 1997)
and pertains to the interdependence between individuals and their community (Elder,
1994). General definitions of collective efficacy are the ability of individuals in a
neighborhood to maintain order over the community (Sampson et al., 1997) and a group’s
shared belief that action can be realized through combined efforts (Bandura, 1997). More

specifically, collective efficacy is the shared expectations for informal social control in
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public spaces, and the mutual trust and willingness among individuals to take action
against social ills such as crime in their neighborhood (Sampson et al., 1997).

Communities with high levels of collective efficacy can realize their common
goals through shared expectations and beliefs and mutual trust (Bandura, 2000; Sampson
et al., 1997). Measures of collective efficacy capture perceptions of informal social
control and social cohesion in the neighborhood and collective efficacy is often
considered to be a goal-oriented construct. Studies in criminology have examined the
relationship between collective efficacy and reductions in behaviors such as violence,
arrest, delinquency, and aggression (see Kirk, 2008, 2009; Molnar et al., 2008; Sampson
et al., 2005; Sampson et al., 1997; Sharkey, 2006).

Research following Mayer and Jencks’ (1989) social control model of
neighborhood effects postulates that adults act as role models and influence the behavior
and actions of all youths in the community, not just that of their own children, and also
provide supervision and monitoring over their behavior (see Coleman, 1990; Sampson,
1992; Sampson and Groves, 1989). By providing informal social control and social
cohesion, neighborhoods that are high in collective efficacy have a greater capability to
achieve goals than those that are low in collective efficacy (Sampson et al., 1997).

Using data from the Project on Human Development in Chicago Neighborhoods
(PHDCN), Sampson et al. (1997) quantified collective efficacy by measuring informal
social control and social cohesion among 8,782 residents in 343 Chicago neighborhoods.
The two constructs were highly correlated, and were combined into a single measure of
collective efficacy by aggregating individual-level responses. Sampson and colleagues

used this measure to examine the effect of collective efficacy on rates of neighborhood
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violence. They discovered that neighborhoods with higher levels of collective efficacy
had lower rates of violence. Additional studies provide support for the use of collective
efficacy as an important predictor of crime rates (see Sampson and Raudenbush, 1999)
and higher levels of collective efficacy have been shown to be related to a decrease in
intimate partner homicide rates (Browning, 2002). In a meta-analysis of macro-level
indicators of crime, Pratt and Cullen (2005) determined that collective efficacy, with an
effect size of -0.303, is one of the most robust and promising macro-level predictors of
crime rates.

Additional research has examined the influence of collective efficacy on
individual-level involvement in crime. Lower levels of collective efficacy are related to
increases in arrest (Kirk, 2009), and higher levels of collective efficacy are associated
with lower incidences of nonlethal intimate partner violence (Browning, 2002) and lower
prevalence of carrying a concealed firearm (Molnar, Miller, Azrael, and Buka, 2004).
Communities high in collective efficacy also have a greater number of parents using
authoritative parenting practices, lower levels of delinquent behavior, and fewer youth
interactions with deviant peers (Simons et al., 2005). Further, Molnar et al. (2008) found
that youths ages 11 to 18 living in neighborhoods that had high levels of collective
efficacy and were rich in resources (e.g., after school programs, substance abuse
treatment centers) had lower scores on delinquency and aggression scales (i.e.,
Achenbach Child Behavior Checklist).

These studies indicate that increases in collective efficacy have a beneficial
impact on individual-level crime, but other research does not support these findings.

Collective efficacy has not been found to be a significant predictor of violence (Sampson
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et al., 2005), arrest (Kirk, 2008), or suspension from school (Kirk, 2009) at the individual
level. Despite the equivocal findings, it is anticipated that increased collective efficacy
will be related to a decrease in individual involvement in crime.

It is also believed that collective efficacy will moderate the relationship between
self-efficacy and crime through the availability of informal social control, social
cohesion, and positive social role models, whose presence should be more likely in
neighborhoods with higher levels of collective efficacy. This social capital facilitates
productive action (Coleman, 1990) and may strengthen the relationship between self-
efficacy and criminal behavior (see Frytak, Harley, and Finch, 2003). The availability of
social resources such as those found in communities high in collective efficacy may
influence the choice of responses to stressful situations (e.g., to engage in or refrain from

crime) (see Moos and Holahan, 2003).

Relationship between Self-Efficacy, Collective Efficacy, and Crime

In the current section, the relationship between self-efficacy, collective efficacy,
and crime is examined. As reviewed above, increased levels of self-efficacy and
collective efficacy independently reduce involvement in antisocial behaviors. Generally,
individuals experiencing higher levels of individual assets (e.g., self-efficacy) and
resources (e.g., collective efficacy) are less likely to engage in undesirable behaviors such
as crime (see Scales, 1999). Figure 1 shows that the efficacy variables are believed to
independently influence crime. Self-efficacy refers to a youth’s general perception of his
or her self-efficacy across four domains (school, parents, life, and neighborhood). The

measure of collective efficacy provides information on informal social control and social
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cohesion at the neighborhood level. Crime is defined as self-reported involvement in 12
violent crimes, dealing marijuana, cocaine/crack, and/or heroin over the past 12 months,

and trouble with police since the previous interview.

Collective Efficacy

Informal Social Control
Social Cohesion

Self-Reported Crime

Violence
Drug Dealing
Self-Efficacy Trouble with Police
School
Parents
Life
Neighborhood

Figure 1. Effects of Collective Efficacy and Self-Efficacy on Crime

The joint effect of self-efficacy and collective efficacy on crime is less clear. One
of the research questions addressed in this dissertation is whether collective efficacy
moderates the relationship between self-efficacy and crime. Support for cross-level
interaction effects on crime exists in the extant literature. Elliott et al. (2006) found that
positive parenting practices had a stronger influence on decreasing involvement in
problem behavior in disadvantaged neighborhoods. In 2009, Kirk investigated the
interactive effect of collective efficacy and other informal social controls on student
suspension and arrest. He found that school collective efficacy more strongly influences
the likelihood of student suspension in neighborhoods with low collective efficacy. Kirk

also found support for an interaction effect between collective efficacy and student-
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teacher trust. Lower levels of student-teacher trust and neighborhood collective efficacy
interact and increase the likelihood that students are arrested.

Research incorporating both self-efficacy and collective efficacy into a single
explanation of crime is sparse; only one study was identified. In that study, Sharkey
(2006) used multilevel data from the PHDCN to examine the relationship between
neighborhood level collective efficacy and individual’s perceptions of their street
efficacy. Street efficacy was defined as an individual’s perceived ability to “avoid
violent confrontations and to be safe in one’s neighborhood” (pp 826). Using
Hierarchical Linear Modeling, the analyses showed that youths living in neighborhoods
with higher levels of collective efficacy had higher levels of street efficacy. Further,
youths with high levels of street efficacy were less likely to engage in violent acts. Given
the findings, Sharkey hypothesizes that contextual factors (e.g., collective efficacy) are
mediated by social cognitive processes. Additionally, he postulates that youths who have
higher levels of street efficacy are more likely to choose environments that are less likely
to be violent.

While this study by Sharkey is important, the analyses are limited to one type of
self-efficacy (i.e., street) and one type of criminal behavior (i.e., violence).® Additionally,
Sharkey adheres to a traditional definition of self-efficacy; one that argues that self-
efficacy is domain specific (see Bandura, 1997). However, efficacy can be
conceptualized as a general concept (see Hoeltje et al., 1996; Jerusalem and Mittag, 1995;

Jerusalem and Schwarzer, 1992; Tipton and Worthington, 1984) and has been found to be

® Sharkey included alcohol and marijuana use as covariates of street efficacy in some of the models, but did
not examine criminal outcomes other than violent behavior which was operationalized as involvement in 12
violent acts in the year prior to the interview.
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a unidimensional trait (Scholz et al., 2002).” Further, it has been defined as a general
concept in criminological research (e.g., Agnew and White, 1992; Baron, 2004; Benda,
2001; Elliott et al., 2006; Hagan and McCarthy, 1997; Hoffmann and Cerbone, 1999;
Hoffman and Miller, 1998; Ludwig and Pittman, 1993; Paternoster and Mazerolle, 1994;
see also Agnew, 1992). Finally, Sharkey does not examine the possibility of a cross-level
interaction between self-efficacy and collective efficacy.

The current investigation extends Sharkey’s study by using a broader
conceptualization of self-efficacy by incorporating youths’ self-efficacy perceptions in a
variety of domains (i.e., school, parents, life, and neighborhood® efficacy) into a one
factor index. | examine the effect of this general self-efficacy measure and collective
efficacy on Sharkey’s 12-item violent offending index, and further extend his research by
examining the influence of self-efficacy and collective efficacy on youths’ drug dealing
and trouble with police. For certain models, the relationship between self-efficacy at
Wave 2 and crime at Wave 3 is examined to test the stability of crime over time.

In this study, I also examine the relationship between collective efficacy, self-
efficacy, and crime. Either a moderating or mediating model can be used to examine this
relationship. A moderating model was selected for three reasons. First, it is anticipated
that self-efficacy and collective efficacy are independently related to a reduction in crime.
Therefore, a moderator model is appropriate because it is anticipated that collective

efficacy will directly influence crime and not influence crime through self-efficacy.’

" Using principal components analyses and confirmatory factor analyses, Scholz and colleagues (2002)
tested a 10-item general self-efficacy scale measured on a four-point Likert scale with responses ranging
from 1 = not at all true, to 4 = exactly true. They found consistent support for unidimensionality across 25
countries (see also Schwarzer et al., 1997; Schwarzer and Born, 1997).

& Sharkey labels this street efficacy.

° Mediator models are more appropriate when the research question is whether an independent variable
(e.g., self-efficacy) indirectly influences an outcome through another variable (e.g., collective efficacy).
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Second, it is believed that the interaction between self-efficacy and collective efficacy
will strengthen the anticipated relationship between self-efficacy and crime. A moderator
model will be used to test whether the combination of two variables (i.e., self-efficacy x
collective efficacy) alters (i.e., weakens, strengthens, renders inconsequential) the
relationship between an independent variable (i.e., self-efficacy) and the outcome (i.e.,
crime). Third, Baron and Kenny (1986) suggest that the moderating variable should be
uncorrelated to the independent and dependent variables and this is true for the proposed
model. Collective efficacy is weakly correlated to self-efficacy (0.082), violence (0.001),
drug dealing (0.011), and trouble with police (0.028). Tangentially, the literature on
contextual factors and crime suggests that an interaction effect between macro and micro-
level variables is possible, but it is not known whether one exists between self-efficacy

and collective efficacy.

Control Variables

By examining the mesosystem, or multiple contexts, in which people live
(Bronfenbrenner, 1979, 1989), information about the interdependency among contexts
can be uncovered (see also Kirk, 2009). Individual-level factors also provide important
information about people and their behavior and choices. Contextual factors and
individual-level factors are important when examining efficacy because they influence
and inform individual’s actions, including involvement in crime. They may also
influence the relationship between efficacy and crime. Two important contexts
(neighborhood and family, see Duncan and Raudenbush, 2001) and three individual-level

variables (age/cohort, sex, and race/ethnicity) which influence behavior are examined in
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the current research.’® Figure 2 builds on Figure 1 by adding the expected relationships
between the contextual and individual-level control variables to the model depicting the
expected relationships between the efficacy measures and crime. Other relationships
between these concepts are possible (shown in Figure 2 using dotted lines). While these
relationships are important, for the purposes of this dissertation research, only the
relationships shown with solid lines will be tested. Further, beyond the confines of this
study are investigations into the possibility of simultaneity between variables. While the
variables examined in this study may shape each other (see Duncan and Raudenbush,

2001), this will not be addressed.

1% Two other social contexts, school and peers, are also important contextual factors (see Cook, Herman,
Phillips, and Settersten, 2002; Elliott et al., 2006; Haynie, 2002; Kirk, 2009; Sampson and Laub, 1993;
Warr, 2002) and not including these contexts may result in omitted variable bias (see Duncan and
Raudenbush, 2001). However, the focus of this study is on the informal social controls that are exerted
through neighborhood and family contexts as a first step in determining if controlling for contextual factors
influences the relationship between efficacy and crime. Further, the PHDCN data set could not be linked to
other data sources due to the limitations of the restricted data user’s agreement with ICPSR and data
available in the PHDCN publicly available data set do not provide informal social control measures on
school and peers. Data on peers is limited to youths’ perceptions about their peers’ involvement in
antisocial behavior.
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Ethnic Heterogeneity
Family Disruption
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Figure 2. Effects of Self-Efficacy, Collective Efficacy, and
Control Variables on Crime

Self-Efficacy
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Life
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Collective Efficacy

Informal Social Control
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Self-Reported Crime

Violence
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The next three sections describe the effect of these control variables on efficacy and

crime.

Neighborhood Context

While individuals have a great deal of influence over their actions and choices,

actions and choices are partly the result of the contextual environment (Bandura, 1995;

Bronfenbrenner, 1979, 1986b, 1992). Neighborhoods with abundant prosocial resources
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should provide opportunities and role models that can aid in the development of prosocial
cognitive skills such as self-efficacy (Fraser, 1996; Frytak, Harley, and Finch, 2003).
Impoverished neighborhoods, on the other hand, will have fewer resources and fewer
positive role models (Wilson, 1987) and may provide criminal opportunities and role
models (Cloward and Ohlin, 1960).

Research examining the effects of neighborhood level factors on individual-level
offending is an important area for criminological research. These types of studies have
been sparse (Farrington, 1993; Wikstrom and Loeber, 2000), but are steadily growing.
Neighborhood context has been shown to be related to a youth’s involvement in
delinquency (e.g., Wikstrom and Loeber, 2000) and individual-risk factors such as
impulsive behavior and lying interact with neighborhood disadvantage and lead to an
increased likelihood of delinquency (Lyman et al., 2000).

One key component of this dissertation research is to control for neighborhood
factors that may influence the relationships between self-efficacy, collective efficacy, and
crime. Research indicates that neighborhood context influences collective efficacy (see
Sampson et al., 1997) and crime (see Wikstrom and Loeber, 2000). Less, however, is
known about the relationship between neighborhood context and self-efficacy.

There are many ways to measure neighborhood context. Based on the literature
and the available PHDCN data, key data elements were selected to capture neighborhood
context for this research. The neighborhood context constructs used in this research are
residential mobility, socioeconomic status, ethnic heterogeneity, and family disruption.™

Neighborhoods that have less residential mobility, a higher socioeconomic status, less

! These variables and constructs were chosen are based on the collective efficacy and criminological
literature since more is known about the effects of neighborhood context on collective efficacy and crime
than self-efficacy.
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ethnic heterogeneity, and lower levels of family disruption should have higher levels of
informal social control and social cohesion. It is also believed that these neighborhood
constructs will influence self-efficacy through the availability of resources and positive
social role models to monitor behavior. Neighborhoods with more of these resources
should provide a context that increases self-efficacy (through social persuasion and
vicarious experiences) and involvement in prosocial behavior. A brief explanation of the
importance of each of these constructs follows, and how these constructs are measured

for the current study is described in Chapter 3.

Residential Mobility

Residential mobility provides a measure of residents’ stability in a neighborhood.
This stability may influence self-efficacy and collective efficacy. Neighborhoods with
lower levels of residential mobility should positively influence the development of self-
efficacy among youths. Youths living in more residentially stable environments should
have increased opportunities to develop self-efficacy by being exposed to social
persuasion and vicarious experiences through the steady availability of any existing
positive social role models and development of ties compared to youths in residentially
mobile neighborhoods. Additionally, Sampson et al. (1997) indicate that neighborhoods
with higher levels of residential mobility are less likely than more stable neighborhoods
to have formed informal social control networks and a sense of social cohesion — the two
elements that comprise collective efficacy. Further, many studies indicate that higher
levels of residential mobility are an important predictor of crime and delinquency

(Brooks-Gunn, Duncan, and Aber, 1997a, 1997b; Bursik, 1988; Bursik and Grasmick,
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1993; Byrne and Sampson, 1986; Kirk, 2008, 2009; Ross, Reynolds, and Geis, 2000;
Sampson, 1992; Sampson and Groves, 1989; Shaw and McKay, 1942; Wikstrém and
Loeber, 2000; Wilson, 1987). Residential mobility decreases the ability of community
members to form and activate informal social controls which can lead to increases in

crime.

Socioeconomic Status

The overall socioeconomic well-being of a community influences individual
development and behavior (Sampson et al., 2002) and may influence the availability of
community resources such as collective efficacy (Sampson et al., 1997). It is not clear
how the socioeconomic status of a community will influence self-efficacy. Adults living
in neighborhoods with fewer resources may have less opportunity to influence the
development of self-efficacy among youths due to increased stress or constraints on their
free time to act as positive role models and monitor behavior. Research shows that
economic poverty hinders the creation of informal social control and social cohesion; the
two constructs that comprise collective efficacy (Brody, Ge, Conger, Gibbons, Murry,
Gerrard, and Simons, 2001; Brooks-Gunn, Duncan, Klebanov, and Sealand, 1993,
Gephart, 1997; Gorman-Smith et al., 2000; Kirk, 2008, 2009; Sampson, 1992; Sampson
and Groves, 1989; Sampson et al., 2002; Shaw and McKay, 1942; Wikstrom and Loeber,
2000; Wilson, 1987). Neighborhoods low in informal social controls and social cohesion
are also less effective in controlling crime and, because of fewer resources, are less able

to supervise youths.
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Ethnic Heterogeneity

Ethnic heterogeneity, a mix of people of various races and/or ethnicities, is
another neighborhood contextual variable that may influence self-efficacy, inhibit the
creation of informal social control and social cohesion, and can contribute to crime. One
of the ways that self-efficacy is formed is through the observation of vicarious
experiences of persons who are like oneself. Youth living in ethnically heterogeneous
neighborhoods may be less likely to assimilate and identify with adults in the community.
Thus, ethnic heterogeneity may act as a barrier to the development of self-efficacy. Itis
believed that ethnic heterogeneity in a community leads to weaker and/or fewer informal
social controls and social cohesion and this lack of collective efficacy can lead to
increases in crime (Browning and Cagney, 2003; Bursik and Grasmick, 1993; Gorman-
Smith, Tolan, and Henry, 2000; Kirk, 2008, 2009; Sampson, 1992; Sampson and Groves,
1989; Sampson and Morenoff, 1997; Shaw and McKay, 1942; Wikstrom and Loeber,

2000; Wilson, 1991).

Family Disruption

Family disruption (e.g., separation/divorce) may influence the development of
self-efficacy and collective efficacy, and involvement in crime. Like the other
neighborhood context variables, the relationship between family disruption and self-
efficacy is not evident. As with the other measures, it is anticipated that higher levels of
family disruption would result in fewer positive role models to assist in the development
of youths’ self-efficacy. Family disruption negatively influences the development of the

collective efficacy constructs informal social control and social cohesion (Sampson,

30



1992; Sampson and Groves, 1989; Sampson and Morenoff, 1997; Shaw and McKay,
1942; Wikstrom and Loeber, 2000; Wilson, 1987). Higher levels of family disruption
may make it less likely that informal social control and social cohesion will develop due
to fewer adults residing in the neighborhood to form social networks, supervise youths,
and enforce social norms. Family disruption can also lead to less available time by adults
to engage in these activities. As with the other neighborhood context variables examined,
family disruption can lead to low levels of informal social control and social cohesion

which may contribute to increases in delinquency.

Summary of Neighborhood Context Measures

It is anticipated that these neighborhood context constructs will influence self-
efficacy and they are known to influence collective efficacy and crime. Neighborhoods
with high levels of residential mobility, ethnic heterogeneity, and family disruption, and
lower socioeconomic status may have fewer positive social role models, lower levels of
monitoring, and be less likely to provide supportive environments which are believed to
influence the development of self-efficacy. These neighborhood characteristics also
impede the development of collective efficacy and are related to increased crime. In this
study, these neighborhood context constructs are examined as control variables that may

influence the relationships between self-efficacy, collective efficacy, and crime.

Family Context

Families provide an important context for human development (e.g., see

Bronfenbrenner, 1986a; Cook et al., 2002; Duncan and Aber, 1997; Furstenberg et al.,
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1999; Klebanov et al., 1997; Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn, 2000; Loeber and Stouthamer-
Loeber, 1986; Sampson, 1992). According to Bronfenbrenner (1979), the family (like the
neighborhood) is one of the microsystems in which individuals live and have their most
direct interactions with other persons who can influence their actions and behaviors.
Further, Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn (2000) indicate that family context has a stronger
influence on child outcomes than neighborhood context.

Individuals are born without a sense of self and early interactions with family and
caregivers provide the basis for the development of a sense of self (Bandura, 1997,
Hoeltje et al., 1996). As the primary agents of socialization and monitoring, the family
plays a key role in the development of a youth’s self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997; Elliott et
al., 2006; Schunk and Meece, 2006). Two ways that individuals form their perceptions of
self-efficacy are social persuasion and vicarious experiences (Bandura, 1995). These
monitoring and socialization efforts assist children in forming self-efficacy beliefs about
their abilities.

Families are also embedded in the larger community (Sampson, 1992), contribute
to the resources that are available (such as collective efficacy), and “act as advocates or
brokers for their children’s receipt of [these] community resources” (Leventhal and
Brooks-Gunn, 2000: 322). Neighborhoods with higher levels of collective efficacy are
more likely to have prosocial resources for use by youths and their families. In
neighborhoods where resources are low, family context can act as a protective factor
(Elliott et al., 2006; Furstenberg et al., 1999).

Measures of family context are important predictors of crime and delinquency

(see Farrington, 1993: 22) and are indicators of informal social control and socialization.
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In a meta-analysis, Loeber and Stouthamer-Loeber (1986) examined several family
factors to determine which ones were predictive of and associated with juvenile
delinquency. They found that the best predictors were socialization variables such as a
lack of parental supervision and parent involvement with the child. Living in a single
parent home was also predictive of delinquency, but not as strongly.

Based on the literature and available PHDCN data, the following family context
constructs are examined in the analyses: immigrant status, socioeconomic status, family
disruption, family size, and parental monitoring. An explanation of these constructs
follows, and how they are measured in the current study is described in Chapter 3.
Appendix A presents a correlation matrix of self-efficacy and the family context

variables.

Immigrant Status

It is not clear how family immigrant status may affect a youth’s development of
self-efficacy. However, as found in work by Sampson and Laub (1993), youths of
immigrant families (i.e., youths who are children of a first generation immigrant) may
spend less time under greater supervision of their parents. A decrease in monitoring may
negatively influence the development of self-efficacy. Additionally, it could be that due
to differences in cultural norms and values, youths of immigrant parents have less
interaction with community members, who may otherwise provide an added layer of
social support and opportunities for social persuasion and vicarious experiences, which
may result in lower self-efficacy (see Dalgard, Thapa, Hauff, McCubbin, and Syed,

2006).
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Community-level studies have shown that neighborhoods with higher levels of
immigrants have lower levels of informal social control and collective efficacy and
increased levels of violence (Silver and Miller, 2004; see also Shaw and McKay, 1942).
At the individual level, immigrant status does not appear to be a risk factor for crime.
Youths in first or second generation immigrant families are less likely to be arrested than
other youths (Kirk, 2008) and youths from any immigrant family (especially those living
in the United States 6 years or less) are less likely than native youths to report lifetime
use of alcohol and marijuana (Blake, Ledsky, Goodenow, and O’Donnell, 2001).
Similarly, Sampson and Laub (1993) indicate that parents’ immigrant status (i.e., one or
both parents born outside of the United States) does not have a direct effect on youths’

involvement in official delinquency.

Socioeconomic Status

Socioeconomic status (SES) is another measure of family context that can
influence self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997), collective efficacy (Sampson et al., 1997), and
crime (Burton and Jarrett, 2000; Duncan, Brooks-Gunn, and Klevanov, 1994; Elliott et
al., 2006; Kirk, 2008). Results from Elliott et al.’s (2006) study indicate that individuals
living in families with a higher SES are more likely to have increased levels of personal
competence (a composite measure that includes self-efficacy). It is not known from
Elliott and colleagues’ work if SES directly affects self-efficacy since self-efficacy is
confounded with other indicators of personal competence. However, Bandura (1997)
suggests that family SES has an indirect effect on self-efficacy due to fewer resources

being available to provide youths with cognitive stimulation. In this study, it is expected
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that perceptions of self-efficacy may be lower among youths living in families with a
lower SES due to fewer resources and opportunities for monitoring behavior. Low SES
families may have less time to monitor children’s behavior because they are often
working one or more jobs or experience economic stressors. Families with more
resources (e.g., financial, education) have more to invest in their children and those who
can afford to, may choose to live in neighborhoods that have higher levels of collective
efficacy, less crime, and more prosocial role models.

Similar to neighborhood SES, family SES may contribute to the level of
collective efficacy in a neighborhood. Low SES families may have less time and
resources to expend in the community which may affect levels of collective efficacy in
their neighborhood. Similarly, families with a higher SES may positively contribute to
the formation of collective efficacy because they have more resources and time to
supervise youths.

In addition to influencing efficacy, family SES is negatively related to antisocial
behaviors such as delinquency, arrest, and conduct disorder (Farrington, 1993; Kirk,
2008; Loeber et al., 1995; but see Elliott et al., 2006). Individuals from lower SES
families are more likely than youths from higher SES families to engage in crime. It is

expected that this finding will be replicated in this study.

Family Disruption
Family disruption (e.g., single-parent household, divorce) is another important
measure of family context (Kupersmidt, Griesler, DeRosier, Patterson, and Davis, 1995;

McLeod, Kruttschnitt, and Dornfeld, 1994; Wells and Rankin, 1991; Wikstrém and
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Loeber, 2000; Sampson, 1987). The influence of family disruption on delinquency is not
necessarily due to the consequences and stressors associated with being a single-parent
such as poorer home quality (e.g., enjoyment, conflict) (see Van Voorhis, Cullen,
Mathers, and Garner, 1988). Two-parent families are more likely than single-parent
families to have more time to monitor their children’s behavior and act as a positive role
model because they can share parenting and other household duties. It is expected that
youths living in a two-parent household will be subject to increased amounts of
monitoring and that this increase in monitoring, and opportunity for social persuasion and
vicarious experiences, will result in higher levels of self-efficacy and lower levels of
crime.

Family disruption leads not only to fewer adults available to adequately monitor
youths and aid in the development of self-efficacy in one’s own family, but as discussed
earlier, also limits the number of adults to enforce social norms in the community (see
Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990; Sampson and Laub, 1993). Family disruption may also
influence the development of collective efficacy in a neighborhood. Family disruption
may increase the demands and stressors on those who remain in the community, which
may inhibit the development of informal social controls and social cohesion.

Research indicates that family disruption is a predictor of arrest (Kirk, 2008) and
delinquency (Juby and Farrington, 2001; Mack, Leiber, Featherstone, and Monserud,
2007; Matherne and Thomas, 2001; Sampson and Groves, 1989; Smith and Jarjoura,
1988; Wells and Rankin, 1991). A meta-analysis of 50 studies shows that juveniles from
disrupted families are 10 to 15 percent more likely to become involved in delinquent

behavior than youths living in two-parent households (Wells and Rankin, 1991). Further,
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this review suggests that the effects of a broken home are stronger for minor status
offenses such as running away (weighted average effect size = 0.117) than serious crimes
such as violence (weighted average effect size = 0.042), theft (weighted average effect

size = 0.042), or marijuana/drug use (weighted average effect size = 0.088).

Family Size

Family size is another family context variable explored in this study. The effect
of family size on self-efficacy is not known. It is anticipated that a larger family provides
more opportunities for monitoring and socialization for both the development of self-
efficacy and prevention of crime.'? The presence of more people in the home could also
lead to more opportunities for social persuasion and vicarious experiences, which are two
ways in which self-efficacy is formed. It is also possible that family size will influence
self-efficacy through other family context factors, such as monitoring (see Sampson and
Laub, 1993). Akin to monitoring, Bandura (1997) suggests that parents of only children
have more time to spend with their child to provide experiences in which they can
develop self-efficacy.

Family size may also influence collective efficacy at the neighborhood level.
More persons residing in a household could contribute to an increase in collective
efficacy through the availability of additional agents of informal social control and
enforcers of social norms. Neighborhoods with fewer persons may have lower levels of

collective efficacy.

12 This may depend on the quality of the relationships between the child and persons residing in the home.
Family size could be a predictor of increased delinquency. The current study is an exploratory analysis to
determine if family size has an effect on self-efficacy and will not investigate the quality of family context.
If there is a relationship, future research may seek to unravel why this might be the case.
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Family size is associated with delinquency though the literature regarding its
influence is mixed. A larger number of people living in the household could lead to an
increase (Farrington, 1992; Sampson and Laub, 1993; West and Farrington, 1973) or
have no effect (Kirk, 2008) on measures of criminal behavior (e.g., arrest, self-report).
However, it is anticipated that in this study a larger family size will provide more

monitoring of behavior and, thus, a reduction in crime.

Parental Monitoring

Families are essential for the development of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997; see
also Elliott et al., 2006) and families with higher levels of parental supervision and
monitoring provide a prosocial environment where youths can develop a positive sense of
self. According to Bandura (1997), an increase in monitoring, and opportunity for social
persuasion and vicarious experiences, provides increased opportunities for the
development of self-efficacy.

Parental monitoring may also influence collective efficacy. Monitoring is thought
to be a key component of collective efficacy (Kirk, 2008, 2009; Sampson et al., 2002)
because adults in neighborhoods high in collective efficacy monitor not only their own
children, but all youths. Increases in parental monitoring of one’s own child(ren) may
spill over to the community and increase informal social control and social cohesion at
the neighborhood level.

Poor parental monitoring is one of the most robust correlates of delinquency
(Farrington, 1993; Loeber and Stouthamer-Loeber, 1986; Gorman-Smith, Tolan, Zelli,

and Huesmann, 1996; Sampson, 1992). Lack of parental monitoring or supervision may
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provide increased opportunities for youths to engage in crime (see Sampson and Laub,
1993), whereas families with higher levels of monitoring and supervision should provide

fewer chances.

Summary of Family Context Measures

It is anticipated that these family constructs will influence the development of
self-efficacy, collective efficacy, and crime. The influence of immigrant status on self-
efficacy and crime is unknown. However, increases in socioeconomic status, family size,
and parental monitoring should aid the development of self-efficacy, while family
disruption may weaken it. Family context may also influence collective efficacy. Itis
expected that increases in socioeconomic status, family size, and parental monitoring
would be positively related to collective efficacy, while immigrant status and family
disruption may impede its development. In this study, the family context constructs are
examined as control variables that may influence the relationships between self-efficacy,
collective efficacy, and crime. Scholars have demonstrated that these family context
constructs are associated with criminal behavior and it is expected that similar results will

be found in the analyses.

Individual-Level Control Variables

Individual characteristics are also important in explanations of crime and the
development of self-efficacy. The use of only contextual variables in an analysis can
lead to misinterpretation of results and attribution of outcomes to contextual

characteristics, when results may actually be a result of individual factors. Also,
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contextual factors may operate differently for various types of individuals. Therefore,
youths’ age/cohort, sex, and race/ethnicity will be included in the analyses as control
variables. Appendix B presents a correlation matrix to demonstrate the relationship

between self-efficacy and the individual-level control variables.

Age/Cohort

Age was explored as a possible control variable not only because it is a known
correlate of crime (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990; Hirschi and Gottfredson, 1983), but
furthermore, self-efficacy is age-graded (Bandura, 1992). Self-efficacy perceptions can
be enhanced or diluted by experiences individuals have over time (Bandura, 1992) and
has been found to increase with age (Elliott et al., 2006; Umberson, 1993). Despite any
variations that may occur in self-efficacy perceptions over time, Bandura (2002: 282)
indicates that “although the relative weights of the different enabling supportive
influences change with age, perceived self-efficacy retains its mediating predictive value
throughout the age span.” Individual-level factors may also interact and influence self-
efficacy. Elliott et al. (2006) found that compared to Whites, personal competence
among minorities (i.e., Hispanics and African Americans) decreased as youths aged.

Related to age is an individual’s cohort assignment. The PHDCN uses a multi-
cohort accelerated longitudinal research design with youths who have overlapping ages in
the various cohorts (Tonry, Ohlin, and Farrington, 1991). In her examination of the
National Youth Study, another multi-cohort accelerated longitudinal research study,
Lauritsen (1998: 144) suggests that “if estimates of crime involvement...are not

significantly different from one another in each of the cohort comparisons, then it is
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logical to infer that a single development trajectory describes involvement in crime” for
the entire age range. To test whether it is necessary to control for cohort in the analyses,
analysis of variance (ANOVA) is used to determine whether there are cohort differences
in the dependent variables and self-efficacy. For the three cohorts in the current study,
the means of involvement in violence, drug dealing, and trouble with police, and self-
efficacy are not equal (p < 0.000) (data not shown). In other words, there are cohort
differences with respect to these variables. To control for these differences, cohort will
be added to the models that include individual-level factors to account for potential
differences in outcomes.

Because age and cohort are highly correlated (0.971), only cohort will be used as
a control variable. Controlling for cohort will allow for the influence of neighborhoods
and families to be investigated at varying age stages. As children age they spend less
time with their families and the influence that neighborhoods have on actions and
behavior may be age-graded. Elliott et al. (2006: 4) state that “neighborhood research has
shown that ... neighborhood properties...have different effects on different age groups.”
Duncan and Raudenbush (2001) also postulate that older children typically spend more
time away from home which results in differential exposure to neighborhood contextual
influences. While neighborhood effects do not appear to be substantial until ages 16-18,
little is known about neighborhood effects during early adolescence, late adolescence,

and into early adulthood (Elliott et al., 2006).
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Sex

It is well documented that males are more likely than females to be delinquent
(Heimer, 2000; Nagin and Paternoster, 1991; Smith and Visher, 1980; Steffensmeier and
Allan, 1996; but see Steffensmeier, Schwartz, Zhong, and Ackerman, 2005).
Additionally, the literature notes possible differences in self-efficacy levels among males
and females (see Bandura, 1997; Britner and Parjares, 2006; Eccles, Wigfield, Harold,
and Blumenfeld, 1993; Gecas, 1989; Umberson, 1993) though the research is
inconclusive. Bandura et al. (2003) found that females were more likely than males to
combat peer pressure, have a strong sense of self-efficacy, and less likely to engage in
delinquency. Umberson (1993) found that females have less self-efficacy than males,
and Baron (2007) indicates that while homeless males and females experience similar
levels of strain, females are more likely to have lower levels of self-efficacy. Elliott et al.
(2006), however, failed to find significant or consistent gender effects on the prosocial
and personal competence measures used in their study. Baron (2007) examined the
relationships between self-efficacy, sex and crime, but self-efficacy was not significantly

related to property or violent crime for males or females.

Race/Ethnicity

Like age and sex, race/ethnicity is another variable that is often used in
criminological research because the extant literature indicates a differential involvement
in crime (or crime type) by various groups. Research shows that compared to other
races/ethnicities, African Americans are disproportionately involved in the criminal

justice system (see Sampson and Wilson, 1995; Wilson and Herrnstein, 1985).
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There is no clear consensus among studies on the relationship between self-
efficacy and race. Some scholars indicate lower levels of self-efficacy among African
Americans (Umberson, 1993) and Hispanics (Elliott et al., 2006) compared to other
racial/ethnic groups. Additionally, Usher and Pajares (2006) showed that social
persuasion was more salient to the development of self-efficacy among African
Americans than Whites. Other scholars, however, have failed to find a relationship
between racial identity and self-efficacy in school (Williams and Leonard, 1988;
Witherspoon, Speight, and Thomas, 1997).

Research on the relationships between race/ethnicity, self-efficacy, and crime is
sparse. Agnew and White (1992) did not control for race/ethnicity because their sample
was primarily (90%) White (see also Hoffman and Cerbone, 1999; Hoffman and Miller,
1998). Ludwig and Pittman (1999) did find a significant negative relationship between
self-efficacy and delinquency for both African Americans and Whites, but the
relationship was stronger for African Americans. However, Jang and Johnson (2003)
examined a sample of African Americans and failed to find a significant relationship

between self-efficacy and deviance and drug use.

Summary of Individual-Level Measures

These individual-level constructs (age/cohort, sex, and race/ethnicity) are
anticipated to influence self-efficacy and involvement in crime. Older youths should
have increased levels of self-efficacy and those with higher levels of self-efficacy should

be less likely to engage in crime. Given the extant literature, it is not clear how sex and
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race/ethnicity will affect self-efficacy, but it is expected that females and Whites will be

less involved in crime than males and minorities.

Research Questions
The primary goals of this dissertation are to examine the independent influence of

self-efficacy and collective efficacy on youths’ involvement in violence, drug dealing,
and trouble with police. Also, this research examines whether collective efficacy
moderates the relationships between self-efficacy and violence, drug dealing, and trouble
with police. Further, contextual and individual-level control variables are examined. The
following research questions are based on the review of the literature and serve as a guide
for exploring the relationships between self-efficacy, collective efficacy, and crime.

1. Does self-efficacy influence self-reported involvement in crime?

2. Does collective efficacy influence self-reported involvement in crime?

3. Does collective efficacy moderate the relationship between self-efficacy and

crime?
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Chapter 3: Data and Methods

The current investigation uses data from the Project on Human Development in
Chicago Neighborhoods (PHDCN) to examine the influence of self-efficacy and
collective efficacy on youths’ involvement in violence, drug dealing, and trouble with
police and the potential moderating effect of collective efficacy on the relationship
between self-efficacy and these behaviors. In this chapter, the PHDCN studies and data
are described. Next, the measures used to test the research questions are outlined.
Bivariate analyses are then presented to demonstrate the relationship between the
outcomes and the family context and individual-level control variables. Finally, the

analytical approach employed in this study is discussed.

PHDCN Studies and Data

Using an interdisciplinary approach, the PHDCN sought to examine causal
pathways of involvement in prosocial and antisocial behaviors and the influence of
neighborhood context on these behaviors. To accomplish this goal, the PHDCN
integrated neighborhood level surveys and observations with multiple individual-level
surveys of youths and their primary caregivers.

As a result, the PHDCN contains four separate but complimentary studies. The
four PHDCN studies are the Community Survey (CS), Systematic Social Observations
(SSO), Longitudinal Cohort Study (LCS), and Infant Assessment Unit (IAU). The SSO
and IAU studies are not used in the current research and will not be discussed. The CS

and LCS are used in this research and are described below.
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Community Survey (CS)

In 1994-1995, a cross-sectional Community Survey (CS) was conducted to
ascertain perceptions of residents living in Chicago.™® The CS consisted of 8,782
household interviews of adult residents (18 and older) living in Chicago. Participants
were identified by sampling residents living in Chicago’s 847 census tracts. The census
tracts were collapsed into 343 Chicago neighborhoods clusters (NC) and each NC
contained about 2.3 census tracts and approximately 8,000 residents. The NCs were
designed to be “ecologically meaningful” and were constructed using geographically
relevant boundaries and first-hand knowledge about the neighborhoods (see Sampson et
al., 2002).

The NCs were also representative of Chicago’s racial/ethnic and social class
diversity. Each NC was stratified on seven racial/ethnic categories and three social
classes (Sampson et al., 1997). After the NCs were constructed, a three stage sampling
technique was employed. City blocks were first sampled within each NC. Second,
residential dwelling units were sampled within each block. Finally, one adult (18 years
of age or older) was selected from each of the sampled dwellings. Approximately 25
residents from each NC were interviewed for the CS.

Using a distinct sample from the other PHDCN studies, the CS serves as an
independent measure of community context. For this dissertation research, the CS
provides individual-level data on collective efficacy and neighborhood context (i.e.,

residential mobility, socioeconomic status, family disruption) which are aggregated to the

3 A second community survey was conducted in 2000. These data have not been made publicly available
for analyses.
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NC level.** Typically, scholars conducting research using the PHDCN datasets obtain
some neighborhood context measures (e.g., percentage of immigrants) from United States
census data. Due to the data limitations of the restricted data user’s agreement with the
Inter-University Consortium for Political and Social Research (ICPSR), some data (e.qg.,
census data) are private to prevent respondent identification, are not available for use by
the public or those who have a restricted data user’s agreement with ICPSR, and are not
used in this dissertation. Therefore, proxy measures that closely approximate the census
variables are used. All measures used in the study are discussed below under the heading

“Measures.”

Longitudinal Cohort Study (LCS)

The Longitudinal Cohort Study (LCS) is a three wave, multi-cohort, prospective,
accelerated longitudinal study of childhood and adolescent development. The LCS
sampled youths, young adults, and primary caregivers living in Chicago during 1994,
For the LCS, 80 NCs were sampled from the 343 NCs identified for the CS. As with the
CS, the 80 NCs selected for the LCS were stratified on racial/ethnic and socioeconomic

status (Table 1).

1 Ethnic heterogeneity is not available in the CS data set. It is obtained from the Wave 1 LCS data.
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Table 1. Racial/Ethnic and Socioeconomic Status Stratification of 80 LCS
Neighborhood Clusters

Racial/Ethnic Stratum Socioeconomic Status
Low Medium High Total
>70% African American 9 4 4 17
>70% White 0 4 8 12
>70% Hispanic 4 4 0 8
>20% Hispanic and >20% White 4 5 4 13
>20% Hispanic and >20% African American 4 4 0 8
>20% African American and >20% White 2 4 4 10
Other 4 5 3 12
Total 27 30 23 80

Using a stratified random probability sample, households in Chicago were
selected for the LCS in 1994, and 8,347 participants (youths and their primary caregiver)
were deemed eligible for the study. Youth participants were allocated to one of seven
cohorts and they, and/or their primary caregiver, were interviewed during three waves of
data collection. The seven cohorts were labeled according to the respondents’ youngest
ages at the beginning of the study (Wave 1) which were 0, 3, 6, 9, 12, 15, and 18. Wave
1 data were collected during 1994-1997 and had 6,228 respondents (a 75 percent
response rate). During 1997-2000, Wave 2 data were collected from those who
participated in the study during Wave 1 and had not died™ and had 5,338 respondents (an
86 percent response rate). During 2000-2002, Wave 3 data were collected from those
who participated in the study during Wave 1 or Wave 2 and had not died (N = 6,203),
and had 4,850 respondents (a 78 percent response rate).

Letters were mailed informing the study participants that PHDCN research staff
would be contacting them to schedule an interview. Data collected at prior Waves were

used for tracking purposes. Interviews were conducted in English, Spanish, and Polish,

15 A total of 25 study participants died during the overall study data collection period. Sixteen died
between Wave 1 and Wave 2, and 9 died between Wave 2 and Wave 3.
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depending on the respondent’s language needs and preferences. Participants speaking
other languages were administered abbreviated questionnaires. At each Wave,
respondents were paid between $5 and $20 for each interview. Other incentives included
free tickets to local attractions and prize drawings of $1,000 for participants who kept
their original scheduled interview.

Interviews were conducted in-person when possible. Alternatively, participants
were interviewed by telephone. As with all longitudinal studies, participants often move
between data collection periods. Participants residing outside of the nine counties
comprising the Chicago metropolitan area were interviewed using an abbreviated
telephone interview. There were 221 telephone interviews during Wave 2 (about 4
percent of the sample). Participants who were in jail or prison (Cook County jail or other
state institution) were interviewed in person if they were detained in the nine county
metropolitan area of Chicago. Individuals and primary caregivers detained outside of this
area were interviewed by telephone. During Wave 2, four primary caregivers and two
young adults were interviewed in jail.'® Children in foster care could not be interviewed.
Depending on their circumstances at a particular follow-up Wave, some children and
primary caregivers may have been interviewed during one Wave but not another.

Individuals in Cohorts 3 through 18 were interviewed personally. In addition to
the individual youth respondents, primary caregivers were interviewed for most cohorts.*’

Youth participants who were living away from home (emancipated minors) or were

1% Wave 3 data are not used in this research and therefore the number of participants who moved between
Wave 2 and Wave 3 is not addressed here.

17 Primary caregivers were not interviewed for Cohort 18 because many were legally adults. The mean age
for these youths at Wave 1 was 18.14.
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married before the age of 18 were administered any surveys that would have been asked
of their primary caregivers, resulting in proxy interviews.

In addition to CS data, the current study uses LCS data from three cohorts (9, 12,
and 15) collected during Wave 1 and Wave 2 and provides individual-level information
on youths and their primary caregivers (i.e., self-reported offending, self-efficacy, family
context, and individual-level control variables) and ethnic heterogeneity. These three
cohorts were chosen because they were administered the self-efficacy instrument at Wave
2; the other cohorts were not asked these questions. The self-efficacy instrument was
also administered to Cohorts 9 and 12 at Wave 3, but Wave 2 data were selected for this
study because prospective studies are subject to selective attrition (Scott and Alwin,
1998) and one less cohort was administered the survey at Wave 3. By using self-efficacy
data collected at Wave 2 rather than Wave 3, there are 763 additional cases available for
study inclusion. The total number of youths in Cohorts 9, 12, and 15 interviewed at
Wave 2 was 2,345 and the number of youths administered the self-efficacy instrument at
Wave 2 was 1,914. Table 2 displays the data sources, years of data availability, and the

variables by construct.
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Table 2. Data Source, Year of Data Availability, and Constructs (Variables)

Data Source Years Construct (Variables)
Community Survey (CS) 1994-1995  Collective Efficacy:
Informal Social Control
Interviews with 8,782 adult residents living Social Cohesion

in 343 Chicago neighborhood clusters
Neighborhood Context:
Residential Mobility
Socioeconomic Status
Family Disruption

Longitudinal Cohort Study (LCS) - Wave 1 1994-1997  Neighborhood Context:
Ethnic Heterogeneity

Interviews with 6,228 youths and primary

caregivers living in 80 Chicago Family Context:
neighborhood clusters Immigrant Status
Socioeconomic Status
Subset included in current study: Family Disruption
Cohort 9 Family Size
Cohort 12 Parental Monitoring
Cohort 15
Longitudinal Cohort Study (LCS) - Wave 2 1997-1999  Self-Efficacy:
School
Interviews with 5,338 youths and primary Parents
caregivers living in 80 Chicago Life
neighborhood clusters Neighborhood
Subset included in current study: Self-Reported Crime:
Cohort 9 Violence
Cohort 12 Drug Dealing
Cohort 15 Trouble with Police
Individual-Level Controls:
Age/Cohort
Sex

Race/Ethnicity

Appropriateness of the PHDCN Data

The PHDCN data are appropriate for answering the questions addressed in this
research for several reasons. First, Chicago is a large city that has significant population

heterogeneity. Chicago has diversity among racial and ethnic groups, as well as social
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classes, and the sampling procedures were stratified using these demographic variables.
This diversity will allow the findings to be generalized to various ethnic/racial groups and
social classes. Second, the PHDCN data set has a wide range of variables that are
applicable to the study’s research questions; including self-reported offending, self-
efficacy and collective efficacy, neighborhood context, and family context. Finally,
because the PHDCN contains data on individuals who are nested in neighborhood
clusters, investigations can be made into the differences between and within

neighborhoods.

Data Reduction

Since the analyses examine the influence of self-efficacy and collective efficacy
on crime and the moderating effect of collective efficacy on the relationship between
self-efficacy and crime, it is necessary to limit the analytic file to subjects who have data
for these measures. The two data files (CS and LCS) for the three cohorts of interest
were merged to determine the completeness of the data for the key variables of interest.
Data on collective efficacy are available for all individuals. Of the 1,914 individuals
administered the self-efficacy instrument, 1,850 have complete data. For the outcome
variables, 1,850 have data on the 12 violent acts, 1,880 have data on the 3 drug dealing
measures, and 1,907 have data on trouble with police. The final data set was compiled
using listwise deletion.’® The 578 individuals who were deleted from the data set do not
differ significantly from the retained individuals with regard to sex (t =-0.117, d.f. =

2,340, p > 0.05), race/ethnicity (t = -1.30, d.f. = 2,013, p > 0.05), or neighborhood

'8 Individuals were not removed from the data set if they did not have data on the neighborhood context,
family context, and/or individual-level control variables. Data reduction for these variables is handled
during analyses that involve these variables.
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collective efficacy (t =-1.95, d.f. = 2,343, p > 0.05). The final sample size, by cohort and
sex, is depicted in Table 3.

Table 3. Sample Size by Cohort and Sex

Cohort
Sex 9 12 15 Total
Female 276 327 274 877
Male 333 314 243 890
Total 609 641 517 1,767

Individuals with missing data in Cohorts 9 and 15 are not statistically significantly
different from individuals in their respective cohorts who have complete data (Cohort 9: t
=1.58, d.f. = 2,340, p > 0.05; Cohort 15: t = 0.69, d.f. = 2,340, p > 0.05). However,
individuals in Cohort 12 with missing data are different from those in Cohort 12 who
have complete data (t = -2.25, d.f. = 2,340, p < 0.05). The significant differences
between those with and without missing data in Cohort 12 may affect the parameter

estimates and bias the results.

Measures

The measures from the PHDCN data that are used to investigate the research
questions addressed in this study are described in this section and univariate analyses are
employed. The dependent variable of interest is self-reported offending, defined as
violence, drug dealing, and trouble with police. Self-efficacy and collective efficacy are
independent variables. The control variables are neighborhood context (residential
mobility, socioeconomic status, ethnic heterogeneity, and family disruption), family

context (immigrant status, socioeconomic status, family disruption, family size, and
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parental monitoring), and individual-level demographics (age/cohort, sex, and

race/ethnicity).

Dependent Variables

Self-Reported Offending

In this study, the dependent variables are three measures of self-reported
offending: violence, drug dealing, and trouble with police. Self-report data has been
shown to be a valid and reliable method for quantifying delinquency (see Hindelang,
Hirschi, and Weis, 1979, 1981; Thornberry and Krohn, 2000). It also overcomes arrest
and reporting biases and probability of detection issues inherent in official data sources
(Mosher, Miethe, and Phillips, 2002).

The “Self-Report of Offending” survey administered during Wave 2 to youths in
Cohorts 9, 12, and 15 provide data on involvement in crime. In this dissertation research
self-reported crime is operationalized as involvement in violence in the past 12 months,
drug dealing in the past 12 months, and/or being in trouble with police since the Wave 1
interview. The inclusion of a variety of criminal behaviors is supported by the extant
literature that indicates a lack of specialization among individuals engaged in crime
(Farrington, 1986, 1995, 2003; Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990, 2003; Hirschi and
Gottfredson, 2001; Junger and Dekovic, 2003; Miethe, Olson, and Mitchell, 2006;
Piquero, Paternoster, Mazerolle, Brame, and Dean, 1999; Wolfgang, Thornberry, and

Figlio, 1987), particularly youths (Piquero et al., 1999).
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Sharkey’s (2006) 12-item violence scale is used for quantifying past year
involvement in violent behavior.’® The survey items were recorded as binary variables (0
= no/1 = yes), combined into a variety scale (Hindelang et al., 1981), and are displayed in
Table 4. The scale has high reliability (0.71) and its use will allow for direct comparisons
between the two studies. The violence scale captures the total number of violent offenses
committed in the past year by youths. The potential range is 0 to 12, although the actual

responses range from 0 to 9 (Figure 3).%°

Table 4. Item Wording and Descriptive Statistics for Self-Reported
Violence (Past 12 Months) Scale

Item Wording N Percent St. Dev.
Carried hidden weapon 1,767 6.2 0.241
Purposively damaged property 1,767 8.0 0.272
Set fire 1,767 0.3 0.057
Snatched purse 1,767 0.4 0.062
Hit someone not live with 1,767 18.6 0.389
Attack someone with weapon 1,767 2.6 0.159
Thrown objects at people 1,767 9.8 0.298
Chased someone to scare 1,767 9.7 0.295
Shot someone 1,767 0.3 0.051
Shot at someone 1,767 0.7 0.084
Been in gang fight 1,767 3.6 0.187
Threaten to hurt someone 1,767 4.8 0.214

Scale reliability coefficient:  0.711

19 Sharkey’s scale includes two items (purposively damaged property and snatched purse) that are not
typically considered violent offenses, and does not include two items that are violent offenses (robbery and
sexual assault). The removal of purposively damaged property and snhatched purse reduce the scale
reliability to 0.03, and the inclusion of robbery and sexual assault reduce the scale reliability to 0.04.

% No one engaged in all 12 violent acts in the past 12 months.
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Figure 3. Number of Violent Acts Committed in Past 12 Months

Individuals were also asked about their involvement in drug dealing during the
past 12 months. Youths were asked whether they sold marijuana, crack/cocaine, and/or
heroin (Table 5). The range of responses was 0-3, with zero indicating no involvement in
drug dealing, 1 and 2 indicating drug dealing of one or two substances, respectively, and

3 indicating the individual sold all three drugs in the past 12 months (Figure 4).

Table 5. Item Wording and Descriptive Statistics for Self-Reported
Drug Dealing (Past 12 Months) Scale

Item Wording N Percent St. Dev.
Sold marijuana 1,767 3.4 0.178
Sold crack/cocaine 1,767 1.2 0.111
Sold heroin 1,767 0.2 0.041

Scale reliability coefficient: 0.499
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Figure 4. Number of Different Types of Drugs Dealt in Past 12 Months

Frequency scores for the violence and drug dealing scales were not generated for
several reasons. Foremost, alpha coefficients are more reliable for variety scores than
frequency scores (Hindelang et al., 1981). Additionally, variety scores are less skewed
than frequency scores, responses about whether an event occurred are more reliable than
how many times it occurred, and in variety scores equal weight is attributed to each type
of offense instead of more weight being attributed to lesser (and more frequent) behaviors
(Moffitt, Caspi, Rutter, and Silva, 2001).

Also examined is a binary variable (0 = no/1 = yes) indicating whether youths had
been in trouble with the police since the Wave 1 interview. Of the 1,767 youths in the
sample, 13.75% (N = 243) answered yes to the question “Since [Wave 1 interview], have
you had any trouble with the police?”” (Figure 5). This construct has face validity, and is

correlated with the violence scale (0.413) and drug dealing scale (0.248).

57



1500

1000

500
|

Trouble With Police Since Wave 1 Interview (0 = No; 1 = Yes)

Figure 5. Trouble With Police Since Wave 1 Interview
The use of additional self-reported offending behavior (e.g., property crime, traffic
offenses) and trouble with other authorities (e.g., courts, schools) was explored but was
not practical due to low scale reliabilities, response rates, and extensive missing data
problems.

Crime (the dependent variable) is measured at Wave 2 for this research and the
time period covered by the self-reported offending questions is past 12 months for the
violence and drug dealing scales, and since the Wave 1 interview (e.g., 1994-1997) for
determining trouble with police. The key independent variable, self-efficacy (discussed
below) is also measured at Wave 2 and does not reference a particular time period. The
timing of these questions may contribute to temporal ordering concerns, including the
effect of self-efficacy on crime. The relationship between Wave 2 self-efficacy and
Wave 3 self-reported offending is not proposed in this research due to attrition problems
inherent in longitudinal studies. Therefore, chi-square tests are employed to assess the

stability of individuals’ involvement in the outcomes of interest between Wave 2 and
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Wave 3. Responses were dichotomized for the violence and drug dealing scales;** where
0 = no involvement in any of the behaviors and 1 = involvement in one or more of the
behaviors. Chi-square tests (Table 6) for the three outcome variables indicate both

stability and change between Wave 2 and Wave 3.

Table 6. Stability of Self-Reported Offending Between Wave 2 and Wave 3

Y d.f. Phi
Violence Scale 239.697*** 1 0.413***
Drug Dealing Scale 0.068 1 -0.007
Trouble with Police 0.196 1 -0.012

***p < 0.000

The chi-square test indicates a moderate positive relationship between violence at Wave 2
and Wave 3 and a weak negative relationship between drug dealing and trouble with
police at Wave 2 and Wave 3. The correlations between the crime measures at Wave 2
and Wave 3 are positive and support these findings (violence = 0.519; drug dealing =
0.275; trouble with police = 0.261).% The relationship between self-reported
involvement in the crimes of interest at Wave 3 and self-efficacy at Wave 2 is examined

to determine the stability of the effect of self-efficacy on crime, (see Chapter 4).

Independent Variables

Self-Efficacy
Self-efficacy is perhaps best captured by asking individuals how they perceive
their ability to handle different life situations (Bandura, 1995, 1997). Since efficacy is

often conceptualized as being domain specific (Bandura, 1997), there is no one

! Trouble with police is already a binary variable.
22 The bivariate relationships between self-reported involvement in crime at Wave 3 and self-efficacy at
Wave 2 are examined below.
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standardized instrument that can be used to measure self-efficacy. However, there are
scholars who postulate that self-efficacy is not domain specific and maintain that it is a
general concept (see Hoeltje et al., 1996; Jerusalem and Mittag, 1995; Jerusalem and
Schwarzer, 1992; Tipton and Worthington, 1984) and found self-efficacy to be a
unidimensional trait (Scholz et al., 2002; Schwarzer et al., 1997; Schwarzer and Born,
1997). A main tenet of the current study is that self-efficacy is a general latent variable
that may serve to inform choices and perceptions of alternatives to crime. Individuals
with a general sense of prosocial self-efficacy perceive themselves as able to engage in
legitimate behaviors to reach their goals. Following the extant criminological literature
on the relationship between self-efficacy and crime (discussed in Chapter 2) the current
study examines overall perceptions of self-efficacy as a general trait.

The self-efficacy data used in this research were collected from Cohorts 9, 12, and
15 during Wave 2 using the survey instrument titled “Things I Can Do If I Try.” This 30-
item instrument was created by members of the PHDCN scientific group specifically for
the PHDCN and has not been validated. Each efficacy statement was read to respondents
and scored on a Likert-type scale. Each statement offered two perspectives (e.g., “some
kids feel like they can understand math if they work at it,” BUT “other kids feel no matter
how hard they work at it, it is still very hard to learn math”). Respondents were asked to
choose which perspective more closely reflected their beliefs about themselves. The
efficacy measures included positively and negatively worded statements. Regardless of
the direction of the question, in the original data set, the responses were coded as “very
true,” “sort of true,” “sort of untrue,” and “very untrue” with a value of 1 through 4,

respectively. Therefore, the original data set assigned a value of 1 to any response of
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“very true” and a value of 4 for any response of “very untrue” for both negatively and
positively worded statements. This confounded the direction of the responses and, as
necessary, the statements are recoded such that a value of 4 is equal to high self-efficacy
and a value of 1 is equal to low self-efficacy.

The instrument captured five domains of efficacy. These categories are school,
parents (e.g., relationships with adults), life (including expectations for the future),
neighborhood,? and peers (e.g., social life, friends). For example, the statement “can
understand math” falls under the school category, while “cannot make life better”
pertains to the life category. The original index contained 30-items, however, seven of
those items had low response rates (<25%). These seven items (which included all of the
items in the peers domain) were dropped for the current study. The final 23-item index
has high reliability (0.83).

A factor analysis, using principal components factoring, is used to test whether
the remaining 23 self-efficacy items load on one factor (e.g., single domain). A
correlation matrix is produced (Appendix C) and a factor analysis is conducted (see Table
7).2* Factor 1 has an eigenvalue of 4.58 and explains 82% of the variance. The
remaining factors have eigenvalues below 1. A scree plot (Figure 6) reveals that a one
factor model is sufficient. The self-efficacy measure is calculated using postestimation
regression (i.e., summation of the factor loadings) to generate a predicted factor score.
This is a continuous index ranging from -4.891 to 1.342 (mean = -3.93e-10; st. dev. =

0.929) and is slightly right skewed (skew: -0.889).

23 Sharkey labels this street efficacy.
2 A factor analysis was also conducted to force-fit one factor. The factor loadings did not change.
% No rotation method was employed because only 1 component was extracted.
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Table 7. Item Wording, Descriptive Statistics, and Factor Loadings for 4 Efficacy

Domains: School, Parents, Life, and Neighborhood

Item Wording N Mean St.Dev.  Factor
Loading
School
Can understand math (schooll) 1,767 3.183 1.044 0.328
Cannot figure out answers in school (school2) 1,767 3.457  0.848 0.394
Cannot do work expected in school (school3) 1,767 3.552  0.767 0.455
Can understand what they read (school4) 1,767 3.266  0.952 0.449
Cannot do well in school (school5) 1,767 3.617 0.733 0.477
Can finish assignments/homework (school6) 1,767 3551 0.761 0.535
Can make school better for self (school7) 1,767 3.528  0.748 0.596
Parents
Cannot get parents to listen (parentsl) 1,767 3.183 1.044 0.352
Can get parents to do things they like (parents2) 1,767 3.124  0.949 0.501
Can get help from parents (parents3) 1,767 3.533  0.761 0.560
Can talk with parents about bad things (parents4) 1,767 3.062 1.021 0.520
Can be self with parents (parents5) 1,767 3.132  0.989 0.438
Can make things better at home with parents (parents7) 1,767 3.386  0.854 0.584
Life
Have control over own future (lifel) 1,767 2.923 1.066 0.282
Can become successful (life3) 1,767 3.673 0.658 0.549
Can go far in the world (life4) 1,767 3.573 0.748 0.515
Cannot make self happy in future (life6) 1,767 3.600 0.756 0.399
Neighborhood
Can do things safely with friends in neighborhood (hood1) 1,767 3.088  1.001 0.366
Cannot avoid gangs in neighborhood (hood2) 1,767 3.445  0.915 0.409
Cannot avoid being scared on way to school (hood3) 1,767 3.377 0.819 0.380
Feel safe alone in neighborhood (hood4) 1,767 2.889 1.068 0.303
Can be safe within a few blocks of home (hood5) 1,767 3.044 1.048 0.331
Cannot avoid fights in neighborhood (hood6) 1,767 3.101 1.046 0.314

Index reliability coefficient:

0.832
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Number

Figure 6. Scree Plot of Eigenvalues after Factor Analysis

Typically factor loadings 0.70 or larger are used to indicate that two variables
represent one factor (Raubenheimer, 2004). However, the predicted factor score is used
to represent general self-efficacy for this dissertation research despite the low factor
loadings because this research is exploratory, and the eigenvalues and scree plot indicate
that a one factor model is appropriate. It is recognized that the four domains of self-
efficacy may be differentially related to the outcomes tested in this study. Correlation
coefficients (Appendix D) indicate that this may be true and show that the four domains
influence the outcomes either positively, negatively, or both.?

ANOVA is used to determine whether there are differences in self-efficacy
among respondents. There are significant differences in mean self-efficacy between
cohorts (p < 0.05) and racial/ethnic groups (p < 0.000). There is no difference in mean

self-efficacy between males and females (p > 0.05).

% While Sharkey’s (2006) research examined the influence of neighborhood self-efficacy on violence,
additional research would be needed to investigate the influence of neighborhood self-efficacy on drug
dealing and trouble with police and the influence of self-efficacy pertaining to school, parents, and life on
all of the outcome measures.
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Self-efficacy is measured at Wave 2; during the same interview that self-reported
offending is measured. Even though Bandura (2002: 282) indicates that the “predictive
value” of self-efficacy remains stable over time despite changes in influences, temporal
ordering may be an issue in determining causality. This is not only because data
regarding self-efficacy and offending are gathered at the same time point, but because the
questions ask youths about their self-efficacy without asking about a specific time frame
and the questions pertaining to involvement in crime ask about the past 12 months for
violence and drug dealing and the past three to six years for trouble with police. For this
study, self-efficacy as measured at Wave 2 is used because self-efficacy data were not
collected at Wave 1, and because self-efficacy can change over time it is more
meaningful to capture self-efficacy in close proximity to the behavior in question. Self-
reported offending is measured at Wave 2 rather than Wave 3 to lessen attrition issues
inherent in a longitudinal study. Further, collective efficacy, neighborhood context, and
family context are measured between three and six years before Wave 2 and using Wave
3 self-reported offending data would increase this gap to six to nine years.

In order to address the temporal sequencing issue, chi-square tests were employed
to determine if there is stability in self-efficacy within persons between Wave 2 and
Wave 3.2" For this test, self-efficacy at Waves 2 and 3 for 1,004 youths is measured
using additive scales for the 23 self-efficacy items. A higher score indicates higher self-
efficacy. The mean of self-efficacy at Wave 2 is 77.11 (st. dev. = 9.34) and scores ranged
from 47 to 92. The mean of self-efficacy at Wave 3 is 75.93 (st. dev. = 9.65) and scores

ranged from 35 to 92. The chi-square tests (using two different sample groupings)

%" The chi-square tests used self-efficacy data from Cohorts 9 and 12 at Wave 2 and Wave 3; self-efficacy
data are not available for Cohort 15 at Wave 3.
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indicate a moderate association between self-efficacy at Wave 2 and Wave 3 (Table 8);
there is some change and some stability in individual self-efficacy scores across these
Waves. Further, self-efficacy scores, overall, at Wave 2 and Wave 3 are positively
correlated (0.395). Pearlin and colleagues (1981) also found stability in self-efficacy
between data collection waves that were four years apart in a study on the role of self-

efficacy in dealing with stressful situations.

Table 8. Stability of Self-Efficacy Between Wave 2 and Wave 3

Number of groups for comparison Y df  Phi/
Cramer’s V
Two groups 76.706*** 1 0.276***

(Above median; below median)

Three groups 124.776*** 4 0.249***
(25% bottom scores; 50% middle scores;
25% top scores)

*x%p < 0,000

Collective Efficacy

Collective efficacy in youths’ Wave 1 neighborhood is measured using data from
the Community Survey (CS). Following Sampson et al. (1997), collective efficacy is
measured as the combination of two constructs: informal social control and social
cohesion. Informal social control was assessed by asking respondents how likely
(responses ranging from very likely to very unlikely) their neighbors could be counted on
to “intervene” in the following situations: (1) “children were skipping school and hanging
out on a street corner;” (ii) “children were spray-painting graffiti on a local building;”

(i11) “children were showing disrespect to an adult;” (iv) a “fight broke out in front of
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their house;” and (v) “the fire station close to their home was threatened with budget
cuts.”

Social cohesion was assessed by asking respondents how strongly (responses
ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree) they agreed with the following
statements: (i) “people around here are willing to help their neighbors;” (ii) “this is a
close-knit neighborhood;” (iii) “people in this neighborhood can be trusted;” (iv) “people
in this neighborhood generally don’t get along with each other;” and (v) “people in this
neighborhood do not share the same values.”?® Sampson and colleagues (1997) found
that informal social control and social cohesion were highly correlated and combined
them into one construct labeled collective efficacy.

Sampson et al. (1997: 924, footnote 21) constructed the collective efficacy
measure by combining responses to the 5 informal social control and 5 social cohesion
items and creating an average score. They used these data to develop a neighborhood
level measure of collective efficacy for each of the 342 NCs.? Following this logic, the
informal social control and social cohesion variables from the CS were summed and
averaged to develop a collective efficacy measure for each of the 80 NCs represented in
the LCS data (see Table 9).

Table 9. Average Informal Social Control, Social Cohesion, and Collective Efficacy
Measures for 80 Neighborhood Clusters

N Mean St. Dev. Min Max
Informal Social Control 80 3.470 0.341 2.643 4.241
Social Cohesion 80 3.375 0.277 2.752 4171
Collective Efficacy 80 3.423 0.293 2.859 4.182

%8 The last two items were reverse coded before they were added to the original PHDCN data set.
% One of the original 343 NCs was removed because it contained O’Hare airport and resulted in an
insufficient sample (see Morenoff, 2003).
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It is noted that the data on collective efficacy were captured between three and six
years before the Wave 2 self-efficacy and self-reported offending data which were
collected between 1997 and 2000. The measure of collective efficacy is only available
from the 1994-1995 CS. A second community survey was conducted in 2000. However,
the data is not publicly available. While there are pros and cons for using data from an
earlier data collection point, an independent macro level measure of collective efficacy
that is gathered from respondents other than the youths in the study is only available from
the 1994-1995 CS.*°

In the current study, 18% (N = 319) of the sample moved between Wave 1 and
Wave 2, with 88 of the 319 youths moving outside of Chicago. Despite the low
correlation (0.247) between neighborhood collective efficacy at Wave 1 and Wave 2
among those who moved from their Wave 1 neighborhood but remained in Chicago (N =
231), collective efficacy is measured at subjects’ Wave 1 neighborhood for several
reasons. First, by measuring collective efficacy at Wave 1, a temporal ordering between
this construct and the dependent variables (i.e., violence, drug dealing, and trouble with
police) can be investigated (Duncan and Raudenbush, 1999; Wheaton and Clarke, 2003).
This assumes that collective efficacy has a lagged effect on development and behavior
that endures over time. Second, neighborhood and family context constructs are
measured at Wave 1 and a more comprehensive contextual picture can emerge by
examining the influence of all the contextual factors at Wave 1 on the outcomes
measured at Wave 2. Finally, the number of subjects nested in each NC would diminish

if collective efficacy in subjects’ Wave 2 neighborhood was used for this study. In Wave

% primary caregivers and youths in Cohort 18 were asked about their perceptions of collective efficacy
during Wave 3 of the study.
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1, study subjects lived in the 80 original LCS neighborhood clusters, and only 3 of these
NCs contained one youth. In Wave 2, however, study subjects lived in 137 NCs, and 76
NCs contained only one youth. Using Wave 2 collective efficacy data would therefore
greatly reduce statistical power and ability to detect within neighborhood variability.
One concern with this gap between measurements is that there would be
significant changes in levels of collective efficacy during these two time points. While
Bursik (1986, 1988) refuted Shaw and McKay’s (1942) claim that there is significant
stability in neighborhoods, neighborhood changes evolve incrementally and somewhat
slowly over time (see Reiss, 1986). Further, Chicago was partially chosen as the PHDCN
study site because of the stability of its neighborhoods (Inter-university Consortium for
Political and Social Research, Project on Human Development in Chicago
Neighborhoods Website, accessed 2009) and Sampson (2006) notes the stability of

collective efficacy in neighborhoods over time (but see Sampson and Sharkey, 2008).

Contextual Control Variables

The contextual control variables examined in this dissertation research are
neighborhood context and family context. Appendix E displays a correlation matrix for
self-efficacy, collective efficacy, neighborhood context, and family context. Some of the
neighborhood context and family context variables are similar (e.g., neighborhood level
family disruption and individual-level family disruption). However, the CS and LCS
samples are independent and the family context variables are not highly correlated with

the neighborhood context variables and therefore represent distinct concepts.*

%! This may imply a weak relationship between neighborhood context and family context variables.
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Neighborhood Context

For this study, indicators of neighborhood context are residential mobility,
socioeconomic status, ethnic heterogeneity, and family disruption (see Table 10 for
descriptive statistics). Data aggregated by neighborhood clusters (NCs) for these
measures are not available and were therefore created. Residential mobility,
socioeconomic status, and family disruption were estimated for the 80 NCs by collapsing
individual responses to questions from the Community Survey’s individual-level data file
that address the construct of interest and to provide a mean response. Neighborhood

ethnic heterogeneity was drawn from the LCS Wave 1 Master File.

Table 10. Neighborhood Level Context Variable Descriptive Statistics

N Mean St. Dev. Min Max

Residential Mobility 80 1.041 0.525 0.164 2.578
Socioeconomic Status 80 1.950 0.794 1 3
Ethnic Heterogeneity 80 3.762 2.136 1 7
Family Disruption 80 0.173 0.084 0 0.390

Neighborhood level residential mobility was measured by asking CS respondents
how many times they moved in the past 5 years. These data were collapsed and an
average score was created for each NC. The range is 0.164 to 2.578 (mean = 1.041; st.
dev. = 0.525).

Neighborhood level socioeconomic status (SES) was measured using a 3-level
variable developed to stratify NC selection for the CS. The low SES category had 27
NCs (33.75%), the medium SES category had 30 NCs (37.5%), and the high SES

category had 23 NCs (28.75%).
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Ethnic heterogeneity is not available in the CS data due to data limitations of the
restricted user’s agreement with ICPSR® and therefore each NC’s ethnic heterogeneity
was measured using Wave 1 LCS data (see Table 1). NCs were stratified using seven
racial/ethnic categories: > 70% African American (N = 17; 21.25%), > 70% White (N =
12; 15%), > 70% Hispanic (N = 8; 10%), > 20% Hispanic and > 20% White (N = 13;
16.25%), > 20% Hispanic and > 20% African American (N = 8; 10%), > 20% African
American and > 20% White (N = 10; 12.5%), and Other (N = 12; 15%).

Family disruption was measured using CS respondents current marital status.
Responses included single, separated, divorced, married, widowed, and live with partner.
Neighborhood level family disruption was recorded as a binary variable (0 = no/1 = yes)
and was operationalized as average number of CS respondents reporting that they were
separated or divorced. The data were collapsed and averaged to provide a mean score for

each NC (mean = 0.173; st. dev. = 0.084; range 0 to 0.390).

Family Context

Family context was measured as the youths’ primary caregiver’s immigrant
status, socioeconomic status, family disruption, family size, and parental monitoring (see
Table 11 for descriptive statistics). This information is captured at the individual

respondent level and was obtained from the Wave 1 LCS.

%2 This variable is not available for use by those with a restricted data user’s agreement or the general
public.
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Table 11. Family Context Variable Descriptive Statistics

N Mean St. Dev. Min Max
Immigrant Status 1,767 0.406 0.491 0 1
Socioeconomic Status 1,753 -0.108 1.424 -3.157 3.523
Family Disruption 1,744 0.161 0.368 0 1
Family Size 1,725 5.347 2.005 2 14
Parental Monitoring 1,600 21.27 2.531 6 24

Primary caregiver’s immigrant status was calculated by converting the question
“When did you come to live in the U.S.?” to a binary variable. Observations without a
year recorded were coded as 0 and observations with a year were coded as 1.** This
provides a no/yes response for determining whether a youth’s primary caregiver
immigrated to the United States. This recoding does not provide length of time living in
the U.S. which may influence acculturation, country of origin, or whether they
immigrated legally or illegally. Almost 41% of the primary caregivers in the study
sample were immigrants (st. dev = 0.491).

Family socioeconomic status is a composite measure developed by the PHDCN
scientific group and contains primary caregiver’s maximum education level, salary, and
description of most recent job. The average principle components measure of family
socioeconomic status is -0.108.

Family disruption was operationalized as the subject’s primary caregiver’s marital
status being separated or divorced. Other marital status options were single, married,
widowed, and living with partner. Family disruption is a dichotomous variable with 1
indicating separated/divorced (N = 281; 16.11%) and 0 indicating all other categories (N

=1,463; 83.89%).

% The question “When did you come to live in the USA?” was only asked of people answering that they
were born outside of the United States.

71



Family size is measured as number of persons living in the household (excluding
the youth). Interviewers asked the primary caregiver for each household resident’s
relationship to the youth, and allowed for up to 17 possible responses. The family size
variable used in this study was created by recoding the responses as a binary variable (0 =
no response/1 = response) and summing to determine number of persons residing in the
household with the youth. Family size ranged from 2 to 14 (mean = 5.347; st. dev. =
2.005).

Parental monitoring is measured using a validated 24-item scale (Appendix F;
alpha = 0.67) developed by Caldwell and Bradley (1984) (see also Bradley et al., 2000;
Browning, Leventhal, and Brooks-Gunn, 2004). Primary caregivers of the youths were
asked about rules and discipline techniques as well as the youth’s schedule. Responses to
the 24-items were binary (0 = no/yes = 1) and the questions are worded as such that a
“yes” response indicated greater supervision than a “no” response. An additive scale was
created using the responses to this instrument. Scores ranged from 6 to 24 and was left
skewed with the majority of scores indicating higher levels of monitoring (mean = 21.27,

st. dev. = 2.531).

Individual-Level Control Variables

The individual-level control variables used in this study are youth’s age/cohort,
sex, and race/ethnicity (see Table 12 for descriptive statistics). These demographic
variables were taken from the LCS Wave 2 Master File. The study subjects’ ages at
Wave 2 ranged from 9 to 19. Youths in Cohorts 9, 12, and 15 were 9 — 13, 12 — 17, and

15 — 19 years old, respectively. The subject’s actual age at the time of the Wave 2
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interview is recorded (e.g., 12.33 years); it is not rounded and is therefore a continuous
variable. Youth’s cohort membership is a categorical variable. A binary variable was
created for each of the three cohorts to provide a reference group. Approximately 35% of
the youth are in Cohorts 9 and 12 and about 30% are in Cohort 15. Youth’s sex is
included as a dichotomous variable (0 = female/1 = male). The sample is split almost
evenly between percentage of females (49.63%) and males (50.37%). Race/ethnicity was
measured as a categorical variable. The majority of subjects were Hispanic (N = 728;
42.18%) or African American (N = 535; 31.00%). Whites comprised 14.66% of the
study sample (N = 253), and 12.17% were classified as Asian, Pacific Islander, Native
American, or Other (N = 210).

Table 12. Individual-Level Control Variables Descriptive Statistics

N % Mean  St. Dev. Min Max
Age/Cohort
Age 1,767 100.00 14.025 2.479 9.109 19.890
Cohort 9 694 34.91 0 1
Cohort 12 701 35.26 0 1
Cohort 15 593 29.83 0 1
Sex
Male 890 46.63 1 1
Female 877 50.37 0 0

Race/Ethnicity

African American 535 31.00 0 1
Hispanic 728 42.18 0 1
White/Other 436 26.82 0 1

Bivariate Relationships Between Dependent and Individual-Level Variables
In this section, the bivariate relationships between the three dependent variables
(violence, drug dealing, and trouble with police) and self-efficacy, family context and the

individual-level control variables are examined. Bivariate analyses establish the
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relationship between the dependent variables and individual-level variables without
taking into account the potential influence of neighborhood context. The bivariate
relationships are derived using negative binomial and logit regression models. A separate
model is employed for each independent variable to determine its relationship with each
dependent variable.

The violence and drug dealing scales are right skewed and follow a Poisson
distribution. There is evidence of over dispersion in these dependent variables because
the variances (1.655 and 0.069) are larger than the means (0.638 and 0.047) for both the
violence and drug dealing scales, respectively. Likelihood ratio tests also provide
significant evidence of overdispersion for the violence scale (786.91; p < 0.000) and drug
dealing scale (60.24; p < 0.000). In cases of over dispersion, a Poisson model underfits
the data (Long and Freese, 2006). Over dispersion results in consistent but inefficient
estimates and the standard errors are biased downward which affects hypothesis tests.
Since the assumptions of Poisson are violated in the violence and drug dealing scales,
bivariate relationships for these outcomes were derived using negative binomial

regression models. The negative binomial probability distribution is

C(y; +¢) ¢¢/1i)li
yir(g) (p+4)""

P(Yi = yi):

where I is the gamma function and ¢ is the reciprocal residual variance.

Trouble with police is a binary measure indicating whether subjects had contact
with police since the Wave 1 interview (0 = no/1 = yes). Bivariate relationships between
the trouble with police dependent variable and individual-level variables were derived

using logistic regression models. The logit link is
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n. = |og ﬂ
! 1_%

where #;; represents the log of the odds of being in trouble with police since the Wave 1

interview and ¢; represents the probability of a youth being in trouble with police since

the Wave 1 interview.
The results from the bivariate regression models are presented and discussed
below. In sum, the bivariate relationships indicate a negative relationship between the

outcome variables and main independent variable (self-efficacy).

Violence Scale

Table 13 presents the results of the bivariate models. Several variables are
significantly related to involvement in violence in the past 12 months. The results
indicate that youths with higher levels of self-efficacy report less violence (B = -0.346; p
< 0.000) than youths reporting lower levels of self-efficacy. For each unit increase in
self-efficacy expected involvement in violence decreases by 0.71 and involvement in
violence is expected to decrease by 27.49% for each standard deviation change in self-
efficacy.®

For family context variables, youths with a primary caregiver who is a first
generation immigrant ( = -0.537; p < 0.000) and youths who receive more parental
monitoring (B = -0.054; p < 0.01) are less likely to engage in violence. Compared to

youths whose primary caregiver was born in the United States, having a primary

* Due to potential temporal ordering issues, bivariate relationships between the outcomes at Wave 3 and
self-efficacy at Wave 2 are also examined. The bivariate relationship between violence at Wave 3 and self-
efficacy at Wave 2 is -0.203 (p = 0.002). For a standard deviation increase in self-efficacy at Wave 2,
involvement in violence at Wave 3 is expected to decrease by 17.19%.
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caregiver who is a first generation immigrant decreases youths expected involvement in
violence by a factor of 0.58. Having a primary caregiver who is a first generation
immigrant is expected to decrease involvement in violence by 12.77%. For each unit
increase in parental monitoring, involvement in violence is expected to decrease by a
factor of 0.95. For a standard deviation change in parental monitoring, involvement in
violence is expected to decrease by 19.35%. Family SES, family disruption (i.e., primary
caregiver being divorced/separated), and family size are not related to violence.

All of the individual-level control variables are significantly related to
involvement in violence. Being in Cohort 9 (i.e., being younger) (p = -1.044; p < 0.000)
and being Hispanic (B =-0.481; p < 0.000) are negatively related to violence. Being in
Cohort 9 (compared to being in Cohort 12 or 15) or Hispanic (compared to other
race/ethnicities) decreases the expected involvement in violence by a factor of 0.35 and
0.62, respectively. Being in Cohort 9 decreases expected involvement in violence by
64.79%, while being Hispanic decreases involvement in violence by 38.18%.

The other individual-level control variables are related to a positive and
significant increase in violence. Youths who are African American (= 0.605; p <
0.000) or male (B = 0.479; p < 0.000) are more likely to be involved in violence than
youths of other races/ethnicities or females. Being in Cohort 12 ( = 0.236; p < 0.05) or
Cohort 15 (B = 0.581; p < 0.000) is also positively related to involvement in violence
compared to youths in other cohorts. Being African American or male increases
expected involvement in violence by a factor of 1.83 and 1.61, respectively. In terms of
percent change, being African American increases expected involvement in violence by

83.12% and being male increases expected involvement in violence by 61.44%. Finally,
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being in Cohort 12 or 15 increases expected involvement in violence by a factor of 1.27
and 1.79, respectively. Compared to youths in other cohorts, being in Cohort 12
increases expected involvement in violence by 26.62%, while being in Cohort 15

increases expected involvement in violence by 78.78%.

Drug Dealing Scale

Table 13 also shows that several variables are significantly related to drug dealing
in the past 12 months. The results indicate that youths who have higher levels of self-
efficacy engage in less drug dealing (B =-0.569; p < 0.000) than youths with lower levels
of self-efficacy. For each unit increase in self-efficacy expected involvement in drug
dealing decreases by 0.57, and involvement in drug dealing is expected to decrease by
41.05% for each standard deviation increase in self-efficacy.*

For family context variables, youths who have a primary caregiver who is a first
generation immigrant (p =-0.768; p < 0.05) and youths who experience more parental
monitoring (B =-0.174; p < 0.000) are less likely to engage in drug dealing than youths
whose primary caregiver is a native born United States citizen and youths with less
parental monitoring. Having a primary caregiver who is a first generation immigrant
decreases youths expected involvement in drug dealing by a factor of 0.46 and for each
unit increase in parental monitoring, involvement in drug dealing is expected to decrease
by a factor of 0.84. In terms of percent change, having a primary caregiver who is a first

generation immigrant decreases expected involvement in drug dealing by 53.60% relative

* The bivariate relationship between drug dealing at Wave 3 and self-efficacy at Wave 2 is -0.154 (p =
0.296). Although not statistically significant, the direction remains the same between Wave 2 and Wave 3,
and for a standard deviation increase in self-efficacy at Wave 2, involvement in drug dealing at Wave 3 is
expected to decrease by 13.33%.
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to youths whose primary caregiver was born in the United States. For each standard
deviation change in parental monitoring, expected involvement in drug dealing decreases
by 35.61%. Family SES, family disruption, and family size are not related to youths’
involvement in drug dealing.

Most of the individual-level control variables are significantly related to
involvement in drug dealing. Being in Cohort 9 (B =-3.764; p < 0.000), in Cohort 12 (f =
-0.651; p < 0.05), or Hispanic (B =-0.799; p < 0.05) are negatively related to drug
dealing. Being in Cohort 9, in Cohort 12 or Hispanic decreases the expected involvement
in drug dealing by a factor of 0.02, 0.52, and 0.45, respectively. Compared to other
Cobhorts, being in Cohort 9 or Cohort 12 decreases the expected involvement in drug
dealing by 97.68% or 47.85%, respectively. Relative to other races/ethnicities, being
Hispanic decreases the expected involvement in drug dealing by 55.02%. Being African
American is not related to expected involvement in drug dealing.

Other individual-level control variables are related to a positive and significant
increase in drug dealing. Youths who are male (p = 0.554; p < 0.000) are more likely to
engage in drug dealing than youths who are female. Being male (as opposed to female)
increases expected involvement in drug dealing by a factor of 1.74, and increases
expected involvement in drug dealing by 74.02%. Finally, compared to other cohorts,
being in Cohort 15 (B = 2.030; p < 0.000) is also positively related to drug dealing.
Compared to Cohorts 9 and 12, being in Cohort 15 increases expected involvement in
drug dealing by a factor of 7.61, and increases expected involvement in drug dealing by

661.41%.
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Trouble with Police

Results (Table 13) indicate that several variables are significantly related to being
in trouble with police since the Wave 1 interview. Youths with higher levels of self-
efficacy are less likely to be in trouble with police (B =-0.439; p < 0.000). For each unit
increase in self-efficacy the odds of being in trouble with police decreases by 0.64, and
trouble with police is expected to decrease by 33.49% for each standard deviation change
in self-efficacy.*

For family context variables, youths who have a primary caregiver who is a first
generation immigrant (p = -0.536; p < 0.000) and youths who experience more parental
monitoring (B =-0.112; p < 0.000) are less likely to be in trouble with police. Compared
to having a primary caregiver who was born in the United States, having a primary
caregiver who is a first generation immigrant decreases the odds of being in trouble with
the police by 0.58. In terms of percent change, having a primary caregiver who is a first
generation immigrant decreases expected trouble with police by 41.49%. Increased
levels of parental monitoring are related to a decrease in the odds of youths being in
trouble with the police by 0.89. For each standard deviation change in parental
monitoring, expected trouble with police decreases by 24.67%.

On the other hand, experiencing family disruption (i.e., having a primary
caregiver who is separated/divorced) increases the odds of being in trouble with police by
1.44 (B = 0.366; p < 0.05). Expected trouble with police is 44.19% higher among youths

whose primary caregiver is separated or divorced compared to youths who do not

% The bivariate relationship between trouble with police at Wave 3 and self-efficacy at Wave 2 is
-0.183 (p = 0.004). For a standard deviation increase in self-efficacy at Wave 2, trouble with police Wave
3 is expected to decrease by 15.63%.
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experience family disruption. Family SES and family size are not related to trouble with
police.

Most of the individual-level control variables are significantly related to being in
trouble with the police. Being in Cohort 9 (B =-1.512; p < 0.000) or Hispanic ( = -
0.486; p < 0.01) is negatively related to trouble with police and decrease the odds of
being in trouble with police by 0.22 and 0.61, respectively. Compared to youths in other
cohorts, being in Cohort 9 decreases expected trouble with police by 77.95%. Being
Hispanic (as opposed to another race/ethnicity) decreases expected trouble with police by
38.49%. Compared to other cohorts, being in Cohort 12 is negatively related to trouble
with police, but is not statistically significant.

The other individual-level control variables are positively and significantly related
to trouble with police. Youths who are African American (p = 0.459; p <0.01) or male
(B=0.761; p < 0.000) are more likely to be in trouble with the police than youths who are
non-African American or female. Compared to other cohorts, being in Cohort 15 (B =
1.258; p < 0.000) is positively related to trouble with police. Being African American,
being male, or in Cohort 15, increases the odds of being in trouble with police by 1.58,
2.14, and 3.52, respectively. Being African American (as opposed to other
races/ethnicities) and male (as opposed to female) are related to a 58.25% and 114.04%
increase in expected trouble with police, respectively. Compared to youths in other

cohorts, being in Cohort 15 increases expected trouble with police by 251.84%.
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Table 13. Bivariate Relationship Between Dependent and Individual-Level VVariables

Violence Scale

Drug Dealing Scale

Trouble With Police

Variable b SE Factor b SE Factor b SE Odds
Change Change Ratio
Self-Efficacy -0.346*** 0.053 0.707 -0.569*** 0.122 0.566 -0.439*** (0.069 0.645
Family Context
Immigrant -0.537*** 0.103 0.584 -0.768* 0.304 0.464 -0.536*** 0.149 0.585
SES -0.038 0.036 0.963 -0.031 0.097 0.969 -0.034 0.049 0.966
Family Disruption 0.029 0.136 1.029 0.309 0.357 1.362 0.366* 0.174 1.442
Family Size -0.005 0.023 0.995 -0.102 0.069 0.903 0.042 0.033  1.043
Parental Monitoring ~ -0.054** 0.021  0.947 -0.174*** 0.049 0.840 -0.112*** 0.025 0.894
Control Variables
Cohort 9 -1.044%*** 0.113 0.352 -3.764*** 1016 0.023 -1.512*** (0.205 0.220
Cohort 12 0.236* 0.103 1.266 -0.651* 0.311 0521 -0.129 0.146  0.879
Cohort 15 0.581*** 0.104 1.788  2.030*** 0.286 7.614  1.258*** (0.142 3.518
Male 0.479*** 0.099 1.614  0.554* 0.281 1.740 0.761*** 0.145 2.140
African American 0.605*** 0.104 1.831 0.269 0.291 1.309 0.459** 0.144  1.582
Hispanic -0.481*** 0.104 0.618 -0.799**  0.303 0.449 -0.486** 0.148 0.615
**pp<<0§.gl
*% 1) < 0.00
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Analytic Approach and Models

This study uses data on 1,767 youths nested in 80 neighborhood clusters (NCs)
which necessitates the exploration of multilevel modeling. One statistical method for
analyzing multilevel, nested data is Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM). The practical
utility of this method is aptly stated by Raudenbush and Bryk (2002), “With hierarchical
linear models, each of the levels in this structure is formally represented by its own
submodel. These submodels express relationships among variables within a given level,
and specify how variables at one level influence relations occurring at another” (pp 6-7).
Multilevel modeling allows for the estimation of variance between individuals within the
same NC, and variance between NCs. Further, it allows for the estimation of effects at
each level and across levels.

Multilevel modeling accounts for similarities in standard errors since observations
may not be independent — individuals will likely share some characteristics with others
who live in their NC. These correlated error terms violate the assumptions of ordinary
least squares regression. To accommodate this lack of independence, HLM includes an
error term for level-2 data (Raudenbush and Bryk, 2002).

For the analyses, two study data sets were created: one each for individual-level
and neighborhood level data. The CS and LCS data share a common variable,
neighborhood cluster, for data linking purposes and this variable appears in both study
data sets. Individual-level data are fitted to a regression equation at level-1. The level-1
model estimates individual-level outcomes. Neighborhood level data are fitted to a

regression equation at level-2. Level-2 data provides information on whether individual-
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level variables differ by neighborhood context. The models examined in this study are
described in the next section.

It is anticipated that multilevel models will be appropriate for answering the
research questions examined in this dissertation due the nested nature of the data. To test
this assumption, I will run one-way ANOVA with random effects baseline models (e.g.,
unconditional or null models) and calculate Intra-class Correlation Coefficients (ICC).

The unconditional (null) mixed-effects model is

71ij = yoo + Uo1rt Ijj

and the ICC equation is

2
Guo

2 2
(GUO + Gr )
where
p = intraclass correlation; which measures variance in the outcome explained by

the level-2 units

o’, = between group variability; level-2 variance

o = within group variability; level-1 variance.

The ICC measures the proportion of variance in the dependent variable accounted
for by the level-2 variables (e.g., collective efficacy). The equation divides the level-2
variance by the sum of the level-1 variance and level-2 variance to arrive at the ICC. A
higher ICC indicates that the level-2 variables explain some of the variance in the
dependent variable and that multilevel methods should be used.

After these diagnostics are conducted, and assuming multilevel models are indeed

appropriate, Hierarchical Linear Models will be employed to address the research
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questions.®” In multilevel modeling, the systems of equations models (depicting the
level-1 and level-2 equations separately), mixed-effects models (depicting an equation
combining the level-1 and level-2 models), or both can be used to demonstrate the
multilevel model (Luke, 2004). Here, only the mixed-effects models are shown to

demonstrate the relationship between variables at both levels.

Research question 1: Does self-efficacy influence self-reported involvement in crime?

The first research question is separated into four subquestions and models. Model
1a is a random-intercept model and addresses whether there is a relationship between
self-efficacy and each of the crime outcomes, regardless of neighborhood. To answer
this question, self-efficacy is entered into the models uncentered and the intercept and
slope error terms are fixed. By not centering the independent variable, the intercept is
equal to the expected value of Y;j; when X is zero and the overall influence of self-
efficacy on involvement in violence, drug dealing, and trouble with police can be
determined. For this model the error terms are fixed because the focus is on the overall
influence of self-efficacy on various measures of crime. This means that, for this model,
it is assumed that crime and self-efficacy do not differ across neighborhoods.*® This
model does not contain any level-2 predictors.

The mixed-effects models are:

violence scale (past 12 months);; = yoo + 710 (Self-efficacy at Wave 2;j) + r;;

%7 The models shown are the standard HLM models. During analyses, a hierarchical generalized linear
model (HGLM) is used because the outcome variables follow a Poisson (i.e., violent crime and drug
dealing scales) and logistic distribution (i.e., trouble with police), respectively.

* The models allowing the intercept and slope error terms to vary were also employed. The chi-square tests
were not significant for drug dealing and trouble with police indicating that the error terms should be fixed.
For all models, the overall results did not change when error terms were allowed to vary and those results
are not reported here.
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drug dealing scale (past 12 months);; = yoo + y10 (Self-efficacy at Wave 2;) + r;;

trouble with police (since Wave 1);; = o0 + 710 (self-efficacy at Wave 2;;)*

To address whether the relationship between self-efficacy and crime varies by
neighborhood, a second set of models are employed. Model 1b is a random coefficients
regression model and the intercepts and slopes in level-1 are allowed to vary across level-
2 neighborhoods. Self-efficacy is entered into the models group-mean centered and the
error terms were allowed to vary. Group-mean centering the independent variable
accounts for contextual effects. In more simple terms, these models will indicate whether
there is variation in the key independent variable, self-efficacy, across neighborhoods by
centering on the average of the group within a neighborhood. Therefore, the error terms
are freed and allowed to vary to test whether the intercept and the average influence of
self-efficacy on crime vary by neighborhood. This model does not contain any level-2

predictors. The mixed-effects models are:

violence scale (past 12 months);; = yoo + 710 (Self-efficacy at Wave 2;)+ ug + uy(self-

efficacy at Wave 2;) + r;;

drug dealing scale (past 12 months);; = yoo + y10 (self-efficacy at Wave 2j;)+ u, + uy(self-

efficacy at Wave 2;) + rj;

trouble with police (since Wave 1);; = yoo + 10 (self-efficacy at Wave 2j;)+ ug + uy(self-

efficacy at Wave 2j)

% There are no error terms in binary outcome variables; the variance is a function of the mean (Luke, 2004).
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Additional models are employed to examine the influence of potential individual
and contextual variables. Model 1c controls for individual-level variables and Model 1d
controls for individual-level, neighborhood context, and family context variables.

Model 1c is a random coefficients regression model where only the level-1
intercept is allowed to vary. Self-efficacy is group-mean centered and the other variables

are entered into the model uncentered. The mixed-effects models for Model 1c are:

violence scale (past 12 months);; = yoo + y10(Self-efficacy;;) +yzo(cohort 12;) + yso(cohort

15j) + yao(maley) + yso(African Americany) + ygo(Hispanic) + ug; + rjj

drug dealing scale (past 12 months);; = yoo + y10(self-efficacyi) +yzo(cohort 12;) +

yao(cohort 155) + yao(maley) + yso(African American;) + ygo(Hispanic) + Ugj + rj

trouble with police (since Wave 1);; = yoo + y10(self-efficacyjy) +yzo(cohort 12;) +

yso(cohort 155) + yao(malej) + yso(African American;y) + yso(Hispanici) + ug

Model 1d is also a random coefficients regression model. In this model, self-
efficacy and family SES are group-mean centered. Neighborhood context variables
residential mobility, SES, and ethnic heterogeneity are grand-mean centered.*® All other
variables are entered in to the model at their natural metrics. Only one model is shown
below since the level-1 model and level-2 model for a count outcome (i.e., violence scale,
drug dealing scale) are the same as the level-1 and level-2 models for a binary outcome
(i.e., trouble with police) (Raudenbush and Bryk, 2002: 295-296 and 310). The mixed-

effects model for Model 1d is:

“0 Models using the raw metric (not centering) and grand-mean centering are equivalent (Kreft et al., 1995).
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violence scale (past 12 months);; = yoo + yos(neighborhood residential mobility;) +
yoz(neighborhood SES)) + yos(neighborhood ethnic heterogeneity;) + yos(neighborhood family
disruption;) + yyo(self-efficacy) + yo(immigrant statusi) + yso(family SES;) + yao(family
disruption;) + yso(family size;;) + yso(parental monitoring;) + yp7o(cohort 12;) + yso(cohort 12;) +

yeo(male;)) + yigo(cohort 15;) + yiio(African American;) + yi0(Hispanic) + ug + rj

Research question 2: Does collective efficacy influence self-reported involvement in
crime?

The second research question examines the influence of collective efficacy on
youths” involvement in crime. Model 2a employs a means-as-outcomes regression model
where the emphasis is on the level-2 predictor collective efficacy. Collective efficacy is
not centered in order to retain variability across neighborhoods. The intercept error term
is fixed and is assumed to not vary randomly across neighborhoods. The mixed-effects

models are:

violence scale (past 12 months); = yoo + yoa (Collective efficacy at Wave 1;) + rj;

drug dealing scale (past 12 months);; = yoo + 01 (Collective efficacy at Wave 1;) + rj;

trouble with police (since Wave 1);; = yo0 + y01 (cOllective efficacy at Wave 1)

Model 2b employs a means-as-outcomes model and examines the relationship
between collective efficacy and crime while controlling for neighborhood context and
family context. In this model the intercept variance is allowed to vary while the error

terms for family context variables are fixed. Neighborhood context variables residential
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mobility, SES, and ethnic heterogeneity are grand-mean centered. Family context
variables family SES and parental monitoring are group-mean centered. All other
variables are entered into the model at their natural metrics. The mixed-effects model
is: 4
violence scale (past 12 months);; = y0 + yo1(collective efficacy at Wave 1;)
+yo2(neighborhood residential mobility;) + yos(neighborhood SES ;) + yos(neighborhood ethnic
heterogeneity;) + yos(neighborhood family disruption;) + yio(immigrant status;;) + y,o(family SES;;)

+ yo(family disruption;) + yo(family sizej) + yso(parental monitoring;) + Ugj + rjj

Research question 3: Does collective efficacy moderate the relationship between self-
efficacy and self-reported involvement in crime?

Model 3a examines the relationship between collective efficacy, self-efficacy, and
crime by including self-efficacy at level-1 and collective efficacy at level-2. This model
is an extension of a random-effects ANCOVA model and adds a level-2 covariate. In this
model, self-efficacy is group-mean centered and its error term is fixed. The error term

for the level-2 covariate is allowed to vary. The mixed-models are:

violence scale (past 12 months);; = yo0 + yos(Collective efficacy at Wave 1;) + yo (self-

efficacy at Wave 2j) + ugj + rjj

drug dealing scale (past 12 months);; = yoo + yos(collective efficacy at Wave 1)) + yio

(self-efficacy at Wave 2j) + Ugj + rjj

trouble with police (since Wave 1);; = yo0 + yos(collective efficacy at Wave 1;) + yo (self-

efficacy at Wave 2;) + ug;

! Models for the drug dealing scale and trouble with police are omitted and only one full mixed-effects
model is shown for Model 2b.
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In Model 3b, intercepts- and slopes-as-outcomes models are employed to examine
whether collective efficacy moderates the relationship between crime and self-efficacy.
Here the level-1 intercept and slopes are modeled using the level-2 predictor collective
efficacy. These models result in a cross-level interaction term (collective efficacy x self-
efficacy) by modeling the level-1 slope for self-efficacy using collective efficacy. Self-
efficacy is group-mean centered and collective efficacy is entered into the model
uncentered. The error term for self-efficacy is fixed and freed for collective efficacy.

The mixed-effects models are:

violence scale (past 12 months);; = yo0 + yoi(collective efficacy at Wave 1;)+ yqo (self-

efficacy at Wave 2;;) + y;;(collective efficacy at Wave 1; * self-efficacy at Wave 2;)) + ugj + rj;

drug dealing scale (past 12 months);; = yoo + yos(collective efficacy at Wave 1;) + y1o

(self-efficacy at Wave 2;;) + pyi(collective efficacy at Wave 1; * self-efficacy at Wave 2;) + Ugj + I
] ] ] )

trouble with police (since Wave 1);; = yo0 + yoi(collective efficacy at Wave 1;) + yqo (self-

efficacy at Wave 2;;) + y;;(collective efficacy at Wave 1; * self-efficacy at Wave 2;) + Ugj

Model 3c builds on the previous model by adding neighborhood context, family
context, and individual-level control variables. In this model the intercept variance is
allowed to vary while the error terms for self-efficacy, the family context variables, and
the individual-level control variables are fixed. Self-efficacy and the family context
variable family SES are group-mean centered. Neighborhood context variables

residential mobility, SES, and ethnic heterogeneity are grand-mean centered. All other
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variables are entered into the model at their natural metrics. The mixed-effects model for

the violence scale is:*?

violence scale (past 12 months);; = yoo + yos(collective efficacy at Wave 1;) +
yoz(neighborhood residential mobility;) + yos(neighborhood SES;) + yes(neighborhood ethnic
heterogeneity;) + yos(neighborhood family disruption;) + yio(self-efficacy at Wave 2;) +
yao(collective efficacy at Wave 1; * self-efficacy at Wave 2;) + yso(immigrant statusy) + yao(family
SESjj) + yso(family disruptiony) + yeo(family size;;) + yro(parental monitoring;) + yso (cohort 125) +
yao(cohort 155) + yigo(male) + yrio(African American;) + yiao(Hispanici) + ugj + rj;

In this chapter the data used in this dissertation research was outlined, univariate
statistics and bivariate relationships were examined, and the research gquestions and

models for testing those questions were presented. In the next chapter, the results from

these models will be displayed and interpreted.

“2 Models for the drug dealing scale and trouble with police are omitted and only one full mixed-effects
model is shown for Model 3c.
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Chapter 4: Relationships Between Self-Efficacy, Collective

Efficacy, and Crime

In this chapter, first the appropriateness of multilevel modeling is explored.
Second, the relationships between crime and self-efficacy (research question 1), crime
and collective efficacy (research question 2), and the moderating influence of collective
efficacy on the relationship between crime and self-efficacy (research question 3) are

examined.

Appropriateness of Multilevel Models

It is anticipated that multilevel models will be appropriate due to the nested nature
of the data. Luke (2004) suggests three criteria for determining whether multilevel
models are appropriate: statistical, theoretical, and empirical justifications. Each criterion
is discussed in turn below.

There is sufficient statistical rationale for employing multilevel models in this
dissertation research. The youths in this study are nested in 80 Chicago neighborhoods
and it is anticipated that there will be similarities between individuals who reside in the
same neighborhood due to clustering. This clustering will likely violate the assumptions
of ordinary least squares regression (OLS) that errors are independent, normally
distributed, and have a constant variance. Multilevel modeling controls for the clustering
of observations within level-2 variables (in this case, neighborhoods).

A second method suggested by Luke (2004) is to base methodological decisions
on theoretical grounds. Involvement in violence and drug dealing, as well as being in

trouble with the police, are expected to vary between neighborhoods. It is believed that
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neighborhood characteristics will influence youths’ behavior. Further, offending
behavior is likely to vary within neighborhoods. Therefore, using multilevel modeling
techniques will allow for these assumptions to be tested.

A final method suggested by Luke (2004) for determining the appropriateness of
using multilevel methods is to base the decision on empirical justification. One method
to assess empirical justification is to visually show the variation between neighborhoods
using graphs. Figures 7-9 depict the variation in the dependent variables by showing the

mean involvement in the outcome behavior for each neighborhood.*?

25
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Figure 7. Violence Scale (Mean) for Each Neighborhood

** Some neighborhoods do not have any youths involved in the criminal behaviors measured in this study.
Those neighborhoods are included in the figure, but are represented by blank bars since there is no data to
report.
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Figure 8. Drug Dealing Scale (Mean) for Each Neighborhood
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Figure 9. Trouble with Police (Mean) for Each Neighborhood

A more formal and sophisticated empirical justification for the use of multilevel
models is to calculate intraclass correlations (ICCs). ICCs determine the proportion of
variance in the outcomes explained by the level-2 variables. ICCs greater than zero

indicate that neighborhood differences explain at least some of the variance. Fully
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unconditional (null) models are employed to obtain the variance components necessary to

calculate the ICC for each dependent variable.

Unconditional (Null) Models

One-way ANOVA with random effects models provide information pertaining to
the variation between neighborhoods and the three dependent variables. A fully
unconditional, or null, model is constructed for each dependent variable. The

unconditional mixed-effects model for the violence scale is:

violence scale (past 12 months);j = yoo + Ugj + I
The violence scale variable is a youth’s score on the violence scale where the potential
range of scores is 0 to 12, and the actual range is 0 to 9. The violence scale is an additive
scale of 12 items that ask youths whether they have been involved in a series of violent
acts in the past 12 months. The fixed effect, yqo, represents the grand mean across all
youths. The two error components represent the variability between neighborhoods (ug;)
and the variability between youths (r;;). The unconditional mixed-effects model for the

drug dealing scale is:

drug dealing scale (past 12 months)i; = yoo + Ugj + I
In this model, drug dealing scale is a youth’s score on the drug dealing scale, where the
(potential and actual) range is 0 to 3. The drug dealing scale is an additive scale of 3
items which ask youths whether they have engaged in dealing three drugs (marijuana,
crack/cocaine, and heroin) in the past 12 months. The fixed effect, yoo, represents the
grand mean across all youths. The two error components represent the variability
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between neighborhoods (ug;) and the variability between youths (r;;). The unconditional

mixed-effects model for the binary outcome trouble with police is:

trouble with police (since Wave 1)i; = yoo + Ugj
In this model, trouble with police is a youth’s expected odds of being in trouble with the
police since the Wave 1 interview. The fixed effect, yqo, represents the expected odds

across all youths. The error component represents the variability between neighborhoods

(Uoj)-

Intraclass Correlations

After the one-way ANOVA with random effects models were fitted to the data,
ICCs were calculated by using the variance components from those models. ICCs are
more appropriate for continuous outcomes. However, quasi-ICCs are calculated here for
the nonlinear models as an added justification for multilevel modeling. In binary
outcomes the variance equals the mean and therefore a level-1 variance component is not
generated for null models. Following Snijders and Bosker (1999: 223), the level-1
variance is calculated as /3.

The ICCs indicate that a proportion of the variance in each of the dependent
variables is accounted for by neighborhood. According to the ICCs, 4.1% (violence
scale), 23.0% (drug dealing scale), and 1.6% (trouble with police) of the variance in these
variables is attributed to neighborhood level differences. The percentage of variance
explained, and statistical and theoretical justifications, suggests that multilevel models are

appropriate. The following sections outline the research questions, models employed to
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address these questions, and findings. The results reported are from the population-

average models with robust standard errors.

Research Question 1: Does self-efficacy influence self-reported involvement in
crime?

Model 1a: Influence of Self-Efficacy on Crime

Model 1a examines the influence of self-efficacy on crime, regardless of
neighborhood. Table 14 displays the results from this model. According to the intercept
coefficients expected involvement in violence decreases by 0.50 ( =-0.500; p < 0.000),
expected involvement in drug dealing decreases by 3.28 (B =-3.278; p < 0.000), and
being in trouble with police decreases by 1.89 (B = -1.897; p < 0.000).*

Each unit increase in self-efficacy decreases expected involvement in violence
and drug dealing in the past 12 months by a factor of 0.72 (f =-0.332; p < 0.000) and
0.52 (B =-0.656; p < 0.000), respectively. Increased self-efficacy also decreases the odds
of being in trouble with the police since Wave 1 by a factor of 0.65 (p = -0.430; p <
0.000).> In terms of percent change, for a standard deviation change in self-efficacy,
involvement in violence and drug dealing are expected to decrease by 26.54% and
45.63%, respectively. Trouble with police is also expected to decrease by 32.93% for a

standard deviation change in self-efficacy.*®

* Similar models were employed to examine the relationship between self-efficacy at Wave 2 and crime at
Wave 3. The intercept coefficients for these models are -0.61 (p < 0.000; violence), -3.08 (p < 0.000; drug
dealing), and -1.09 (p < 0.000; trouble with police).

** For Wave 3 crime outcomes, each unit increase in self-efficacy decreases expected involvement in
violence by a factor of 0.83 (p < 0.001) and decreases the odds of being in trouble with police by 0.83 (p <
0.01). The influence of self-efficacy at Wave 2 does not significantly influence drug dealing at Wave 3 (B =
-0.168; p > 0.05).

% percent change was calculated using the formula: 100* {exp(p *8)-1}, where & equals 0.929.
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Table 14. Negative Binomial and Logistic HGLM Model 1a: Influence of Self-Efficacy on Crime

PHDCN Data, N = 1,764

Violence Scale

Drug Dealing Scale

Trouble with Police

b SE Event b SE Event b SE Odds
Rate Rate Ratio
Ratio Ratio
Intercept 0500  0.060 0.606 -3278°° 0162 0038 -1.8977°  0.080  0.150
Self-Efficacy -0.332"" 0046 0717 -0.656° 0119 0519 -0430""  0.065  0.650
**% ) < 0,000
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Model 1b: Influence of Self-Efficacy on Crime by Neighborhoods

Model 1b examines whether the influence of self-efficacy on crime varies by
neighborhood (Table 15). According to the intercept coefficients, expected involvement
in violence decreases by 0.49 (B =-0.494; p < 0.000) and expected involvement in drug
dealing decreases by 3.21 (p = -3.206; p < 0.000). Further, trouble with police is
decreased by 1.88 (B =-1.880; p < 0.000), holding self-efficacy constant.*’

Compared to other youths in the neighborhood, youths with an average self-
efficacy score are 0.72 (B = -0.326; p < 0.000) times less likely to engage in violent
behaviors and 0.59 (B = -0.526; p < 0.000) times less likely to engage in drug dealing.
Having an average level of self-efficacy also decreases a youth’s likelihood of being in
trouble with police by 0.66 (§ = -0.413; p < 0.000).“® In terms of percent change, for a
standard deviation change in self-efficacy, involvement in violence and drug dealing are
expected to decrease by 26.13% and 38.65%, respectively. Trouble with police is also
expected to decrease by 31.86% for a standard deviation change in self-efficacy.

Comparing the findings from Models 1a and 1b, there appear to be no
neighborhood differences with regard to the relationship between self-efficacy and
violence, drug dealing, and trouble with police. The chi-square tests indicate that there is
good model fit for the trouble with police outcome, but that a one factor model is an

insufficient explanation of violence and drug dealing.

*" The intercept coefficients for the models examining the outcomes at Wave 3 are -0.63 (p < 0.000;
violence), -3.21 (p < 0.000; drug dealing), and -1.10 (p < 0.000; trouble with police).

“® For Wave 3 crime outcomes, each unit increase in self-efficacy decreases expected involvement in
violence by a factor of 0.81 (p < 0.000), drug dealing by a factor of 0.59 (p < 0.000), and decreases the
odds of being in trouble with police by 0.80 (p < 0.01).
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Table 15. Negative Binomial and Logistic HGLM Model 1b: Influence of Self-Efficacy on Crime by
Neighborhoods

PHDCN Data, N = 1,764

Violence Scale Drug Dealing Scale Trouble with Police
b SE Event b SE Event b SE Odds
Rate Rate Ratio
Ratio Ratio
Intercept -0.494™ 0.062 0610 -3.206 0.120 0.040 -1.880"" 0.076  0.153
Self-Efficacy -0.326"" 0.049 0722 -0.526" 0.091 0591 -0.413" 0.065  0.662

***p <0.000

Variance Components

St. Variance df %
Dev.
Violence Scale Intercept 0.363 0.132 75 132.370***
Self-Efficacy 0.184 0.034 75  73.753
Drug Dealing Scale Intercept 0.772 0.596 75 107.265**
Self-Efficacy 0.542 0.294 75  80.929
Trouble with Police Intercept 0.337 0.114 75 94.631
Self-Efficacy 0.195 0.038 75  75.832
*p <0.05
**p<0.01
#*% < 0.00
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Model 1c: Influence of Self-Efficacy on Crime — Controlling for Individual-Level

Variables

Model 1c builds on Model 1a* by controlling for the following individual-level
characteristics: cohort, sex, and race/ethnicity (Table 16). After adding these control
variables to the model, the intercepts remain statistically significant. Expected
involvement in violence, drug dealing, and trouble with police are decreased by 1.69 (B =
-1.691; p < 0.000), 6.50 (B = -6.499; p < 0.000), and 3.57 (B = -3.586; p < 0.000),
respectively, when all other coefficients are held constant.

Self-efficacy remains statistically significant in this model. Compared to other
youths in the neighborhood, youths with an average level of self-efficacy are 0.73 (B = -
0.315; p < 0.000) times less likely to engage in violent behaviors, 0.62 (B =-0.472; p <
0.000) times less likely to engage in drug dealing, and 0.68 (p = -0.386; p < 0.000) times
less likely to be in trouble with the police. For a standard deviation change in self-
efficacy, violence is expected to decrease by 25.37%, drug dealing is expected to
decrease by 35.49%, and trouble with police is expected to decrease by 30.13%.

Cohort membership (Cohort 12 and Cohort 15) was entered into the model.*
Compared to youths in Cohort 9, being in Cohort 12 or Cohort 15 is positively and
significantly related to involvement in violence, drug dealing, and trouble with police.
Compared to Cohort 9, being in Cohort 12 increases a youth’s expected involvement in

violence by 2.51 (f = 0.921; p < 0.000), drug dealing by 16.58 (f =2.808; p <0.01), and

** Model 1c and Model 1d build on Model 1a instead of Model 1b because there do not appear to be any
significant differences in self-efficacy between neighborhoods. Therefore the slope error terms in Model
1c and Model 1d mimic Model 1a and are fixed.

%0 Cohort 9 was chosen as the reference group based on the negative bivariate relationship between Cohort
9 and the outcome variables.

100



trouble with police by 3.01 (= 1.101; p <0.000). Compared to youths in Cohort 9,
being in Cohort 12 is expected to increase involvement in violence, drug dealing, and
trouble with police by 151.18%, 1557.67%, and 200.72%, respectively. Compared to
Cohort 9, being in Cohort 15 increases a youth’s expected involvement in violence by
3.08 (B =1.124; p < 0.000), drug dealing by 65.23 (B =4.178; p < 0.00), and trouble with
police by 7.30 (B =1.988; p < 0.000). In terms of percent change, compared to youths in
Cohort 9, being in Cohort 15 is expected to increase involvement in violence, drug
dealing, and trouble with police by 207.71%, 6423.52%,>* and 630.09%, respectively.
There is an obvious increase in expected involvement in the three self-reported offending
behaviors among older youths in Cohorts 12 and 15 compared to younger youths in
Cohort 9.%

Being male is significantly related to involvement in violence, drug dealing, and
trouble with police. Compared to females, being male increases a youth’s expected
involvement in violence by 1.71 ( = 0.539; p < 0.000), drug dealing by 2.11 ( = 0.749;
p <0.01), and trouble with police by 2.56 (f = 0.942; p < 0.000). Being male increases
expected involvement in violence, drug dealing, and trouble with police by 71.43%,

111.49%, and 156.51%, respectively.

* The percent change in drug dealing for Cohort 15 compared to Cohort 9 is unexpectedly large. The data
available for the drug dealing measure is sparse which may affect the estimates. Few youths reported
involvement in drug dealing (N = 58; marijuana; N = 22; crack/cocaine; N = 3; heroin) and the behavior is
concentrated in a small number of neighborhoods (N = 39).

%2 Models incorporating age and age-squared was also employed (complete data not shown). There were
no substantive changes between the violence scale model including age and age-squared and the model
excluding these variables. There were three substantive changes in the drug dealing scale between the two
models. Once age and age-squared were removed, the intercept coefficient became significant and the
coefficients for Cohort 12 and Cohort 15 changed direction and became significant. The coefficients for
these variables in the drug dealing scale model incorporating age and age-squared were: intercept (B = -
31.674; p > 0.05), Cohort 12 (B =-0.035; p > 0.05), and Cohort 15 (B =-0.021; p > 0.05). The same
changes occurred in the trouble with police model. The coefficients for these variables in the trouble with
police model incorporating age and age-squared were: intercept (§ = -9.499; p > 0.05), Cohort 12 (§ = -
0.189; p > 0.05), and Cohort 15 (§ = -0.509; p > 0.05).
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Being African American is also significantly related to expected involvement in
violence. Compared to youths of other races/ethnicities, African Americans are 1.70 (B =
0.529; p < 0.000) times more likely to be involved in violence than youths of other
races/ethnicities. Being African American increases expected involvement in violence by
69.72%. In this model, being African American is not related to drug dealing or trouble
with police. Compared to other races/ethnicities, being Hispanic is not related to any of

the outcomes.
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Table 16. Negative Binomial and Logistic HGLM Model 1c: Influence of Self-Efficacy on Crime — Controlling for
Individual-Level Variables

PHDCN Data, N = 1,726

Violence Scale Drug Dealing Scale Trouble with Police

b SE Event b SE Event b SE Odds
Rate Rate Ratio
Ratio Ratio
Intercept -1.691*** 0.155 0.184 -6.499*** 0.923 0.002  -3.586*** 0.252 0.028
Self-Efficacy -0.315%** 0.050 0.729 -0.472%** 0.121 0.624  -0.386*** 0.067 0.680
Cohort 12 0.921*** 0.127 2.513 2.808** 0.911 16.571  1.101*** 0.231 3.006
Cohort 15 1.124%** 0.128 3.077 4,178*** 0.849 65.248  1.988*** 0.209 7.298
Male 0.539*** 0.102 1.715 0.749** 0.242 2.116 0.942*** 0.137 2.565
African American 0.529*** 0.142 1.698 -0.136 0.305 0.873 0.353 0.186 1.423
Hispanic -0.218 0.134 0.804 -1.083 0.285 0.339  -0.394 0.204 0.674
Variance Components
St. Variance df ¥
Dev.
Violence Scale Intercept 0.177 0.031 78 99.594*
Drug Dealing Scale Intercept 0.763 0.583 78 146.305***
Trouble with Police Intercept 0.168 0.028 78 83.335
*p<0.05
**p <0.01
**% < 0,000
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Model 1d: Influence of Self-Efficacy on Crime — Controlling for Individual-Level

Variables, Neighborhood Context, and Family Context

Model 1d adds neighborhood context and family context variables to Model 1c.
The intercepts in Model 1d remain statistically significant (Table 17). Expected
involvement in violence (f = -1.256; p < 0.05), drug dealing (f =-4.774; p < 0.000), and
trouble with police (p =-3.016; p < 0.000) are decreased by 1.26, 4.77, and 3.02,
respectively, when all other coefficients are held constant.

In this model the influence of neighborhood context variables on the intercept is
investigated. One question of interest is whether involvement in crime varies by
neighborhood context.>® The results indicate that neighborhood SES is significantly
related to a decrease in violence and drug dealing. Compared to youths in other
neighborhoods, youths living in average SES neighborhoods are 0.88 (f =-0.129; p <
0.05) times less likely to experience violence and 0.65 (p = -0.433; p < 0.01) times less
likely to experience drug dealing. In terms of percent change, for a standard deviation
change in neighborhood SES, involvement in violence and drug dealing are expected to
decrease by 16.78% and 29.28%, respectively. Neighborhood SES does not influence
trouble with police, and neighborhood level ethnic heterogeneity, residential mobility,
and family disruption do not influence individual involvement in any of the behaviors.

Self-efficacy remains statistically significant and negatively related to violence,
drug dealing, and trouble with police. Youths with an average level of self-efficacy are
0.71 (B =-0.344; p < 0.000), 0.64 (B = -0.453; p < 0.01), and 0.67 (B = -0.397; p < 0.000)

times less likely to engage in violence or drug dealing or be in trouble with police,

%% In comparing the results from Models 1a and 1b, it was determined that the influence of self-efficacy did
not vary by neighborhood.
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respectively. For a standard deviation change in self-efficacy, involvement in violence is
expected to decrease by 27.35% and drug dealing is expected to decrease by 34.25%.
Trouble with police is expected to decrease by 30.84% for a standard deviation change in
self-efficacy.

Third, in this model the influence of family context variables on youths’
involvement in violence, drug dealing, and trouble with police is investigated. Relative
to youths whose primary caregiver was born in the United States, having a primary
caregiver who is a first generation immigrant significantly decreases a youth’s expected
involvement in violence by 0.72 ( =-0.330; p < 0.05), but does not influence drug
dealing or trouble with police. Having a primary caregiver who is a first generation
immigrant is expected to reduce involvement in violence by 28.11%.

Having a primary caregiver who is separated or divorced decreases a youth’s
expected involvement in violence by 1.30 ( = -0.266; p < 0.05), compared to youths not
experiencing family disruption. In terms of percent change, experiencing family
disruption is expected to decrease involvement in violence by 23.36%. Family disruption
does not influence drug dealing or trouble with police.

A larger family size is positively and significantly related to trouble with police,
but is unrelated to violence and drug dealing. Compared to youths in smaller families,
being from a larger family increases a youths expected trouble with police by 1.11 (B =
0.107; p <0.01). For a standard deviation change in family size, the likelihood of a youth
being in trouble with the police increases by 23.99%. Family SES and parental

monitoring do not influence any of the outcomes.
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Finally, individual-level variables are also included in this model. Being in
Cohort 12 or Cohort 15 is positively and significantly related to involvement in violence,
drug dealing, and trouble with police. Compared to youths in Cohort 9, youths in Cohort
12 are 2.55 (B =0.937; p < 0.000) times more likely and youths in Cohort 15 are 3.13 (B
= 1.140; p < 0.000) times more likely to engage in violence. Compared to youths in
Cohort 9, youths in Cohort 12 are 11.87 (B =2.474; p < 0.01) times more likely and
youths in Cohort 15 are 55.31 (§ = 4.013; p < 0.000) times more likely to engage in drug
dealing. Compared to youths in Cohort 9, youths in Cohort 12 are 3.09 (B = 1.129; p <
0.000) times more likely and youths in Cohort 15 are 7.34 (f = 1.994; p < 0.000) times
more likely to be in trouble with the police. In terms of percent change, compared to
youths in Cohort 9, being in Cohort 12 is expected to increase expected involvement in
violence by 155.23%, drug dealing by 1086.98%, and trouble with police by 209.26%.
Similarly, being in Cohort 15 is expected to increase involvement in violence by
212.68%, drug dealing by 5431.25%, and trouble with police by 634.48%.>*

Compared to females, males are more likely to be involved in violence, drug

dealing, and trouble with police. It is expected that males’ involvement in violence and

> Models incorporating age and age-squared was also employed (complete data not shown). There were
two substantive changes in the violence scale between the two models. Once age and age-squared were
removed, the intercept and family disruption coefficients became significant. The coefficients for these
variables in the violence scale model incorporating age and age-squared were: intercept (p = -6.308; p >
0.05) and family disruption ( = -0.259; p > 0.05). There were eight changes in the drug dealing scale
between the two models. Once age and age-squared were removed, four coefficients became significant.
These are for the intercept, Cohort 12, Cohort 15, and Hispanic. The coefficients for these variables in the
drug dealing scale model incorporating age and age-squared were: intercept (§ = -29.043; p > 0.05), Cohort
12 (B =-0.378; p > 0.05), Cohort 15 (B = -1.064; p > 0.05), and Hispanic ( = -0.408; p > 0.05). The
coefficients for Cohort 12 and Cohort 15 also changed from negative to positive with the removal of age
and age-squared. Four additional coefficients changed from positive to negative (neighborhood residential
mobility, neighborhood family disruption, family disruption, and family size), but remained non-
significant. For the trouble with police model, there were three substantive changes between the two
models. Once age and age-squared were removed, the intercept, Cohort 12, and Cohort 15 coefficients
became significant. The coefficients for these variables in the trouble with police model incorporating age
and age-squared were: intercept (B = -8.696; p > 0.05), Cohort 12 (§ = -0.378; p > 0.05), and Cohort 15 (§
=-1.064; p > 0.05). The coefficients for Cohort 12 and Cohort 15 also changed from negative to positive.
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drug dealing, and trouble with police will be 1.74 (B = 0.553; p < 0.000), 2.61 (p = 0.958;
p < 0.000), and 2.62 (p = 0.965; p < 0.000) times greater than that of females,
respectively. Being male increases expected involvement in violence, drug dealing, and
trouble with police by 73.85%, 260.65%, and 162.48%, respectively.

Race/ethnicity is also examined. Compared to other races/ethnicities, youths who
are African American are 1.50 (p = 0.408; p < 0.01) times more likely to engage in
violence than youths of other races/ethnicities, and being African American increases
expected involvement in violence by 50.38%. On the other hand, Hispanic youths are
0.32 (B =-1.123; p < 0.01) times less likely to be involved in drug dealing than other
youths. Being Hispanic decreases expected involvement in drug dealing by 67.47%.

Race/ethnicity was not related to trouble with police.
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Table 17. Negative Binomial and Logistic HGLM Model 1d: Influence of Self-Efficacy on Crime — Controlling for
Individual-Level Variables, Neighborhood Context, and Family Context

PHDCN Data, N = 1,767

Violence Scale Drug Dealing Scale Trouble with Police
b SE Event b SE Event Rate b SE Odds
Rate Ratio Ratio Ratio
Intercept -1.256* 0.510 0.285 -4.774%** 1.242 0.008 -3.016*** 0.781 0.049
Neighborhood Residential Mobility 0.143 0.126 1.154 -0.273 0.238 0.761 0.211 0.187 1.235
Neighborhood SES -0.129* 0.064 0.879 -0.433** 0.154 0.649 -0.130 0.115 0.878
Neighborhood Ethnic Heterogeneity ~ -0.005 0.032 0.995 0.118 0.065 1.125 0.001 0.043 1.001
Neighborhood Family Disruption -0.136 0.704 0.873 -1.309 1.262 0.270 0.721 1.060 2.057
Self-Efficacy -0.344***  0.054 0.709 -0.453** 0.132 0.638 -0.397*** 0.076 0.674
PC Immigrant Status -0.330* 0.155 0.719 -0.209 0.388 0.811 -0.421 0.229 0.656
Family SES -0.020 0.042 0.980 -0.160 0.109 0.852 -0.043 0.068 0.957
Family Disruption -0.266* 0.134 0.766 -0.164 0.262 0.848 0.051 0.198 1.052
Family Size 0.015 0.026 1.016 -0.101 0.089 0.904 0.107** 0.040 1.113
Parental Monitoring -0.016 0.018 0.984 -0.043 0.036 0.958 -0.050 0.034 0.953
Cohort 12 0.937*** 0.138 2.554 2.474** 0.897 11.876 1.129*** 0.246 3.094
Cohort 15 1.140%*** 0.142 3.128 4.013*** 0.819 55.297 1.994*** 0.236 7.349
Male 0.553*** 0.108 1.739 0.958*** 0.241 2.601 0.965*** 0.151 2.625
African American 0.408** 0.158 1.504 -0.037 0.357 0.964 0.025 0.214 1.026
Hispanic -0.122 0.181 0.885 -1.123** 0.376 0.325 -0.382 0.314 0.683
Variance Components
St. Variance df X
Dev.
Violence Scale Intercept 0.223 0.049 74 88.517
Drug Dealing Scale Intercept 0.879 0.772 74 163.777***
Trouble with Police Intercept 0.243 0.059 74 79.937
*p<0.05
**p<0.01
% ) < 0,000
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Research Question 2: Does collective efficacy influence self-reported involvement in
crime?

Model 2a: Influence of Collective Efficacy on Crime

According to the intercept coefficients, when collective efficacy is held constant
expected involvement in drug dealing decreases by 3.76 (B = -3.756; p < 0.05) and being
in trouble with police decreases by 2.84 (p =-2.843; p < 0.001). The intercept for
violence is not significant. Contrary to the hypothesis, neighborhood collective efficacy
does not influence individual-level involvement in violence, drug dealing, or trouble with
police (Table 18). Reported results are from the population-average model with robust
standard errors. The event rate ratios for the violence and drug dealing scales and the

odds ratio for trouble with police are not significant.

109



Table 18. Negative Binomial and Logistic HGLM Model 2a: Influence of Collective Efficacy on Crime

PHDCN Data, N = 1,764

Violence Scale Drug Dealing Scale Trouble with Police
b SE Event b SE Event b SE Odds
Rate Rate Ratio
Ratio Ratio
Intercept -0.478 0.615  0.620 -3.756" 1.519 0.023 -2.843" 0.819 0.058
Collective Efficacy 0.008 0.178  1.008 0.203 0.435 1.225 0.292 0.233 1.339
*p<0.05
**p<0.01
**% 1 < 0,00
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Model 2b: Influence of Collective Efficacy on Crime — Controlling for

Neighborhood Context and Family Context

Model 2b examines the influence of collective efficacy on crime while controlling
for neighborhood context and family context. Individual-level demographic variables
(cohort, sex, and race/ethnicity) are not expected to influence the relationship between
collective efficacy and crime, and therefore are not included in this model. In this model,
none of the intercepts are significant (Table 19). Contrary to the hypotheses tested in this
study and the extant literature none of the neighborhood context variables are related to
the violence scale, drug dealing scale, or trouble with police.>

Turning to the family context variables, youths whose primary caregiver is a first
generation immigrant are less likely to engage in violence and be in trouble with the
police. Compared to youths whose primary caregiver was born in the United States,
having a primary caregiver who is a first generation immigrant significantly reduces
expected involvement in violence by 0.57 (B = -0.554; p < 0.01) and also decreases the
odds of being in trouble with police by 0.60 (B =-0.514; p < 0.05). In terms of percent
change, involvement in violence and trouble with police are expected to decrease by
42.53% and 40.19%, respectively.

Family disruption is positively and significantly related to being in trouble with
the police. Youths whose primary caregiver is separated or divorced have 1.80 (§ =

0.589; p < 0.01) greater odds of being in trouble with the police than youths whose

> While these findings are contrary to the hypothesis, Sampson et al. (2005) examined neighborhood
predictors of self-reported violence and found similar results for similar neighborhood context variables.
For example, collective efficacy, concentrated disadvantage (measured using the following variables from
1990 census data: percentage of poor families, percentage of single-parent families, percentage of families
receiving welfare, and unemployment rate) and residential stability were not significant predictors of
violence (see also Kirk, 2009). Additionally, Molnar et al. (2008) failed to find a significant main effect of
collective efficacy on self-reported delinquency.
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primary caregiver is single, married, widowed, or lives with their partner. Experiencing
family disruption increases youths expected trouble with police by 80.22%.

Family size is positively and significantly related to being in trouble with police.
An increase in family size increases a youth’s odds of being in trouble with police by
1.12 (= 0.118; p < 0.05), compared to youths who reside with smaller family. For a
standard deviation increase in family size, trouble with police is expected to increase by
26.77%.

There is a negative and significant relationship between parental monitoring and
all three outcomes. Youths experiencing average levels of parental monitoring are 0.92
(B=-0.085; p <0.01) times less likely to engage in violence, 0.85 (B =-0.163; p < 0.000)
times less likely to engage in drug dealing, and 0.87 ( = -0.136; p < 0.01) times less
likely to be in trouble with the police. For a standard deviation change in parental
monitoring, expected involvement in violence decreases by 19.35% and expected drug
dealing decreases by 33.79%. Expected trouble with police decreases by 29.11% for each

standard deviation change in parental monitoring.
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Table 19. Negative Binomial and Logistic HGLM Model 2b: Influence of Collective Efficacy on Crime — Controlling for
Neighborhood Context and Family Context

PHDCN Data, N = 1,767

Violence Scale Drug Dealing Scale Trouble with Police

b SE Event b SE Event b SE Odds
Rate Rate Ratio

Ratio Ratio
Intercept -0.885 1.122 0413 -1.374 3.145 0.253 -3.076 1.717 0.046
Neighborhood Residential Mobility 0.123 0.173 1.131 -0.268 0.352 0.765  0.399 0.207 1.492
Neighborhood SES -0.131 0.089 0.877 -0.114 0.214 0.892 -0.011 0.162 0.988
Neighborhood Ethnic Heterogeneity -0.029 0.041 0971  0.079 0.077 1.082 -0.059 0.051 0.943
Neighborhood Family Disruption -0.070 0.776 0.932 -0.759 1.907 0.468 0.811 0.955 2.251
Neighborhood Collective Efficacy 0.111 0.286 1117 -0.184 0.805 0.832 0.173 0.488 1.189
Immigrant Status -0.554** 0.154 0.575 -0.562 0.404 0.569 -0.514* 0.210 0.598
Family SES 0.001 0.067 1.001  0.030 0.161 1.031 0.104 0.077 1.109
Family Disruption 0.018 0.201 1.019 0.199 0.379 1.220  0.589** 0.206 1.804
Family Size 0.033 0.042 1.034 -0.124 0.172 0.884  0.118* 0.048 1.125
Parental Monitoring -0.085** 0.025 0919 -0.163*** 0.041 0.849 -0.136** 0.041 0.872

Variance Components

St. Variance df ¥
Dev.
Violence Scale Intercept 0.163 0.026 71 66.973
Drug Dealing Scale Intercept 0.133 0.018 71 60.109
Trouble with Police Intercept 0.088 0.008 71 79.414
*p<0.05
**p<0.01
*** < 0.000
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Research Question 3: Does collective efficacy moderate the relationship between
self-efficacy and self-reported involvement in crime?

The next section of this chapter explores the relationship between self-efficacy
and collective efficacy. The first model (3a) examines the influence of collective efficacy
and self-efficacy on crime. The second model (3b) examines whether collective efficacy
moderates the relationship between crime and self-efficacy. The final model (3c)
includes contextual variables (neighborhood context and family) and individual-level

variables (cohort, sex, and race/ethnicity) believed to influence crime.

Model 3a: Relationship between Collective Efficacy, Self-Efficacy, and Crime

Model 3a examines the relationship of both collective efficacy and self-efficacy
on crime (Table 20). According to the intercepts, drug dealing decreases by 4.09 (B = -
4.088; p < 0.01) and trouble with police decreases by 2.78 (B =-2.778; p < 0.01), when
all other variables are held constant. The intercept for violence is not significant.

Collective efficacy does not influence involvement in any of the three outcomes.
Self-efficacy remains negatively related to involvement in violence, drug dealing, and
trouble with police. Expected involvement in violence and drug dealing in the 12 months
before the interview among youths with an average level of self-efficacy is decreased by
0.72 (p =-0.328; p < 0.000) and 0.52 (B = -0.648; p < 0.000), respectively. Expected
trouble with police since the Wave 1 interview among youths with an average level of
self-efficacy is also expected to decrease by 0.66 (B =-0.418; p < 0.000). In terms of

percent change, for a standard deviation change in self-efficacy, involvement in violence,
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drug dealing, and trouble with police are expected to decrease by 26.27%, 45.23%, and

32.18%, respectively.
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Table 20. Negative Binomial and Logistic HGLM Model 3a: Relationship between Collective Efficacy, Self-Efficacy,
and Crime

PHDCN Data, N = 1,767

Violence Scale Drug Dealing Scale Trouble with Police
Variable b SE Event b SE Event b SE Odds
Rate Rate Ratio
Ratio Ratio
Average Crime
Intercept -0.435 0.627 0.647  -4.088** 1.243  0.017 -2.778** 0.847 0.062
Collective Efficacy -0.019 0.181 0.981 0.238 0.365 1.269  0.258 0.239 1.295
Self-Efficacy Slope
Intercept -0.328*** 0.051 0.720  -0.648*** 0.125 0523 -0.418***  0.069 0.658

Variance Components

St. Variance  df ¥

Dev.
Violence Scale Intercept 0.328 0.107 77 126.264**
Drug Dealing Scale Intercept 0.454 0.206 77 72946
Trouble with Police Intercept 0.225 0.051 77 95.029
*p<0.05
**p <0.01
**% p < 0,000
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Model 3b: Moderating Effect of Collective Efficacy on the Relationship between

Self-Efficacy and Crime

Model 3b examines whether collective efficacy moderates the relationship
between self-efficacy and crime which was found to be significant for the three outcomes
in Models 1a, 1b, 1c, and 1d. First, as was found in Model 3a, two intercepts were
significant. According to the intercepts, drug dealing decreases by 4.92 (p =-4.923; p <
0.01) and trouble with police decreases by 2.69 ( =-2.686; p < 0.01), when all other
variables are held constant (Table 21). The intercept for violence is not significant.

Second, by testing a moderation effect, | seek to determine whether the
relationship between self-efficacy and crime changes as a function of collective
efficacy.”® It is hypothesized that the influence of self-efficacy on crime will increase
and become stronger by interacting self-efficacy and collective efficacy. A test of the
moderator effects of collective efficacy is supported by the findings thus far. According
to Baron and Kenny (1986), moderator variables should be uncorrelated to the
independent and outcome variables. Collective efficacy meets this criterion. The
correlation between collective efficacy and self-efficacy is 0.082; and the correlations
between collective efficacy and violence, drug dealing, and trouble with police are 0.001,
0.011, and 0.028, respectively.

An interaction term is added by modeling collective efficacy on the self-efficacy
coefficient to determine if the relationship between self-efficacy and crime is dependent

on collective efficacy. Collective efficacy completely moderates the relationships

% Moderation occurs if the relationship between the independent variable and outcome variable increases
or decreases with the addition of the moderating variable. Moderation can also occur when a relationship
between the independent variable and outcome variable is no longer apparent once the moderating variable
is introduced (Baron and Kenny, 1986).
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between self-efficacy and crime (Table 21).>" The previously significant relationship
between self-efficacy and the crime outcomes disappears when self-efficacy is interacted
with collective efficacy resulting in complete moderation where the causal effect of self-
efficacy on crime disappears when collective efficacy is added to the model. Contrary to
the hypothesis, the interaction between self-efficacy and collective efficacy does not
influence youths’ involvement in crime. The influence of self-efficacy on involvement in
crime is no different for youths living in neighborhoods with higher levels of collective
efficacy than youths living in neighborhoods with lower levels of collective efficacy.

The relationship between self-efficacy and crime does not depend on collective efficacy.

> Similar results were obtained using models where the error terms were allowed to vary (data not shown).
One difference between these two models is the gamma value (y10) for the self-efficacy slope (B,) for the
drug dealing outcome. This value is -1.837 (p = 0.072) in the model with fixed error terms and -1.004 (p =
0.208) in the model with random error terms.
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Table 21. Negative Binomial and Logistic HGLM Model 3b: Moderating Effect of Collective Efficacy on the Relationship

between Self-Efficacy and Crime

PHDCN Data, N = 1,767

Violence Scale

Drug Dealing Scale

Trouble with Police

Variable b SE Event b SE Event b SE Odds
Rate Rate Ratio
Ratio Ratio
Average Crime
Intercept -0.324 0.647 0.723  -4.923** 1.348 0.007 -2.686** 0.915  0.068
Collective Efficacy -0.052 0.187 0.949 0.480 0.392 1616  0.232 0.260  1.262
Self-Efficacy slope
Intercept 0.039 0.471 1.039 -1.837 1.020 0.159 -0.065 0.716  0.937
Self-Efficacy x Collective Efficacy -0.107 0.140 0.898 0.348 0.300 1.417  -0.102 0.206  0.903
Variance Components
St. Variance  df X
Dev.
Violence Scale Intercept 0.327 0.107 77 126.091**
Drug Dealing Scale Intercept 0.415 0.172 77 70.384
Trouble with Police Intercept 0.223 0.049 77  94.763

*p<0.05
**p<0.01
*** 1 <0.000
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Model 3c: Moderating Effect of Collective Efficacy on the Relationship between

Self-Efficacy and Crime — Controlling for Individual-Level Variables,

Neighborhood Context, and Family Context

Model 3c builds on Model 3b by examining the influence of neighborhood
context, family context, and individual-level factors on the moderating model.

Similar to Models 3a and 3b, two intercepts were significant. According to the
intercepts, drug dealing decreases by 5.35 (B = -5.354; p < 0.05) and trouble with police
decreases by 6.11 (B =-6.107; p < 0.000), when all other variables are held constant
(Table 22). The intercept for violence is not significant.

In this model, self-efficacy does not influence crime. As in Model 3b, collective
efficacy moderates the relationship between self-efficacy and crime (Table 22). The
relationship between the interaction term (collective efficacy x self-efficacy) is positively
related to all three outcomes, though not statistically significant. The relationship
between self-efficacy and violence, drug dealing, and trouble with police is substantially
reduced when self-efficacy is interacted with collective efficacy. Models 1a, 1b, 1c, and
1d show a significant and negative relationship between self-efficacy and the crime
outcomes, and these relationships disappear in Models 3b and 3c when collective efficacy
is introduced as a moderating variable.

Neighborhood residential mobility is positively and significantly related to being
in trouble with police. Youths living in neighborhoods with an average level of
residential mobility are 1.49 (B = 0.398; p < 0.05) times more likely to be in trouble with

the police since the Wave 1 interview than youths living in neighborhoods with below or
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above average mobility. For a standard deviation change in neighborhood residential
mobility, trouble with the police is expected to increase by 23.48%.

There is a statistically significant and negative relationship between neighborhood
SES and involvement in violence, drug dealing, and trouble with police. Youths living in
neighborhoods with an average SES are 0.84 (B =-0.178; p <0.05), 0.66 (B =-0.412; p <
0.05), and 0.74 (B =-0.298; p < 0.05) times less likely to experience violence, drug
dealing, and trouble with police, respectively, than youths living in neighborhoods with
below or above average SES levels. In terms of percent change, for a standard deviation
change in neighborhood SES, involvement in violence, drug dealing, and trouble with
police are expected to decrease by 13.27%, 28.08%, and 21.21%, respectively.

The final neighborhood context variable to be significantly related to crime is
collective efficacy. Neighborhood collective efficacy is positively related to trouble with
police. A unit increase in collective efficacy increases the odds of being in trouble with
police by 2.39 (B = 0.870; p < 0.05). In terms of percent change, for a standard deviation
change in collective efficacy, trouble with police is expected to increase by 28.70%. This
IS in contrast to the hypothesis that increased levels of collective efficacy will be related
to a reduction in crime. Neighborhood ethnic heterogeneity and neighborhood family
disruption are not related to any of the outcomes.

In this model, only two family context variables are significant. There is a
significant and negative relationship between primary caregiver’s immigrant status and
involvement in violence. Youths with a primary caregiver who is a first generation
immigrant are 0.73 (B = -0.314; p < 0.05) times less likely to engage in violence,

compared to youths whose primary caregiver was born in the United States. Having a
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primary caregiver who is a first generation immigrant is expected to decrease
involvement in violence by 26.95%.

There is a positive relationship between family size and trouble with police.
Compared to youths from smaller families, youths from a larger family are 1.12 ( =
0.110; p < 0.01) times more likely to be in trouble with the police. For a standard
deviation change in family size, the odds of a youth being in trouble with police increases
by 24.74%.

Five individual-level variables are related to some involvement in crime. With
respect to involvement in violence, youths in Cohort 12 are 2.55 ( = 0.937; p < 0.000)
and youths in Cohort 15 are 3.12 ( = 1.139; p < 0.000) times more likely to engage in
violent behaviors compared to youths in Cohort 9. Youths in Cohort 12 are 11.95 (f =
2.481; p < 0.01) and youths in Cohort 15 are 55.40 (B = 4.014; p < 0.000) times more
likely to engage in drug dealing compared to youths in Cohort 9. Similarly, youths in
Cohort 12 are 3.06 (B = 1.119; p < 0.000) and youths in Cohort 15 are 7.30 (B =1.988; p
< 0.000) times more likely to be in trouble with police compared to youths in Cohort 9.
In terms of percent change, compared to youths in Cohort 9, being in Cohort 12 is
expected to increase involvement in violence, drug dealing, and trouble with police by
155.23%, 1095.32%, and 206.18%, respectively. Similarly, compared to youths in
Cohort 9, being in Cohort 15 is expected to increase involvement in violence, drug

dealing, and trouble with police by 212.36%, 5436.79%, and 630.09%, respectively.’®

* Models incorporating age and age-squared were also employed (complete data not shown). There was
one substantive change in the violence scale between the two models. Once age and age-squared were
removed, the immigrant status coefficient became significant. The coefficient for this variable in the
violence scale model incorporating age and age-squared was: immigrant status (p = -0.303; p > 0.05).
There were six changes in the drug dealing scale between the two models. Once age and age-squared were
removed, four coefficients became significant. These are for intercept, neighborhood SES, Cohort 12, and
Cohort 15. The coefficients for these variables in the drug dealing scale model incorporating age and age-

122



Being male, as opposed to female, increases expected involvement in violence,
drug dealing, and trouble with police. Males are 1.74 (f = 0.552; p <0.000), 2.71 (B =
0.996; p < 0.000), and 2.62 (B = 0.962; p < 0.000) times more likely to engage in these
behaviors than females, respectively. Being male increases the expected involvement in
violence, drug dealing, and trouble with police by 73.67%, 170.74%, and 161.69%,
respectively.

Compared to youths of other races/ethnicities, African American youths are 1.53
(B=0.428; p <0.01) times more likely to be involved in violence (a 53.42% increase),
while Hispanics are 0.32 ( = -1.134; p < 0.01) times less likely to be involved in drug

dealing (a 67.83% decrease). Race/ethnicity is not related to trouble with police.

squared were: intercept (f =-29.047; p > 0.05), neighborhood SES (B =-0.315; p > 0.05), Cohort 12 (f = -
0.457; p > 0.05), and Cohort 15 (B =2.563; p > 0.05). Cohort 12 also changed from negative to positive
with the removal of age and age-squared. The neighborhood ethnic heterogeneity coefficient became non-
significant after age and age-squared were removed from the model. In the model incorporating age and
age-squared, the coefficient was: ethnic heterogeneity (B = 0.126; p < 0.05). The family size coefficient
changed to negative (but remained non-significant) from a positive coefficient in the age and age-squared
model. For the trouble with police model, there were three substantive changes between the two models.
Once age and age-squared were removed, the intercept, Cohort 12, and Cohort 15 coefficients became
significant. The coefficients for these variables in the trouble with police model incorporating age and age-
squared were: intercept (f = -11.627; p > 0.05), Cohort 12 (B = -0.375; p > 0.05), and Cohort 15 (B = -
1.041; p > 0.05). The coefficients for Cohort 12 and Cohort 15 also changed from negative to positive.
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Table 22. Negative Binomial and Logistic HGLM Model 3c: Moderating Effect of Collective Efficacy on the Relationship
between Self-Efficacy and Crime — Controlling for Individual-Level Variables, Neighborhood Context, and Family
Context

PHDCN Data, N = 1,767

Violence Scale Drug Dealing Scale Trouble with Police
b SE Event b SE Event b SE Odds
Rate Rate Ratio
Ratio Ratio

Intercept -2.124 1.075 0.119  -5.354* 2.570 0.005 -6.107*** 1.606  0.002
Neighborhood Residential Mobility 0.194 0.136 1.214  -0.257 0.245 0.773  0.398* 0.191  1.489
Neighborhood SES -0.178* 0.071 0.837 -0.412* 0.179 0.662 -0.298* 0.131  0.743
Neighborhood Ethnic Heterogeneity -0.004 0.032 0.995 0.113 0.066 1.119 0.006 0.044  1.006
Neighborhood Family Disruption -0.059 0.726 0942 -1.235 1.375 0.291 1.035 1113 2.815
Neighborhood Collective Efficacy 0.244 0.229 1.276 0.169 0.626 1.185 0.870* 0.390 2.388
Self-Efficacy -0.464 0.511 0.628 -1.862 1.127 0.155 -0.634 0.748  0.530
Self-Efficacy x Collective Efficacy 0.035 0.152 1.036 0.415 0.336 1515 0.069 0.218 1.071
Immigrant Status -0.314* 0.153 0.730 -0.251 0.393 0.778 -0.358 0.225  0.699
Family SES -0.018 0.042 0.982  -0.157 0.107 0.855 -0.035 0.067  0.967
Family Disruption -0.264 0.135 0.768 -0.170 0.266 0.843 0.064 0.198  1.066
Family Size 0.016 0.027 1.016 -0.101 0.088 0.904 0.110** 0.040 1.116
Parental Monitoring -0.016 0.018 0.984 -0.044 0.035 0.956 -0.052 0.033  0.949
Cohort 12 0.937*** 0.137 2.552 2.481** 0.885 11953 1.119*** 0.247  3.062
Cohort 15 1.139%** 0.140 3.124  4.014*** 0.806  55.399 1.988*** 0.238  7.299
Male 0.552*** 0.108 1.738 0.996*** 0.237 2.708  0.962*** 0.151  2.617
African American 0.428** 0.159 1534 -0.023 0.345 0978 0.119 0214 1.127
Hispanic -0.112 0.181 0.894  -1.134** 0.383 0.322 -0.337 0.317 0.713
*p<0.05
**p<0.01
*x% ) < 0.000
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Table 22 (continued). Variance Components

2

St. Variance df X
Dev.

Violence Scale Intercept 0.226 0.051 73 87.829
Drug Dealing Scale Intercept 0.898 0.807 73 166.684***
Trouble with Police Intercept 0.183 0.033 73 76.871
*p <0.05
**p <0.01
*** < 0,000
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Chapter 5: Discussion

Most explanations of crime are at the micro or macro level with few attempting to
incorporate both micro and macro level variables into a single explanation. For example,
scholars have examined the independent influences of self-efficacy and collective
efficacy on crime. Less attention has been paid to the relationship between self-efficacy
and collective efficacy and how these constructs may jointly influence crime. The current
study investigates both the independent and joint influences of self-efficacy and
collective efficacy on three measures of crime: violence, drug dealing, and trouble with
police. Specifically, the research examines three research questions: 1) Does self-
efficacy influence self-reported involvement in crime? 2) Does collective efficacy
influence self-reported involvement in crime? and 3) Does collective efficacy moderate
the relationship between self-efficacy and crime? Using data from three cohorts of
youths (ages 9 to 19) who participated in the Project on Human Development in Chicago
Neighborhoods (an accelerated longitudinal study), three main conclusions can be drawn
from the analyses.

First, self-efficacy is negatively related to involvement in violence, drug dealing,
and trouble with police, independent of neighborhood. Thus, as self-efficacy increases,
expected involvement in violence, drug dealing, and trouble with police significantly
declines. These findings are congruent with other studies that examine the relationship
between self-efficacy and crime (e.g., Elliott et al., 2006; Ludwig and Pittman, 1999;
Sharkey, 2006). Further, the findings emerge after controlling for neighborhood context
(residential mobility, SES, ethnic heterogeneity, and family disruption), family context

(primary caregiver’s immigrant status, SES, family disruption, family size, and parental
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monitoring), and individual-level control variables (cohort, sex, and race/ethnicity). In
other words, self-efficacy remains negatively related to the outcome variables after
neighborhood context, family context, and individual level variables are added to the
models.

These findings about the relationship between self-efficacy and crime add to the
literature in several ways. First, in this study self-efficacy is examined as a mechanism of
control over one’s life (i.e., choosing alternatives to crime to achieve prosocial goals)
rather than as a means for prosocial coping in reaction to strain-inducing situations (e.g.,
Agnew, 1992). This adds to the literature in two ways: (1) the research on self-efficacy
from a strain perspective is equivocal and the relationship between self-efficacy and
crime may be best explained by another theory and (2) whether self-efficacy serves to
inform choices and perceptions of alternatives to crime is relatively unexplored. Second,
and similar to other criminological research on self-efficacy, this study adds support for
the use of self-efficacy as a general concept. This conceptualization is in contrast to
traditional social cognitive theorists (e.g., Bandura, 1997) who believe self-efficacy to be
domain specific. However, as found in this study, concepts that are broad enough to
encompass general perceptions can be used to tap into a general sense of self-efficacy
(Scholz et al., 2002). Finally, unlike most research, which has used composite measures
of self-efficacy, in this study self-efficacy is independent from other related, yet distinct,
concepts (e.g., self-esteem). The “black box effect” inherent in studies using composite
measures to tap into self-efficacy is avoided in the current research because self-efficacy
is not confounding with other concepts. Therefore, the results can be attributed directly

to self-efficacy.
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The second main finding is that, for the most part, collective efficacy does not
influence involvement in violence, drug dealing, or trouble with police; contrary to the
hypothesis. However, one exception is Model 3c. In this model, collective efficacy is
positively and significantly related to trouble with police since the Wave 1 interview.
This relationship only emerges after all of the variables (neighborhood context, family
context, individual-level variables, and interaction term) are added to the model.

While, in general, this hypothesis is not supported by the current study, the
findings are not surprising. Other studies using the PHDCN data also failed to uncover a
significant relationship between collective efficacy and individual-level crime (Kirk,
2009; Molnar et al., 2008; Sampson et al., 2005). More consistent support exists for the
influence of collective efficacy on crime rates (e.g., Browning, 2002; Sampson et al.,
1997; Sampson and Raudenbush, 1999; see also Pratt and Cullen, 2005) than for the
influence of collective efficacy on individual-level involvement in crime. Another
explanation for the finding that collective efficacy does not influence involvement in
crime is the fact that the collective efficacy measure (and other neighborhood level
variables) was collected between three and six years before Wave 2, when the self-
efficacy and self-reported crime variables were captured (see section on Data Availability
for a discussion on related implications).

The third main finding of this dissertation research is that collective efficacy
completely moderates the relationships between self-efficacy and violence, drug dealing,

and trouble with police,> though not in the expected direction. It was hypothesized that

%% In cases of moderation, it is expected that the relationship between the independent variable (i.e., self-
efficacy) and dependent variables (i.e., violence, drug dealing, and trouble with police) will change
direction and/or strength after a moderator variable (i.e., collective efficacy) is added to the model (see
Baron and Kenny, 1986).
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higher levels of collective efficacy would strengthen the influence of self-efficacy on
violence, drug dealing, and trouble with police. However, according to the models,
collective efficacy in a youth’s neighborhood does not strengthen these relationships. In
fact, the relationships between self-efficacy and the outcomes disappear (i.e., are no
longer significant) when collective efficacy is added to the model. This unexpected
finding is understandable since collective efficacy does not influence individual-level
crime and there is a weak correlation between self-efficacy and collective efficacy
(0.082). Additional research is needed to investigate whether collective efficacy
influences self-efficacy and if other neighborhood factors are related to self-efficacy.

A preliminary analysis of these relationships indicates that collective efficacy (p <
0.01) and neighborhood socioeconomic status (p < 0.000) are significantly and positively
related to self-efficacy when each variable was examined as the only independent
variable in the model. The other neighborhood factors (residential mobility, ethnic
heterogeneity and family disruption) are not related to self-efficacy. After adding all the
neighborhood factors into one model, the relationship between self-efficacy and
collective efficacy disappears. As noted earlier, the community measures may be
misrepresenting what is currently occurring in the youths’ neighborhoods since the data
were collected at two different time points and neighborhoods can change (Bursik, 1986,
1988).

Baron and Kenny (1986: 1174) indicate that “At a conceptual level, a moderator
may be more impressive if we go from a strong to a weak relation or to no relation at all
as opposed to finding a crossover interaction.” This is precisely what happened when

collective efficacy was interacted with self-efficacy. The strong positive relationship
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between self-efficacy and crime was nullified with the addition of collective efficacy.
The findings suggest that a multi-contextual approach does not appear to be necessary to
explain the relationship between crime and self-efficacy. While not direct support, these
findings may suggest that family influences are more important than neighborhood
factors (see Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn, 2000; Elliott et al., 2006). At the conceptual
level, future research on the relationship between self-efficacy and crime can be informed
by these results.

A secondary, yet interesting, finding from this study is the clustering of drug
dealing in certain neighborhoods.® Unlike violence and trouble with police which are
spread throughout more neighborhood clusters, drug dealing appears to be concentrated
in a smaller number of neighborhood clusters. This concentration of drug dealing could
be due to crime specialization in neighborhoods. For example, neighborhood clusters
without any self-reported drug dealing may specialize in other types of crimes. At the
macro-level, Schreck, McGloin, and Kirk (2009) found that PHDCN neighborhoods do
experience crime specialization. Some neighborhoods appear to specialize in violence
while non-violence is the norm in other neighborhoods. Additional research is needed to
determine the causes of neighborhood specialization in crime-type and whether there is

specialization at the micro-level.

% Figure 5 displays the mean involvement in drug dealing by neighborhood cluster and reveals that drug
dealing is limited to 39 neighborhood clusters (compared to violence and trouble with police which are
reported in 75 and 72 neighborhood clusters, respectively). Further, the intra-class correlation indicates a
clustering effect where neighborhood explains 23% of the variance related to involvement in drug dealing.
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Limitations and Areas of Future Research

The current study provides insight into the relationships between self-efficacy,
collective efficacy, and crime. Overall, the study findings contribute to the literature by
providing evidence that self-efficacy, measured as a general concept, negatively
influences involvement in a variety of crimes. This research, however, is not without
limitations. Future research could build on this study and address three such limitations:

data availability, measurement error, and omitted variable bias.

Data Availability

All studies based on secondary data, including the current one, are limited by the
data available. For example, data available for analysis in this study somewhat dictate
testing collective efficacy as having an enduring, rather than situational, effect on crime.
The argument for an enduring effect is based in socialization, while situational effects
occur through monitoring. If collective efficacy has an enduring effect on behavior, the
collective efficacy in the neighborhood where a youth lives will influence his or her
behavior in other contexts. If it is situational, the collective efficacy of a specific
neighborhood (e.g., the one in which he or she lives) will only influence a youth’s
behavior if it occurs in that same neighborhood. Parental monitoring was significantly
related to decreases in the outcomes, and it would be a logical next step to determine if
monitoring in the neighborhood where crimes occur is also beneficial for reducing crime.

Because collective efficacy data were only collected during the Community
Survey conducted in 1995 and self-efficacy is only available at Wave 2 (1997-2000) and

Wave 3 (2000-2002), it is not possible to test a situational effect of collective efficacy on
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the outcomes. Such a test would require additional data. First, contemporaneous
measurements of collective efficacy and crime are necessary. In order to determine if
collective efficacy influences a behavior at a given point in time, both variables should be
captured in close proximity and, ideally, simultaneously. Further, it would be essential to
know the neighborhood where a crime occurred and that neighborhood’s level of
collective efficacy. None of these variables are available in the PHDCN data. Thisis a
limitation to the current study because the extant literature shows evidence that the
influence of collective efficacy is more situational than enduring at the micro level (Kirk,
2009; Sampson, 2006) and macro level (Sampson et al., 1997). If collective efficacy
indeed has a situational effect on behavior, this could explain why collective efficacy was
not found to be related to involvement in crime and did not strengthen the relationship

between self-efficacy and crime.

Measurement Error

A possible issue related to measurement error concerns the data available for this
dissertation research. Due to the restricted data user’s agreement with ICPSR, additional
data sources (e.g., census data) could not be linked to the PHDCN data. This limitation
resulted in some of the neighborhood context variables (i.e., residential mobility,
socioeconomic status, and family disruption) collected at the individual-level being
aggregated at to the neighborhood cluster level to create a mean for each NC; resulting in
the atomistic fallacy. Therefore, there is increased risk of inference errors. This is
because individual-level responses are used as indicators of neighborhood level variables

and the relationship between two variables at the individual-level may differ from the
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relationship between those variables had they been measured at the group level. While
the results of the current research show that the majority of neighborhood context
variables do not influence the outcomes, the measurement of these variables may

contribute to the null findings.

Omitted Variable Bias

Another limitation of this study is the omission of contextual variables known to
influence involvement in crime. By limiting the contextual variables examined in this
study, the chances of omitted variable bias are increased. The current study examines
neighborhood context and family context as control variables to explain involvement in
crime. Neighborhood context (a macro level construct) and families (a micro level
construct) are key predictors of behavior. However, schools and peers are additional
contexts known to influence involvement in crime. Unlike the contextual variables
examined in this study, schools and peers may not necessarily reflect the composition of
a single neighborhood. Schools often enroll students from several neighborhoods and
peers can be situated in several neighborhoods. While the exclusion of these contexts
may overestimate neighborhood effects (Cook, 2003; Duncan and Raudenbush, 2001;
Elliott et al., 2006; Kirk, 2009), the significance of neighborhood effects examined in this
study were limited®* which may lessen concerns regarding omitted variable bias.

Future research could build on the findings reported here by investigating the

influence of schools and peers on the relationship between self-efficacy and crime.

% Neighborhood SES is significantly related to violence (Models 1d and 3c), drug dealing (Model 1d), and
trouble with police (Model 3c); neighborhood ethnic heterogeneity is significantly related to drug dealing
(Models 1d and 3c); and collective efficacy is significantly related to trouble with police (Model 3c). The
other neighborhood level variables (residential mobility and family disruption) are not related to the
outcomes.
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Schools may influence the relationship between self-efficacy and involvement in crime
independently from neighborhoods (see Kirk, 2009). For example, like neighborhoods,
each school has their own form of collective efficacy (Bandura, 1997) enacted through
informal social control and social cohesion to control student behavior (see Kirk, 2009).
Teachers, like parents, have the ability to encourage the development of self-efficacy in
youths (Goddard et al., 2004) and can provide opportunities for social persuasion and
vicarious experiences, which aid the development of self-efficacy. Further, Elliott and
colleagues (2006) found that school environment can influence the development of
prosocial competence, a composite measure that includes self-efficacy.

Peers can also influence self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986) and behavior (Elliott et al.,
2006). Peers may influence a youth’s self-efficacy through social persuasion and
vicarious experiences; similar to the influence families and teachers can have on the
development of self-efficacy. Social persuasion and vicarious experiences may also
influence involvement in crime. Youths with peers who do not engage in crime may also
choose to refrain from crime. Further, unlike other contexts (e.g., family), youths’ peers
are at least partially a result of choice and peers may or may not be chosen based on a
youth’s own involvement in crime (Akers and Jensen, 2006; see also Bandura, 1986).
Knowing which peers youths choose as friends could provide insight into their self-
efficacy and the relationship between self-efficacy and crime.

School and peers are important contextual variables that can aid explanations of
criminal behavior. They were not explored in the current study because the PHDCN data
set does not contain information on school collective efficacy and data pertaining to peers

are limited to youths’ perceptions about other students’ involvement in a variety of
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antisocial behaviors. Additionally, the data do not address the potential influence of
schools or peers on youths’ development of self-efficacy. Further, the PHDCN data
could not be linked to additional data sets for the current study due to the limitations of
the restricted data user’s agreement with the Inter-University Consortium for Political

and Social Research (ICPSR).

Theoretical Implications

The findings from this study evoke several theoretical implications. Four are
examined in this section. First, it is unclear why self-efficacy is related to a reduction in
crime. Second, alternative theories may be responsible for the findings. Third, the
influence of neighborhood contextual variables on the development of self-efficacy is
relatively unexplored. Finally, youths may have self-efficacy regarding antisocial
behaviors as well as prosocial behaviors. These four theoretical implications are

discussed in turn below.

Why is Self-Efficacy Related to a Reduction in Crime?

According to the results of this study, increased levels of self-efficacy are related
to a reduction in crime. However, what is not known is what it is about self-efficacy that
leads to a decrease in crime. It is expected (but not tested) that locus of control mediates
the relationship between self-efficacy and behavior (see Bandura, 1977b). In other
words, self-efficacy related to prosocial behaviors operates through an individual’s locus
of control and influences their decision to choose alternatives to crime. According to the

concept of locus of control, events are a result of actions and efforts; they are not random
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(Rotter, 1966). Because direct measurement of locus of control is not feasible with the
available data, there is a missing link in the relationship between self-efficacy and crime
in the current study. It could be hypothesized that an increased level of self-efficacy
would increase an individual’s locus of control (or, more simply, an individual’s belief
that they can control events), leading to a decrease in crime. This hypothesis, however,
cannot be tested with the available data and additional research would need to be

conducted to test this relationship.

Alternative Explanations of Crime

The current study examines the influence of self-efficacy on involvement in crime
from a control perspective. As such, the major tenets of this study are: (1) youths have
personal control over situations and their reactions to them, via self-efficacy and (2)
neighborhoods have the ability to enact control through collective efficacy. While this is
the framework tested in this dissertation research, alternative theoretical explanations of
involvement in crime are feasible. Three such theoretical explanations are social
learning, routine activities, and self-control.

Social learning theory is a well-established explanation of crime and delinquency
(Akers, 1985; Akers and Jensen, 2006). Like self-efficacy, social learning is a social
cognitive theory. Social learning theory posits that antisocial behaviors are learned by
the same mechanisms used in learning prosocial behaviors. Two mechanisms for
developing self-efficacy, social persuasion and vicarious experiences, are similar to the
social learning theory concepts differential reinforcement and imitation, respectively

(Akers, 1985). While the mechanisms of social persuasion and reinforcement are similar,
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they are conceptually distinct. Social persuasions are verbal cues from others that can
strengthen self-efficacy and beliefs regarding capabilities to engage in behavior.
Reinforcement, however, focuses on the individual’s anticipated rewards or punishments
that can result from a given behavior. Vicarious experiences and imitation are more
closely aligned. Vicarious experiences assist in the development of self-efficacy when an
individual sees someone who is like them succeeding at an activity. Similarly, imitation
occurs when individuals model the behavior of others.

It is possible that instead of self-efficacy influencing prosocial behavior (as is
tested in this study), social learning better explains involvement in crime. Under social
learning theory, youths may be differentially reinforced towards prosocial behavior and
may imitate prosocial adults. One important distinction between self-efficacy and social
learning theory is the use of choice to explain behavior. In this study, it is anticipated
(but not tested) that higher levels of self-efficacy increase a youth’s locus of control,
which leads to prosocial behavior. It is anticipated that youths with higher levels of self-
efficacy related to prosocial behaviors would have a higher locus of control and be better
equipped to choose alternatives to crime. The notion of choice in social learning theory,
on the other hand, is subsumed under differential reinforcement (Akers, 1990).
Accordingly, youths choose to engage in behaviors based on the anticipated rewards and
punishments associated with that behavior and the mechanism or process by which
youths choose alternatives to crime is not addressed.

Routine activities theory is another theoretical explanation that supports the
findings of the current research. According to routine activities theory, crime is more

likely when there is a convergence of three elements: motivated offender, opportunity for
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the behavior, and an absence of capable guardians. Motivated offenders are considered
to be constant and ubiquitous, and therefore, researchers do not often test this component
of the theory. The second element, opportunity, varies across individuals and is often
called the root cause of crime (Felson, 2002). For example, if there are no vulnerable
victims to attack and no one to whom to sell drugs, opportunity is lacking. The final
element, absence of capable guardians, is also variable across individuals and situations.
Capable guardians can take the form of either formal (e.g., police) or informal (e.g.,
primary caregiver, parent) social controls. Crime is less likely when a capable guardian
is present because the guardian may intervene or call the police (e.g., collective efficacy)
and they are a potential witness to the act who could later implicate the offender to formal
and/or informal social controls. Absence of capable guardians works in tandem with
opportunity. If the opportunity to engage in crime is present, and guardians who can
prevent a criminal act are not present, crime is more likely to occur.

Again, as with social learning theory, routine activities theory does not explicate
the mechanisms by which a youth chooses to engage in crime. Under routine activities
theory, it is assumed that offenders rationally choose their activities and that activities are
related to involvement in crime. Routine activities theory, however, does not unpack
how offenders make this choice.

Another potential explanation of crime is self-control. Self-control is a
consistently significant predictor of crime and delinquency (Pratt and Cullen, 2000) but
differs from self-efficacy.®® Self-control is conceptualized as a stable trait that is relative

set by age 8 (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990), while self-efficacy is dynamic and can

82 While conceptually different, their origins are similar. Like self-efficacy, self-control is considered to be
a function of parental monitoring and socialization (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990).
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change over time (Bandura, 1997). Further, self-control does not consider agency or
individual choice in decision-making. Paternoster and Pogarsky (2009: 110) aptly state:
“Low self-control... is not a process of decision making or a way in which choices over
alternative courses of action are made, indeed one low in self-control may be completely
unaware that alternatives exist.”® On the other hand, self-efficacy may facilitate
decision-making and whether individuals choose alternatives to crime.

While social learning, routine activities, and self-control may explain youths’
involvement in crime, the focus of the current study is on the use of prosocial efficacy to
control behavior and facilitate choice. Self-efficacy is examined as a way of enacting
personal control over situations and choosing alternatives to crime, and collective
efficacy is examined as a method for neighborhoods to control crime among youths. The
alternative explanations of crime reviewed above are unable to address this notion of

control, and they do not address the mechanisms associated with choice.

Influence of Contextual Variables on Self-Efficacy

Another theoretical implication stemming from this study is the need to determine
whether context influences self-efficacy. In the current study, neighborhood and family
context are examined as control variables and their direct effects on self-efficacy are not
explored. Family context is known to influence children’s development of self-efficacy
(Bandura, 1997; Hoeltje et al., 1996), but what about neighborhood factors? Additional
research could investigate the influence of contextual variables on self-efficacy to

determine if any are important in the development of self-efficacy.®* Further, it is not

% It is not clear if the opposite is true, if high self-control can contribute to decision making.
% Preliminary results (discussed above) indicate that neighborhood contexts may influence self-efficacy.
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known whether collective efficacy influences youths’ perceptions of their general self-
efficacy.®® Contextual variables that are significantly related to self-efficacy could be

targeted in the development of policies aimed at increasing self-efficacy.

Self-Efficacy Perceptions and Antisocial Behaviors

While the self-efficacy measures in this study are interpreted as being prosocial,
self-efficacy may address antisocial behavior (see Ludwig and Pittman, 1999).
Theoretically, people can have self-efficacy about prosocial or antisocial behaviors and
self-efficacy pertains to any desired outcome whether achieved through prosocial or
problem behavior (Ludwig and Pittman, 1999). In this study, prosocial self-efficacy is
significantly related to a reduction in crime. Self-efficacy scales that take into account
problem behaviors may yield different results (see Ludwig and Pittman, 1999). Further,
the self-efficacy measures used in this research may tap into antisocial behaviors,
depending on the youths’ interpretation of the questions. For example, “Can go far in the
world” does not ask the youth to differentiate whether this would be achieved through
legitimate or illegitimate means. Similarly, the question asking if youths’ “Feel safe alone
in neighborhood” does not determine if youths feel safe because they are comfortable
deterring or fighting combatants as the need arises or if neighborhood is generally safe

(see Anderson, 1999).

% Collective efficacy significantly influences street efficacy, or one’s ability to avoid neighborhood
violence (Sharkey, 2006), but it is not known if collective efficacy influences a youth’s general sense of
efficacy.
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Policy Implications

Policy implications from this research stem from the finding that higher levels of
self-efficacy are significantly related to a reduction in violence, drug dealing, and trouble
with police, independent of neighborhood. Most neighborhood context variables do not
influence individual-level behavior in the current study. This is similar to Elliott and
colleagues (2006) who found modest neighborhood effects on prosocial behavior. This
finding is suggestive that it is more important to channel resources towards improving
individuals’ prosocial self-efficacy than neighborhoods’ collective efficacy. Further,
programs aimed at improving self-efficacy among youths may be useful in reducing
antisocial behavior.®

In order to increase self-efficacy, first we need to know how it is developed.
According to Bandura (1986), there are four ways to attain self-efficacy: self-mastery,
social persuasion, vicarious experiences, and physiological states (somatic and
emotional) in reaction to behaviors and experiences. Two of these four mechanisms
contributing to the development of self-efficacy, social persuasion and vicarious
experiences (Bandura, 1995), are related to the contextual environment of individuals.
Social persuasion refers to an external support system which can facilitate development
of high or low self-efficacy. Positive social persuasion from others should provide
encouragement and social support to an individual thereby increasing their self-efficacy
perceptions. Self-efficacy from vicarious experiences is attained through observations of

others, who are like oneself, successfully complete tasks, and achieve their goals. These

%8 As discussed above, it is not known whether neighborhood variables such as collective efficacy influence
self-efficacy. The current study only examines the relationships between self-efficacy, collective efficacy
and crime, not the influence of context on self-efficacy.
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monitoring and socialization efforts assist children in forming self-efficacy beliefs about
their abilities.

Due to their importance in the development of self-efficacy, increasing
monitoring and socialization efforts among parents and other early childhood caregivers
should be a focus of policy implications. Intervening early with parents and caregivers is
essential because individuals are born without a sense of self. This sense of self is
socially constructed (Bandura, 1997) and its development is based in early interactions
with family and caregivers (Bandura, 1997; Hoeltje et al., 1996). Further, as the primary
agents of socialization and monitoring (see Bronfenbrenner, 1979), the family plays a key
role in the development of a youth’s self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997; Elliott et al., 2006;
Schunk and Meece, 2006) and a lack of supervision and parental involvement with
children is related to delinquency (Stouthamer-Loeber and Loeber, 1986). Because of the
importance of the family in developing self-efficacy, early intervention programs aimed
at socialization, monitoring, and increasing self-efficacy are ideal.

Several family-based prevention programs are effective and improve parenting
skills such as monitoring and socialization as well as child outcomes (Farrington and
Welsh, 2003; Piquero et al., 2009; Sherman, 1997). Because self-efficacy development
begins at an early age, a program which focuses on early developmental periods (i.e., pre-
natal, infancy, and early childhood) is preferred. One such program is home visitation
services provided by nurses to families at risk of child abuse and neglect. This program
pairs nurses with at-risk pregnant women (e.g., young, low income, unmarried) during
their first pregnancy. Nurses visit the mother 9 times during the pregnancy and 23 times

before the child’s first birthday. During these visits, the nurse teaches the mother
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parenting self-efficacy and essential skills such as proper prenatal health behaviors (e.g.,
proper nutrition, avoiding drug and alcohol use) to reduce poor outcomes (e.g., preterm
birth, neurocognitive deficits), how to care for the child, and to plan for additional
children.

In a randomized experiment of this home-visitation program, Olds and colleagues
(1997, 1998) found long-term benefits among 400 women and their children over 15
years. Compared to women in the control group, who did not receive home visitation,
women assigned to the program were less likely to abuse their child, have subsequent
births, and require welfare assistance (e.g., Aid to Families with Dependent Children).
Children of women assigned to the program were less likely to have behavioral problems
resulting from drug and alcohol use by the mother and be arrested (self-report and official
record) than children of mothers who were not enrolled in the home-visitation program.
This program teaches mothers how to be good parents and instills in them parenting self-
efficacy (see Olds, 2002). These skills and the self-effectiveness they teach can translate
into better parenting (e.g., socialization, monitoring), which can influence the
development of self-efficacy in the child. Similarly, less intensive parenting classes for
low-risk families who wish to increase their capabilities to effectively socialize and
monitor their children would also aid the development of self-efficacy (see Elliott et al.,
2006).

Additional research is needed to link the benefits of family-based prevention
programs to offending behavior (see Farrington and Welsh, 2003). It is anticipated that
these programs will increase self-efficacy among youths which, according to the findings

from the current study, should reduce involvement in crime. However, measures of self-
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efficacy at baseline and post-program participation would be necessary for determining

that self-efficacy was increased as a result of such programs.
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Appendices

Appendix A: Correlation Matrix for Self-Efficacy and Family Context Variables

Self- Immigrant SES Family Family Parental
Efficacy Status Disruption Size Monitoring
Self- 1.000
Efficacy
Immigrant -0.081 1.000
Status
SES 0.156 -0.342 1.000
Family -0.031 -0.159 -0.072 1.000
Disruption
Family -0.056 0.153 -0.218 -0.164 1.000
Size
Parental 0.125 -0.069 0.116 -0.049 -0.030 1.000
Monitoring
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Appendix B: Correlation Matrix for Self-Efficacy and Individual-Level Variables

Self- Cohort  Cohort  Cohort  Male African Hispanic
Efficacy 9 12 15 American
Self- 1.000
Efficacy
Cohort 9 0.051 1.000
Cohort 12 0.033 -0.546 1.000
Cohort 15 -0.089 -0.467 -0.486 1.000
Male -0.051 0.069 -0.023 -0.047  1.000
African 0.041 -0.018 0.023 -0.006 -0.034 1.000
American
Hispanic -0.116 0.022 -0.019 -0.002  0.019 -0.572 1.000
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Appendix C: Correlation Matrix for 23 Self-Efficacy Items

schooll school2 school3 school4 school5 school6 school7

schooll 1.000
school2 0.164 1.000
school3 0.182 0.374 1.000
school4 0.209 0.191 0.191 1.000
school5 0.176 0.305 0.398 0.156 1.000
school6 0.203 0.209 0.275 0.317 0.261 1.000
school7 0.218 0.227 0.233 0.279 0.294 0.413 1.000
parentsl 0.058 0.176 0.228 0.084 0.260 0.116 0.159
parents2 0.154 0.177 0.152 0.198 0.172 0.228 0.254
parents3 0.163 0.152 0.179 0.231 0.217 0.320 0.336
parents4 0.157 0.129 0.175 0.215 0.179 0.234 0.284
parents5 0.148 0.141 0.142 0.163 0.098 0.231 0.273
parents? 0.149 0.183 0.203 0.214 0.235 0.291 0.350
lifel 0.128 0.074 0.099 0.178 0.091 0.116 0.160
life3 0.225 0.178 0.217 0.280 0.280 0.349 0.385
life4 0.179 0.182 0.205 0.275 0.251 0.289 0.399
life6 0.066 0.200 0.232 0.104 0.302 0.168 0.222
hood1 0.129 0.138 0.138 0.179 0.117 0.160 0.197
hood2 0.104 0.185 0.252 0.157 0.223 0.166 0.188
hood3 0.068 0.128 0.200 0.155 0.203 0.197 0.195
hood4 0.085 0.039 0.056 0.169 0.045 0.159 0.155
hood5 0.108 0.072 0.057 0.192 0.039 0.165 0.195
hood6 0.065 0.155 0.155 0.160 0.148 0.110 0.135

parentsl parents2 parents3 parentsd parents5  parents? lifel

parentsl 1.000
parents2 0.302 1.000
parents3 0.248 0.360 1.000
parents4 0.313 0.406 0.403 1.000
parents5 0.113 0.273 0.278 0.333 1.000
parents? 0.314 0.384 0.419 0.462 0.331 1.000
lifel -0.009 0.132 0.135 0.117 0.143 0.091 1.000
life3 0.101 0.244 0.352 0.221 0.192 0.283 0.202
life4 0.113 0.239 0.231 0.167 0.192 0.256 0.192
life6 0.157 0.162 0.210 0.151 0.147 0.215 0.116
hoodl 0.062 0.177 0.157 0.166 0.204 0.184 0.170
hood2 0.161 0.156 0.195 0.162 0.148 0.206 0.102
hood3 0.122 0.135 0.185 0.107 0.120 0.187 0.115
hood4 -0.001 0.120 0.131 0.082 0.168 0.110 0.204
hood5 -0.018 0.115 0.147 0.121 0.194 0.142 0.182
hood6 0.115 0.142 0.121 0.144 0.125 0.168 0.067
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life3 life4 life6  hoodl hood2 hood3 hood4
life3 1.000
lifed 0.363 1.000
life6 0.251 0.249 1.000
hood1 0.178 0.186 0.133 1.000
hood?2 0.219 0.202 0.167 0.178 1.000
hood3 0.212 0.185 0.188 0.184 0.277 1.000
hood4 0.139 0.191 0.078 0.227 0.129 0.235 1.000
hood5 0.140 0.199 0.060 0.288 0.182 0.183 0.435
hood6 0.100 0.158 0.256 0.125 0.282 0.192 0.077
hood5 hood6
hood5 1.000
hood6 0.100 1.000
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Appendix D: Correlation Matrices for Self-Reported Offending and Self-Efficacy

Domains

Violence and Self-Efficacy Domains

Violence School Parents Life Neighborhood
Violence 1.000
School 0.024 1.000
Parents 0.161 0.279 1.000
Life 0.016 0.286 0.294 1.000
Neighborhood -0.123 0.166 0.064 0.143 1.000
Drug Dealing and Self-Efficacy Domains

Drug Dealing  School Parents Life Neighborhood
Drug Dealing 1.000
School 0.016 1.000
Parents 0.111 0.279 1.000
Life 0.059 0.286 0.294 1.000
Neighborhood -0.021 0.166 0.064 0.143 1.000

Trouble with Police and Self-Efficacy Domains
Trouble with School Parents Life Neighborhood
Police

Trouble with 1.000
Police
School -0.021 1.000
Parents 0.137 0.279 1.000
Life 0.016 0.286 0.294 1.000
Neighborhood -0.089 0.166 0.064 0.143 1.000
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Appendix E: Correlation Matrix for Self-Efficacy, Collective Efficacy, Neighborhood Context, and
Family Context Variables

| NEIGHBORHOOD | FAMILY
Self- Collective  Residential ~ SES Ethnic Residential  Immigrant ~ SES Family Family Parental
Efficacy Efficacy Mobility Heterogeneity ~ Mobility Status Disruption Size Monitoring
Self- 1.000
Efficacy
Collective 0.067 1.000
Efficacy
Residential -0.035 -0.479 1.000
Mobility
S
% SES 0.111 0.658 -0.229  1.000
(4
8 Ethnic -0.049 -0.236 0.448 -0.108 1.000
(Zl_g Heterogeneity
L
z Residential -0.013 -0.231 -0.018 -0.226 -0.069 1.000
Mobility
Immigrant -0.081 -0.239 0.248 -0.110 0.246 -0.207 1.000
Status
SES 0.156 0.349 -0.144  0.402 -0.128 -0.021 -0.342  1.000
> Family -0.031 0.004 -0.025 -0.003 -0.049 0.062 -0.158 -0.072 1.000
= Disruption
2
L Family -0.056 -0.128 -0.002 -0.154 0.016 -0.008 0.153 -0.218 -0.164 1.000
Size
Parental 0.125 -0.008 -0.024 -0.007 0.016 0.040 -0.069 0.116 -0.049  -0.030 1.000
Monitoring
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Appendix F: Home Inventory

1. Subject has a set time [curfew] to be home on school nights.

o
[22]

2. Subject routinely obeys curfew on school nights.

o
[22]

3. Subject has a set time [curfew] to be home on weekend nights.

o @
7]

4. Subject routinely obeys curfew on weekend nights.

o
[22]

5. PC has established rules about homework and checks to see if homework is
done.

o

6. PC assisted subject with homework and school assignments every other week
during current or most recent school year.

o @
7]

7. PC requires subject to sleep at home on school nights.

o @
7]

8. When PC is not available to subject at home, reasonable procedures have been
established for him/her to check in with PC, or their designee, on weekends and
after school.

@>®>m>w»>m>o>w’>m >
z<lzxzx|zx|zZz <252
w w

o

9. After school subject goes somewhere that adult supervision is provided.

o
2]

10. PC establishes rules for subject’s behavior with peers and asks questions to
determine whether they are being followed.

o @
7]

11. Subject is not allowed to wander in public places without adult supervision
for more than 1 hour (Cohort 9)/2 hours (Cohort 12)/3 hours (Cohort 15).

o o
7]

12. PC has had contact with two of the subjects’ friends in the last week (Cohort
9)/two weeks (Cohorts 12 and 15).

o

13. PC talks daily with subject about his/her day.

o
2]

14. PC has visited school or talked to the teacher or counselor within the last 3
months.

o @
7]

z<lz<z<z<z<Zz |z <
w

15. Family has TV, and it is used judiciously, not left on continuously. es
0

16. PC has discussed television programs with subject during the past two weeks. Yes
No

17. PC has discussed current events with subject during the past two weeks. Yes
No

18. PC has discussed the hazards of alcohol and drug abuse with subject during A. Yes
the past year. B. No

19. PC denies subject access to alcohol (including beer or wine) in the home. A. Yes
B. No

20. PC knows signs of drug usage and remains alert to possible experimentation. | A. Yes
B. No

21. Subject is taken regularly to a doctor’s office or clinic for check-ups and A.Yes
preventive health care (once a year). B. No

22. Family has a fairly regular and predictable schedule for subject. A. Yes
B. No

23. PC sets limits for subject and generally enforces them. A. Yes
B. No

24. PC is generally consistent in establishing or applying family rules. A. Yes
B. No
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